'DOCUMENT RESUAE .

ED 114 978 ° ' L - . . EAr 007 720 -
TITLE School Focd Program Needs--1975. State School Food
. . Service Director's Response. A Working Paper. '
INSTITUTION = Congress of the U.S,, Washington, D. C. Se?éte«Select

T Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs. -
PUB DATE " Apr {5 | o
NOTE 214p.; 94th Congress, 1stvSession, Committee Print.

AVATLABLE FROM Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D.C. 20402 ($2. 10)

EDRS PRICE * MF-$0.76 HC-$10.78 Plus Postage -
DESCRIPTORS Administrator Attitudes; *Breakfast Programs,
' *Federal Legislation; *Federal Programs; *Lunch
Programs; Nutrition; Nutrition InStruction; Program
: . Coésts; Pr'ogram Evaluation; Questionnaires :
IDENTIFIERS ° *National School Lunch Act

ABSTRACT . L ' A ,
State School Food Service Directors were sent
telegram gquestionnaires on January 23, 1975, by the above Senate
comnittee. The purpose of the guestionnaire was (1) to determine the
most pressing problems facing those who have responsibility for o
administering the School Lunch and Breakﬁast Programs; and (2) to .
gather recommendations for strengthening the leglslathh, with the '
goal of feeding as many children as possible in an economical way.
This .working paper contains the individual responses by the state
directors; a summary of some of the more important amswers received;
an analysis of the potential effect on child nutrition programs, if
the administration's bloc grant proposal goes into effect; somé

- citizen responses to the admjnistration's: proposal; and a ‘copy-of
this year's legislative package for child nutrltlon, S. 850, vlth a’
section-by-section analy51s. (Author/MLF) !

# AN

o 3 o ok ok ok sk ok ok ***'***************************** 5 ok 3k ok ok e 3k o ok ske ke s ok 3K ok ok ok 3k ke sk e ok ok ok 3K ok k3 ok ok

* Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished *
* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to Oobtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal *
* reproduc1b111ty are often encountered and this affects the quality *
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not Tk
* responsible for .the quality of +he original document. Reproductions *
* *
* *

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original,
****************&****************************************************

?




U $ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS OOCUMENT HAS EEN REPRO

94th aongreu‘} - COMT’EEWT DUCEOQ EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM.

1st Session

'SCHOOL FOOD PROGRAM NEEDS—1975

EZUCATION POSUTION OR POLIC

\

. . » 3 A

STATE SCHOOL, FOOD SERVICE
- DIRECTOR’S RESPONSE ~__

.

A

s A WORKING PAPER

PREPARED BY THE BTAFF OF THE
SELECT COMMITTEE ON NUTRITION
- AND HUMAN NEEDS
UNITED, STATES SENATE
" (T5/Ph)

o - . APRI.L 1975

o~ .
\/ , / ‘ . ’ a) .
P,inhed for, the use of the Select Commlttee on Nutrition
't . .and Human Needs
u.s. .GOVIRN'IINT PRIN'HNG. OFFICE

$0-218 0 WASHINGTON : 1976 -

.THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED OO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE
SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTIVjITE or

For sale by the Superintendent of Docuinents, U.8. Govérnment Prlntlng Office
Washington, D.C. 20402 Price ($2.10)




o
P N . v - L
SELECT COMMITTEE ON NUTRITION AND HUMAN "NEEDS . g
» - GEORGE MCGOVERN, South Dakota, Ohatrman -
HERMAN E. TALMADGE, Georgla ~* CHARLES H. PERCY, Tllinols ;
s PHILIP A. HART, Michigan ’ ROBERT DOLE, Kansas . ' : P
WALTER F. MONDALE, Minnesota HENRY BELLMON, Oklahoma .
\ EDWARD M. KENNEDY, Massachusetts RICRARD 8. SCHWEIKER, Penngylvania v
GAYLORD NELSON, Wisconsin . ROBERT TAFT, J&., Ohlo ' |
ALAN CRANSTON, Califotnia . ARK O. HATFIELD, Oregon
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, Minnesota ) )
KDNNETH SCHLOSSBERG, Staf Director '
GeraLD 8. J. CassipY, General Counsel .
° . (1)
&
L] % - , \
. . . - : \
> - ‘1 ]
. X - |
l ) |
-~ .
- . .
an - °
«? -
.tV ’
[ ‘ .
i .
? o . ‘
A
. - . N,
. N :
. . . v“ w
R - 4
\ ] .
(4] . . - v

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

il N . -




. ' CONTENTS

~»
A ]
’
!
|
|
‘» N
|
\ ..
’.
Louisiana .. .o ceceee_.-. e e;emeie————————— Mmmmmmain
Maryland. ... e e e e e e e R e 71
Minnesot. e cevomenceao -2 o e e m———eemmam (i)
1 FTERT R o) o) PSP USRI ——— 80
MISSOUR aee e 83
Montana. ... _... .88
, New Hampshire. .. oo oo cceeaans 91
. New Jersey._ . ... < oo cecins —- : 97
. New MeXiCo. - oo e e e e cicmemavm—————— emee- 101
New York.-o.-_--_ Geebome e e e ® e oo amaemen—ammmmm - 104
Ohi0. s e cecccc e ccccmcaaaaaa DU Aemmammmmmmn 112
OKIAROMA « o cee e e m e e et emec e e m—mem e ammam———n 116
Rhode Island. - vvocneo.. Y e e e e m——————— 119
~South Caroling. - - v e iccicaeceme oo aee e 122
South Dakota...o. lo ool 2 et — e —————— 124
Utah..__.. A e emm e mmemeeemema——oem———n oo e m—————— 129
Vermont.._...... - hme A mmamememmmm—emmmaee—n- Grom - 136
40 1 1N S VSRS TORP (RPN 138
Washington. ..., ... e e e e e e mmmmm——mamee—anan © 143
, .. West Virginia........ DO e e ecmm————— 146
@ WiSConSin_ - c.cvocooas e n TN 148
© WY OMING e e e o e e oo e e e cmmeemeemmmm—e——mamememma——- 152
Government of American Snmon ...................... / PO 168
Summary of answers to survey
Increase in price of menls to students, 1073-74 to 1074~75... ... 169
Average cost of producing meals, increase 1973-74 to 1074-76... . 159
State support *per.meal above reqmred matching..oco oo .o-- . 160
Equipment needs_ ..« e meemmeac e e ee T 160
y Number of lunches served per dny. oo cemrmennaaae- cmmr———— 160
Number of breakfasts served per day . e errccecce—ccaaa- 161
Increase in participation in reduc -price meals from school year 1973-
74 toschool year 197425 . cv. ) e e ceecceceeeeeeeeaan 161
Effeet of nd(ninistmtion s bloe grant oy child nutrition programs:
Budget mcsqngc proposes ending4hild nutrition programs...__..... 163
() /
\
ERIC 1



Documents and letters from concerned groups andfcitizens: ‘
* Coffee. County " (Dquglas, (ieorgin) Schools_. ... ._.__x .. ... ..
Carver Day Care Center, Schenectady, N. - :
The Salvation Army ‘Child Development Day Care Center, Albany,
«N.Y._ .. : .

City of West Haven, -

Office of the Governor Education & Training, Jackson, Miss_.__ . -
ity of Hartford, Conn.: Resolution on School Breakfast Program.. .

City of Hartford, Conn.: Resolution on‘Specizl Food Servites Program

* for Children

Cedarburg (Wisconsin) Publie-Schools

Yuma, Arizosa

Yakima, Washington

Pasadena, California :

Miwaukee, Wisconsin”.______ . ____ P RO

Mentor (Ohio) Public Schook.

State of South Dukotn, House Concurrent Resolution No. 513 ..

8. 830, Feh. 26, 1975'{legislative day, Feb. 21): .

A bill to amend tha National School Lunch and Child Nutrition Actd
in order tb éxtend and revise the specinl food serviee program fon
children, the special supplemental food program, and the sehool
breakfast program, and for other purposes related o strengthening

. the school lunch and child nutrition programs._ ... __. I, .
Section-by-section analysis of 8. 850 .




r

A

INTRODUCTION

The School Lunch and Broakfast Programs continue as the founda-
tion, the building blocks, upon which_our effective and growing

_federally funded child nutrition programs rest. -

Last_year, as part of the oversight function of the Senate -Select
Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, I asked the committeo
staff to question, by telegram, all the State School Food Service
Mirectors. The purpose of this questionnaire was twofold : _

. 1. To deterthine the most pressing problems facing those who
have responsibility for administering thesSchool Lunch and
Broukif,ug Programs; and, . s &

2. To ;gather recommendations for strengthening tire legisla-
tion, with tho goal of feeding as many children as possible, in an
economical way. \ o

* The results of the first telegram survey were very gratifying. Many
of the recommendations received were later made part of legislaTion.
The provious response of Congress to this timely information, and
the subsequent constructive use to which the data was“put, have,
encouraged me to ropeat this telegram survey to the State School
Food Service Directors. T : .
This year’s  (1975) questionnaire is especially interesting because,

" concurrently, the administration offered its own [)lnn to reshape the
child natrition progranis as we traditionally know them.

__This working paper contains the individual responses by the State
directors? o summary of some of the more important answers received ;
an analysis of the potential effect on child nutrition programs, if the
administration’s bloc grant proposfl goes into effect; some citizen
responses to the administration’s proposal; and,.a copy of this yoar's
legislative package for child nutrition, S. 860, with a section-by-
gection analysis. ' : :

The text of the questionnaire is as fellows: ,

Westery Union Nigir LETTER

- January 23, 1976.
Dear State School Food Service Director:

As you know, Congress *again is considering legislation vital
to the Scho?lli Lunch, School Breakfast, Special Food Services,

amtl Commodity programs.

1)
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{ 'Programs while fighting incréysed food and labor costs.
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Our committee needs information about your ability to run the -

Last” year, your response to our telegram led to legislation
which mandated Jncereased reimbursement rates, increased and
improved commodity levels, increased milk money, and escalator

*. clanses to insure automatic adjustment.

Again,’ your response to the following questions will be greatly
appreciated. I realize in some cases only an educated estimate can
be provided. Please provide data for both public and private
schools. o~

1. How many paid for and free lunches, on the average, are
served in vour State each day? Breakfast? (Use data from the
latest available month.)

. 2. What do you estimaté is the average cost in vour State of
producing a lunch thisyéar? A breakfast? How does this compare
to last year?

3. Has the studg mice inereased: per luneh over low vear?
Per breakfast? How muych, on the average, i~ the increase for
-ench? Cap vou correlate lows of articipation nmong paying
students, if any, with this ineregse? }f ~0, what i< it?

+ How many r(-(lnr-(-(l-prir-v lnches are served each day?
Breakfnst? How do these hizures compare with last year at this
tiune? ' '

5. What has been the effeet of the expunded reduced-price
program on participation in vour State? I{nw many school dis-
tricts have iniliut(-(f the reduced-price luncehes this vear? .

6. What legislative changes, if any, would you recommend to
help wtop the loss of paving students in the lunch program?

7. The School Breakfast Program has not expanded at the
sante rate as the luneh program. Why has program yarticipation
lnggzed? Funding?  Adminisfrative problems? Lu('&( of publie
information” School food personnel ovorlmulu?}}'l'h(' “this is the
family job' attitude? .

5. What changes, if any, in the legrislation would help improve
the participation rate and quality of the breakfnst program?

8. What, if any, modifications in the menl pattern should be
made to help incregse participation and decrease waste in the
lunch program? the broakfast program?

10. (A0 If the commodity program were to end, how much eash
per meal would you need to offaet the low? Do vou want the
commodity program to continge? If 20, how would you improve
it or change jt? .

(B.) Iy vour opinion, is it possible for «chools to purchuse frpm
local wholewdlers certain food items such as frozen' meats ‘and
canned fruits and vegetables ns cheaply as the USDA is able to
buy them,” assuming equal gquality? I not, please give an ex-
ample of the cost differential for one item. .

. What are vour cquipment needs for new pragrams? For
existing programs? How much do you expeet to receivmJor auach
of these this year? -

12. What, percentage inerease in rticipation would you oxpect
in your State if the School Funeh Program were to be made
universal, at 10 cents per lunch for all students? Under such a
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program, it is assumed that the need for totally free lunches
would be minimal. Would yeu favor such a program? Can.you
estimate the additional moneys needed to have such a program
in your State? —~ : "

. i3. How much time and money would your State save if a
universal program replaced the current program; and the current .
certification and reporting paperwork was reduced accordingly?

14. What percent of the school districts in your State charge
the luncli program for the cost of: (A) Utilities? (B) Transpor-
tation of USDA foods? (C) School administrative overhead?
(I I‘i‘,x)nployment of personnel for supervision during the lunch

eriod? ' '
P 15. What, if any, are the current levels of State reimbursements
vou receive for lunches this year? Breakfast? How much has this
increased in the last three (3) years? What is the total amount
of State money you currently receive?

Thank yeu very much for your continued assistance and input.
GeoreE~McGovEerN, Chairman

. U.S. SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON
NutriTioN anxp Husman NEEDS

ERIC N | |
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RESPONSES FROM STATE SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ~ -*

. DIRECTORS
i State of Alabama
. Department of Education
. ', State Office Buildiag _ -
. Mestgemery, AMlabama  saime
™ LeRoY Brown .
. State Superintendent of Education N
The Honorable George McGovern
United States Senage . "
N Select Committee a( Nutrition and . ’
Hupan Needs o -
wtahington, D.C. 20310
Dear Mr, McGovern: . ' .
-°. Thv following information io being submitted in accordance with
your Telefax request of January 23, 1975.
The Alabama State Department of Education does not administer .
child Nutrition Program¢ in prilvate and parochial ochools., These
programs are administered thr?ugh the U.5.D.A, Regional Office in
Atlanta, Georgia. »
1. How many paid for and fre¢ lunches, on the average, ,
- are served in your state cach day?l BDreakfase? (Use
data from the latest available month).
’ Lunches: Paid 276,728 per day
. Prece 289,498 por day
~
Broakfast: Paid 4,988 per day
" Free 36,364 per day
2, What do you estimate is the average cust in your state
of producing a lunch this year? A breakfast? How
& does thia compare to last year? ,
. The averags cost of producing & lunch in'Alabama for the period
& ending December 31, 1974 was 82¢. Effective January 1, 1975, the
- price of milk in Alabanma was incraased by 20 to 527, the labor -
L 4 cost was increased by 5.3%, and the cost of other food and non-
' , food items-continued to increase at a seasonally adjusced annual
rate of 13.47, ) .
’
» The average cost of producing & breakfast in Alabama for ths period
anding December 31, 1974 waa 43.8¢. '
) The average cost of producing meals in Alabapa has increased by 9.3%
. for the period ending Decamber 31, 1974 as compared to ths previous

school year. e

& 2N
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The following 1o an estimated coot per weal for the 1974-75 achool year
8o vempared._te the actusl cost for tho 1973-74 ochool year,

Tunch 1924-75 ) Increase % Increase
Food . X _42.1¢ 5.1¢ 13.7%
tabor L3¢ - 2.9¢ 15%
Equipoent .

Other

Subtoral

Indircee Cdgt
Subtotal
Valuo of

tormetitico .
irand Total .0¢- 14%

breakfagt . 7 13.6%
volue of .
ermaditien ]
, 13,6%
“% Hao tho otudents’ price incroaced per lunch over last yoar? o
Fer breakfaot? How much, on the average, {s the increasc
for cach? Can you corrolate looo of participation amopg -
paying otudants, {f any, with this {ncrease? 1If¢ so vhat
io 1t7?
. l4
" ¥eo, the vharge to tho paying child continuco to incrcase at approxicately
7% each oix (6) months. A high porccntjof the school systcos in-Alabama
charge tho paying child conontially cho“pame amount they receive in U,S.D,A;
roinburgement for freo meals (f.c.) Lupeh 49.5 conts, they charged the
paving child 50 conto. 52.5 conts thcy charged the paying child 55 cents.
. [Dreakfaot 22 cents rhey charged tho paying child 20 conts. 23,25 centy,
//thny chargod the paying child 25 conts, . )

+ Thore hoglboun no significant loss of particip&tion when the mohl-priéa
to incroasod. This 1o primarily because cho incfeases are’ninimal,
Each yoar therc fa a docrease {n che numbor of patid moll; and an {ncroase
in tho nucbor of froe and reduced price moals.  This f{s brought about by
wore familics boing made eligible for free and reduced price meals when
tho Secrotary's Incéme Poverty Guidelines are increased at a faster rats.
than tho por capita income of a ltl:e:

4. How many reduced price lunthes lfu sorved each day? Dreakfast?
[low do theso figurcs aompare with last year &t this time?

An-average of 14,623 reduced price lunches are being |ervad.anch day chis -

year ao comparod with 1,043 cach day last yoar. .

- : : 4

¢
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An average of 617 reduced price breakfagts are being served ecach day

thio year as cemparvd with 152 coch day last year. ¢

Muring the 1973-74 ochool year, only five (%) scheol systems in Alabana .
offered reduced price meals. Thig year cach school system in Alabaza o
required to offer paid, reduced price, and froe weals. - —

* 5. wWhat has been the cffect of the expanded reduced price
program on part{cipation in your state? How many school
P s districts have initigted the reduced price lunches thig f
year? - ! N - ] .
.. . . ”~ .

There has been no bignificant fncrease in the number of mealo served
ao o repuit of ¥ maondated requirement for all.pchool systems to offer

’ reduced price meols. ve, .
N . A : ’
During the M73-74 school year? 50.4% of the lunches were paild, 027 wvere
reduced aud 49.4% wgre free.  Thid school year'- July through Decenber - -

48.6% of the lunchep were paid, 2.3% were reduced, dnd 49,17 were free.
, -
° muring the 1973-74 ochighl vear, 10.3% of the breakfants were paid, 057
- ‘ were reduted, and 89,3 were free.  Thio peheol vear - Julv throuph

c T tecembor - 12.0% 08 the breakfanto were paid, F 47 were reduced, and .
86,67 were free. - .
- . 2
. 6. What h-mul.\th:?thungva, if any, Sould you recursiend to help to

utop the lodo of 'paying otudento in the lunch program?
~ »

The yreategt need, lepiolative or otherwise, io to ansiot lucal school
syotemggacqRire cvapable, competent pupervisery personnel.  Sechool nystemo
with=adéquate, competent nupervicory peroonnel have Child Nutrition .
Programo thit mect thy needo of the child, Y -
.
We wouﬂ] puggest that this be a shared, ¢oordinated cffort at the" federal,
state, and local level. . -
7. 'ﬂ.\“ school breakfast program hao nof expanded at the pame ~ .
ratc ao the lunch ?u‘_ma( Why hag program participation lagged -
- funding? Adwinistfative problemn? lack of public informat{on?
School food porsbnnel overloaded? The "This fo the family
job"” attitude? ° *

Prior to the 197475 ochool year funding hao not bheon ddcquatc.' lack -
ST of oclool food pervice nupervisors at the nyatmﬁ' level to promote and

coordinate the school briakfast program. Some admintotrators otill

feel that "Thip is the family job." :

8. what changes, if any, in the loginlation would help
©  improve .the participation rate and quality of the break-

fagt program? ) \ /

Legiolation ocems to be adequate.

ERIC
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9. What, {f any, modifications in the meal pattern\should be
made to help increase participation and decrease waste 1p
the lunch progran? The breakfast Program? , e

It iz recomrended that gehool feeding programs be ovaluated in tgrms of
the latest Recomaended Daily Dictary Allowaneco by the Food and Rutrition

~ board, National Academy of .Seienco, National Regcarch Council, rather ¢
than by opecific-food requirements as statod in the Typo A Pattern and
tho School Breakfaot Pattern. .

Serious conoideration ghould bo given to ro-structurkng the meal pattern
requirements to permit children to recoive the busie nutrionts without
having a opocificd cowponent, such as milk, ag a daily requiremont. It

ic posoible for a oinglo component to beeome prohibitive because of prico.
For {nstance, milk in Alabama wag incrcased from 207 to 52% as of Janu-
ary 1, 1975. 1 am opposed to being lockod in with a oingle meal component

over which I have no control.
- bl

. 3 v

10A.  If the commodity program were to end how much cach per
zeal would you need to offoet the loss? Do you want
the commodity progranm to continue? € 0o, how would
you fmprove it or change {t?

- -~
1f tho comnodity program wero to end, Alabama would nced oinioun
of 13¢ per mcal to be able to purchase foods of equa} quality,
People in all lovels of ochool food perviak in Alabama vory defi-
nitoly want tho commodity program to c¢ontinue. ‘o thingo that
would help improve the comnodity p!!brum in thio stato would be
to roinpfore the Section 416 ftems and to provide funds for a
waroliouso cysotom.

10B. 1In your opinion, is it poosiblo for géhools to purchase

from local wholesalers cortain food itoms ouch ag frozen
mgats and canned fruits and vegetablos as cheaply as o
tﬁﬁ USDA\is ablo to buy them, assuming oqual quality?
It not, please give an oxample of tho cost difforontial
for ono {tem. ‘ ‘-
1t {s not possible for schools to buy moats, fruits, and vogotablos
from local wholosalers as choaply as USDA is ablo to buy them. An
oxanple of this price differential is shown by USDA providing cannod
groen boans at & cost of 19¢ per pound as compared to comparablo

© quality purchased from a local wholesaler at 34¢ per pound.

11. \What are your oquipment ncods for pew programs? For -
‘ xisting programs? fHow such do you expect to recoive o ’
for each of thos#e this yoar? o .

’

&, None for new programs. : .

ERIC ., T
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b, For existing programs, ${l0360600 This figure is based on an
equipment survey of equipment needs in the State of Alabama.

12, wWhat percentage increase in participation would y0u expect
in your” state if the school lunch program were to be made
. universal, at 10 cents per lunch for all students? Under
C . . such a program ‘it is ‘assumed that the need for totally
free lunches would be minimal., Would you favor such a

. program? Can you estimate the additional monies needed
. - to have such a program in your state?
¢ ¢
Approximately 77% of the students who are in average da_ily attend-
ance in public schools participate in the 1,328 National,School Lunch
Programs in Alabama., Only one (1) publlc school in Alabama does not
have a food servige program.
1t is ‘concetvable that 90-947 'of the students would participate if °
* the school J1unch progranm were to be made universal, ¢
I would favor a Child Nutrikon Program that w0uld permit each Chlld
.to make a contribution to the program. . ,
. . { .
."" It would require a total expenditure of 80.8 million dollsrs to 1n1tiate
- ‘a 10 cent per lunch universal program for all students.s ‘This is based

on the present cost of production of lunches and ap increase of 17%
in the number of lunches served,

13, How much time and money would your state save ifNg universal

. \,\ : program replaced the current program, and the current

certification and' reporting paperwork was reduced accordingly"

There would be a conaiderable savings of both time ‘and money should Buch
= a program be implemented. It is estimated that 113,000 "teacher days -
" are spept in Alabama each_year) sélling lunch tickets sand taking up lunch
money,+ This is ‘equivalen® to 4 million dollars- of teaching timeé being °
~ spent selling tickets and taking up lunch money . ’
’ school‘aiminintratorl in Allbam spend an estimated 300 days each yéar
- .administering free and. reduced price mell policies,

14. What percen.. ache school districtjn in- -your state
charge the lunch program for the c,ont of:,
(A) Utilities? ]
(B) Tranaportation of USDA foods? '
(C) School administrative overhead?
(D) Employment of personnel for superyision during the
lunch period? . Yy s

It is e.timlted that school districts pay the following pgrcent.geg for
" the items listed from, lunch program funt}l'

Pyl

B
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Utilimies

-Tranaportstion of USDA foods

School administrative overhead
Employment of persqnnel for supervision
during the lunch period

15, What, if any, are the current levels of state reim-
bursements yd&u receive for lunches this year? Brewk-
East? How much Was this increased in the last three
(3) years? Whaf is the total amount of state money
‘you currently rejceive? )

. The State of Alabama does no pecifically reimburse Child Nutrition

Programs on a per meal basis. e state spent an average,of ,08

.centis per meal during the 1973-74\gchool year r teacher retirement

and social security benefits for sthool lunch nagers and assistant
managers. School systems spend legislatively appropriated funds. for
the operation and maintenance of Child Nutritior Programs. ' During the
1973-74 school year, for instance, school systems in Alabama spent an

average of 2.8 cents per meal for Child Ndtrition Programs,

There has begn a gradugl increase: in the amount of state money spent for

Child Nutrition Programs during the past three (3) years. The total
amount of state money spent for Child Nutrition Programs during FY 74
was $3,256,657, an increase of $824,541 over the previous year.

We éppreéiate-yeur efforts and support of Child Nutrition Programs.:
It is gratifying to know that we have friends like you in Congreds who

%eg}ize the importance of good nutrition.

. .
o : Sincerely yours,

TGS/bd
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STATE OF ALASKA / =~

DEPARTMENT OF EDUGATION

- i . : POUCH F SHASKA OFFICE BUILDING
March 19, 1975 . JUNEAY 95401
. ' &
. ..
/ ~
. R .
Honorable George McGovern : ’

United States Senate
Select Committee on Nutrition
& Human Needs ' .
Washington, D. C.. . 20510 T

Dear Senator McGovern:

This will acknowledge and reply to your telegram of Jandary 23 in which you re-

3

quested detailed information concerning our child nutrition programs.

. ’ . .
The answers are given in the saqﬁ order as the questions were asked.’ They are:

1. Average number of paid lunches served -per day in state © 124,000
Average free lunches served per day in staté 7,300
Average paid breakfasts served per day in state ) 360
Average free breakfasts served per day in state . 970 hd

2. Average cost per lunch for FY-75 $1.13 F{-74 93¢
Average cost_per breakfast for FY~75 _72¢ FY- 78¢

3. . Prices chargedAfor “lunches and breakfasts has increased over last year on
an average of 10¢ for both lunch and breakfast. Participation is down 8%
, for paid lunches and 35% for paid brdakfasts. : ) :

4. Reduced lunches servej}per day - 40 in FY-75 . . .
Reduced lunches served per day - 31 in FY-74

Reduced breakfasts served per day - 0 in FY-75
Reduced breakfasts served per day - 0 1in FY-74
5. There has been 1ittle change in the program since the expanded reduced price
program came into being. : ’ .
!‘P; .

“

Increase reimbursement SO th:t Tunch price could be univérsal]y lowered.

Breakfast Program should hav ifcreased funding.

6
7
8. Increase're1mbur5ement possibly.
9

.+ Provide funds to be used specifically for nutrition education.
. C ¥

10. “(a) A minimum of 20 per lunch. -
’ b) The commodity Program should not change. Have the bulk of the food pur-
\:fses made earlier in the school year. .

[ 4
y




1. sa; $30,000.00
b) $28,651.00

~12. 60% increase.
13. Unable to project a realistic JjgguzL
14, 25%

15. No state reimbursement.

If additional information is needed, please contact me.

Sincerely,
Ay
/)
( Marge Dawes
. . School Food Cogrdinator
MD:koc ,
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CAIOL‘“(AINEI
SUPERINJENDENTY

~ ~ Arizana .
\ ' Bepartment of Fducation -

1838 WEST JEFFERSON
PHOENIX. ARIZONA 83007
27t.4381

.

January 30, 1975

/// o
’ Honorable George McGovern ‘
United States Senate . . .
Chairman, United States Senate Select Committee - . s
’ on Nutrition and Human Needs
Washington, DC 20510
.
Dear Senator McGovern: . '

’
In response to your telegram of January 23, the following are the answers
to the questions of the telegram. We hope that these amswers will be of
help to you.

1. The School Lunch Program: There™are 149,194 paid lunches; 76,069
frée and reduced lunches. Breakfast: There are 4,313 paid break-
fasts§ 15,516 free and reduced, breakfasts.

2. For fiscal year 1974. the averageé cost per child is $0.6943; for
fiscal year 1975, “the per child cost if $0.8867. For breakfast
for 1974 the cost per child is $0.2079 and for fiscal yeur 1975
the cost per child is $0.5075. .

3. The per student price has increased an average of $0.107 for lun
and hag remained, the same for breakfast. There was no logs of
ticipation with lunch and increase of participation with breakfast. *
Perhaps the average increase in the price oﬁ\lunch kept parttggpa-
tion from increasing.

) 4. Reduced price lunches per day for fiscal year '74, 243; fdr fiscal
~ year '75, 1,522. Reduced price breakfasts per day for fiscal year
'74, 29; for fiscal year '75, 138. Free lunches per day, 63,835
* for fiscal year '74; 74,547 for fiscal year '75. Free breakfasts
per day for fiscal year '74, 13,176; for fiscal year '75, 15,378.

. 5. The effect of the enpanded reduced price program increased partici-
- pation. There have been 26 school districts, and 186 Bchools which
. have initiated the reduced price lunches this year. 7/

6. In order Ao help stop the loss of paying students in the lunch pro-
gram, W€ feel that reducing the number of tomponents of the Type A
lunch ¢r going to the Nutrient Standard Approach as guggested by
the USPA. as long as the child receives one-third USRDA for lunch.

P
*
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.breakfaat costs are $.30 to $.40 and the complaints of these school

. N .
Greater variety would improve salea. Thiso is especially true with
the new engineered foods which are vitamin and protein enriched,
thereby eliminatifig the necessity for the three-fourth cup vege~ -
table requirement and the two ounces from protein. One very
effective method for increasing the number of paying students would
be to increase the apount of Segtion 4 funds available and increase
reimbursements.

TheTSchool Breakfast Program has not expanded at the same rate an

the lunch program for several reasons. First, administrators hesi-

tate to add new scheduling and budgeting problems to their -already

buoy schedules. Second, food gervice directors heasitate to run 4
the risk of losing money on the breakfast program. . In maay schools

food seryice directors are heard by other school administrators
trying to decide whether to join the program. There is also a
problem with the distribution of tickets in some districts. Child-
ren arrive in the'morning and are served breakfast immediately. !
The grgkteut change in legislation that could improve the breakfant
program would be to make the program free to every child. ,This
would eliminate the.stigma attached to the difference in'price;

it would increase participation. Alsc, a regulation specifying the
quality of cereal products stating a minimum percentage of protein
in the cereal offered would help meet the RDA, especially in fami-
lies where protein is a problem.

Reducing the amount of milk necessary to meet the Type A lunch from

one-half pint to one-third pint for children kindergarten through

third gradg would reduce the milk amd food waste and reduce &osts.

One-half pint is too largg a volume for small children, and 1f a -

child is full he won't eat the other components of the lunch. .

a s
A:  About $.15 per meal would be n%eded if the commodity program .
was to end. The commodity program should continue in-order to N
help smaller school districts which don't have the purchasing
power of the larger districts. Red meats necd to be proceased
at the distributors' level rather than at the local level. A
portion of the ground beef uhou!d arrive as patties, '

B: The three commodities chosen to decfde the diffetence between
the wholesale price and, thesprice that USDA can send: chicken - .
commodity prite, $.46, wholesale price, $.55, a difference of
$.09 minus $.01 per pound for freight or a net difféerence of
$.08 per pound for chicken; ground beef - commodity price, $.64,
wholésale price, $.80, a difference of $.16 per pound and with
freight of $.01 per pound, a net difference of $.15 per pound
betwegn the wholesale price and the commodity price; for canned
gréen beans -1$5.36 1s the Pommpdity price per case, the whole-
nale price 19\510 04 per case, a difference of $4.68 per case,
plus a difference of $.03 per pound, or a total net difference
of $3.54 between the commodity price and the wholesale price. N




-

11. For the coming fiscal year, we have verbal requests for both new
and existing programs totaling $46,000 and written requests total-
ing $120,000 for existing and $125,000 for néw programs. One
problem that does present itself with-the request to .non-food
assistance 18 a problem with the regulations. A new program school

. within a district is ineligible for new funds and must compete with
existing programs for unreéerved funds. During fiscal year '75,

 unreserved funds for Arizona amounted to $134,000 and requests for

the same period amounted to $165,000. Requests far exceed available
woney, and will for at least the next five years.

12: Considering the present participation in the lunch program and
assuming a 20 percent increase.in participatidn if the school lunch
program were to go over to o universal program, the revenue derived
from that would be $26,529. Aosuming the revenue at present, which
io the present participation, times the present average charge per
meal, which 1o $.38, and you have a present revenue of $84,008.50,
this will give you a net difference between the present revenue
and future revenue of $57,479.50. Subtracting the present revenue,
from the present cost pives you a net deficit of $112,748.25.°
For the future deficit, tlake the future participation multiplied
by the present cost whichlwill give the future cost of the meal.
Subtract from that the fufure revenue and you come up with a figure
of $209,579.10. The diffgrence between the future deficit and the
present deficit would givg you a total of $96,830.85. If the school
lunch program was to go owWer to a universal program, {t would coot
an additional $96,830.85 pgr day.

13. 1f the state went over to
‘divigion would not save mu
to have to have administrat
no-program uchools. Howew
where around 20 percent of
would no longer have to be
price and paid luncheas.

universal school lunch program, the ntate
money, because the otate would continue
ve reviews and would have to monitor

, at the local level, savings of gome

imp would be taken up because ther

ho difference between the free, refluced

14. what percent of the ochool dlatricts in your gtate charge the lunch
programs for the cost of ut{lities? - 30 percent. Tranoportation of
USDA foodo? - 100 peTcent. {Fchool adminiotrative overhead? - three
percent. [Employment of pergpnnel for supervision during the lunch
perind? - 100 percent. We ﬁnvu no gtatistico for this queotion.

15. 1In Arizona, there are no lo?bln of otate reimbursement for the lunch
program, the breakfast proggam or for any other program. The otate
picks up gome of the adminigtrative costs, but does not reimburse
ochool districts. The only)reimbursement comes from USDA.

We hape thin information will be of|
forward to continued good relationg)

eoted Ln the school lunch progrumw'

help to the Committee, and we look
bgtween our Division and those inter-

Sincerely yourn,

. ]
L(‘, o, . R 21820 o -
[AR
Jufietta Barrett, Director

ERIC
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- DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OTATE OUARD OF EDUCATION

STATK RDUCATIDN BUILDING LITTLE ROCK, ANKANGAS 72201

RADIE AHOCES HANN- 40N Cra aman

HNM DUPREE WELCON ¥V icE Crna rmMan

T & LODRIL IR Sram Coee

OR CLLI® GARDNER Russtiiva.

WAYNE MARTOPIELL Seamiy ¢ . * February 11, 197

JAUK & MEADUWS CmossEve ‘ TELEPHONL
MARAY A MAINKED Bivvuevoe . 271-t481

THME REv EMERY WASHIHGTON Livrae Mooy
MAD JAMEO W (HESNUTT KoY Orminse

A w romo

1..gce0n

Sennt o o e Mot wern, Chairman .
M. Senate Seleat Gommittoc .
Nutriti o nni Human Needo
Q501 Building Rosm . .
Wnohinet n, D€, 01
-

Dear Jennt p Meti worns

Refergnec io made Lo your telegeam inquiry coneorning atatictienl information

no thene pelate t. the peratin o f the Child Nutrition, Programp in the ‘State

of Arkanano. Al information io applieable only to the Publie Sehoolo sinee

the G*nto Detartment f Eluention io gpotricted to the adminiotration of

mnttorns limited ¢t the Publie Sehool Diatricto. \

1. The avernge daily nunbor® £ paid, free and redueed prieo luncheg aerved for
the mnth of Oct ber 197, wag 402,980, In addition, there were 06,093 °
breakfaat menlo gerved cnch dny during the game month.

+ Thin year, the avernpe -oot of producing n lanck i approximately 7%¢. The
et of producing the breakfact monl so from 9¢ to 40¢.  Theue figurns do
not reflect, the entribution made t the meal euot by USDA donated eommodity :

-. fodo, which will exeond 10¢ per meal, thio yonr, due to the unuounl
receipto of high priced beef and poultry producto. Theoe figires represent s
anoigereage in the oopt of the lunch by about 19¢ and the broakfaot by abont. \
¢ per menl compared to 1ot yoar'o operation. A4 >

>

t. Priseg o paying atudento have inerenoed nn averapge of nat, ltéu', f¢ per menl
for lunch and breakfast mealo.  Thio refleets oltuntionn in which many aehoslo *
have inerenged prices by no mach no 10¢ and 149¢ while pome have not econpidered e

. it a wioe decieion t rajoe pricea for fenr of looing partieipation. The
dntreduction of the redueed pricn gtructure for the firot time thio year, hao
n1leviated gome of the need for price increngeo.  With no more adjuotmento .
in pri~ than have been necengary oo far, there hao been minimal 1 a8 in ha
participati n to thio date, However, ndminigtratoro are reparting oevere " &
finaneinl otreages in their wperationn and relate that thero gnems to be n
nlternative t . further inerengeo in otudent eharpeo. What effect thio will
hnve n participntion, will only be rovenled in the future, )

~
€
. '
"AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYEN™ N -
l .
¢
o
- [ Ed
. " .
... ‘N P

E l{llC ” , 24
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4. The reduced price menl concept in this stato ig new and oporational for the
! e firgt time thio yenr.r,cwnnoqunntly many . ochool ardministratorg have not yet
realiged the maxisum advantage to be had with thio program. Only oinee
mador induotrieo and other labor aourceo have terminnted or diosrupted employ-
ment, have ochoola bogur to realize the need for thio oerviece. Ao f to-
In%e, thors are 19% peduee price lunches and 36 reduced pride breakfnot

N \ meals being reported each dny. There were none lnot year. .
f. In light of information referred £ in (4) above, there are n few lego than 50
R gehoolp offering reduced price menlo at the present time. There are quite,a
, fow -thers who have indicated their intentions to partieipate in the future.
R .

-
f. There are pany factors whistraffeet the participation of paying otudenta,
wopoeinlly thooe of pecondary age lovel, Any legiclative changes to otop the
1 oo f pnying otudents would neceoonrily have toes with repulating or con-
trolling tho price charged to the otudent. There may be goma merit in
~ . nilupting the national average reimburoement. rateg to reflect an inereage in
Sertion 4 nlloontion with a éorregponding decrenoe in Seetion 11 nlloention
an n por meal formuln bagio. Witk the incluoion of practicnl ngenlntinon
provioiong, thio would engble schoolo to more or leoo gtnblige the priero
sharyed to otudento,
7. The breakfagt propgram hno not’ ekpanded at the game rate ao the lunch program
for aevernl reagonos

n. It io relatively new.. When firot introduced the funding nllowed wao not
adequate t promote the program. Reotrietions impooed then were not
sonducive to ito promotion, Some of thio otipma 6till prevailo.

b. Adminiofrafive F}:blnmn part icularly in the matter of -ocheduling, \

e

~. 3chonl adminintratoro are not ng enthuoingtiec no with the lunch program.
, T o many of them otill feel ao if brenkfact io n family reoponoibility.
2, Prooent lepialatin pertaining to the breakfnot. program oeems to be' ndequate
,and practienl for the promotion of a good program. Givan enough time, the
teptimonies concorning the benefito of thio program which are being uoed for
promoti~nal purpioes, will show a marked inerease in number of gehools
jperating a breakfaot program.

; 7. The matter of dcerepoing plato waote and inerensing participntfnn, will not

- be affected ng much by mpdifications in the meal pattern no it will be with
emphasio on the teaching of mutrition education to otudento., It hao becen
{emonotrated and proven in thio otnabe that the anowor tu muot. »f the dietary,
nutritionnl apd poor enting habito of ochool children ean be enhaneed rmaterinlly
with tho tenching qﬁ nutriticn sduention to olementary pupila by rYomentary
teachero workiby %p eloge nooporation with scheol faod gerviee pergonnel and
AN _pehonl ndminfotrators. Funding for Nutrition Eduention Serviees o preatly
e neaded.y )

1. In the ovent, the commodity program. were terminated, the ochoolo in thio otate
would nerd, at g minimum, 10¢ to 12¢ additional fundo per meal to offoet the
1opg from thio couree. The ochaol adniniotrators in thio otate definitely want
the commodity program to continue. . .

-

S \
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It jm impuonivlo £op och . 1o, coprtinlly *he amaller diatricte, * o parchaee e
w}y/‘.(na'xlnrn .1 iteng puchonn fr zen meath, eanned fraito and vogotatleg, ac
henply ao *he USDA in able v, tey them, anouning equnl juality. A ty;iegl
example {n the v fransfarters whih {0 1lace? in *he ph 1 £ r npprfximntoly
g per pomds 1€ the same quality product o+ a1l be pupehaned ] cally, 8% W ald
Tt the gk 1 1.9 por g oand. . .

1. Sinse vio¥ £0ll och. 1 *hiliren in Arknnoag have acconp *o the ooh - 1
lunch progran, the noel £ r opipping 6o progran och 1o io inoimuificnnt.
There are nonf 4 asoigtare applicatine 0 hand ard boing pr coooei £ r
aper val in exioting prigramo £or n ¢ *nd need o f approxieately 890, . Thio
otnte hng baen nll cated $1°0,2%9 £ or uge during this current figenl year.
Thio ic $.4,.7? leop than woo allocated laot fiocal year.

<. If the och >l lunch progror were ' bo mado univercal at 17¢ per lunch £ r all
otuiento, thore would probably bo o 19% to % increase,in participati n. I
w 1ld favor ourh A progran if it wore implemented by degreos nnd wver g lonp
enough peri ot enable the ook olo to adjust to oxtra needed fneilitieo, pte.
t acodmmednte the ipcrenoes in participation. It io very diffieult v egtimate
*he aiditi anl funio which wull be necded t . hinve such n progran in thio
n*tntao,

S~

2. IY hao been my boepvationoand experictee, that al uateento in Federal propran
perntionp 4 oot olicinate r opeduee tires or noney in termo of ropoorting and
paperw vk, Thin {0 nt t gay *hat there ohalint o pr e uld 0ot be o redne-
ti oo f a* leag* 4% in off rt anl money. “

i Asproxicately 1R f the acho 1 liotricto in thic g*ate a@arge the lun-h programg

for *the 2 ot of atiliting ao a direct charpe.

e
N more than . % f *he noh- 1g sharpe the o0h .1 lunch progean £or tranop o rto-
tin L£USDASL dn. The State Legialatyre approprinted $15 00 ench Year b
help defray the =0t £ tranap rtntioag f USDA ~ormditien. /'
N oo f the oo 1o <haree och 0 Y adoindotrative verhend ¢ ot Y the laneh
protran no a direst charee. Guat oiial, clerical, tencher poroonnel £ oaper-
visi noduring the lunoh peri 4 are typicnl indireot » otn paid from ther
nhocle perating fando and charped 4o the o ot of prodacing the nohool meal.

1'. For the currant f£inmd year 5, all agtate peimburpement fundo are all ented
£ r lunkna nly a0 *here are n otate Pandp deoijpmnted £ r breakfrat pr rrimn
The ottt ald £ PY 7 hap inecreaoed in exeepo of V% ower FE 4. The t tal
a7 oant o Srate’ Qi currently pocotyed for thin yrar in 8,‘;“ y e plan
&, Cor delivering MSBA - o ditien bt leenl ache Yo, 2

I trant “ha® *hio inf rrati oo will aonint g oudin helping ¥ pp o ™o and mintain
the mach necdod OhilE Nt ritd o Prograr, nope pran s ounidered by many t be e
f theomoab irportasd and far oreaching £ all Peleealeprweenemrc, Inf rotign pore

tainine ¢ She Proan{deatn T bgdpeat hng come ¢ ar attenti o, I iare nov
finseminn®e *hin in€ pratin v peho ] adeinintea®. re £ o0 I kn wethat it wold
wenerate n barenye o protenta, . - A
.
. . X -
A ]
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-
’
-
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Pleaoe bo nogurcd that all Gth» 1 Fs-d Service Peroonnol, who are cloce to .ur
Nnti n'p ohiliren’'s nutritianal noedo and whs opeak not only fur tho parento

L b1t the chidiren oo well, 1> oincercly approcinto y:ur uptiring off.rt and
nrnnrping in bohalf of tho yuugg ocheol goneration of tuday and the days ahoad,

.

Simoroly, .
[3 . -
%'l".‘ ’f"/
. ) . 3, A. Niven, Quo
. ‘ ‘ , dzhool Foud" .
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Buperintenden of Publia [astruction
and Director cf Educatien
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

CTATE EDUCATION BUILDING, 721 CAPITOL MALL, DACRAMENTO 03014
(916) 445-0850
January 28, 1975

The Honorable George McGovern .

United States Senate . \ .
ton, D.C. ‘

(Dou: S4r: -

The following is the data you roquutod concerning the School Lunch, School

B:ukfut Special Food Services and Commodities prograss.
. Jesponse’ ’ stions I-5 . _
) 1974-75 1973-74 ‘
Total lunches/da (ADP) ) 1,304,100 1 ,1},559
Total breskfasta/da (ADP) 161,260 107,336
Average cost/lunch ‘<80 65 °
. Average cost/breskfast A5 «35
Average student price/lunch «50 40 ° 1
= Average student price/breakfast «25 «20
. Number of Reduced Price lunches/da 108,640 " 26,550
Number of Reduced Price brukfn_u/du 12,100 10,620

Prom this data, the foll:owinq conclusions can be made:
1. The breakfast program grew 4l 'pm:cm-. between FY 1974 and FY 1975

2. The cost of a lunch increased 23 pmmt while the charge to t.ho child
increased 25 pcrcmt

3. The number of reduced priced lunches per day 1ncrund over 300 percent .

Approximately 75 lpomorl initiated the l.mcod Price Meal Policy as a result

of the changes in the eligibility ascale. largest sponsor in the atate,

Los Angeles Unified School District, did not choou to use the Reduced Price

Meal Policy beceuse of the increase in accounting snd reporting requirements.

The District personnel pointed out that it would require eight dl.fhrmc

tickets; three £or the lunch progrsm, three for the breakfast program, and

two for the milk program, if the District were to offer Reduced Price Mesals. . v
The District has an A.D.A. of over Vsoo',ooo students, housed in spproximately.

500 sites. !

' -
I

- ' ’ »

ERIC ‘
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Question 6 A}

The 1dss of the paying student in the lunch program is a result of a com-
plex series of events. -The Legislature can impact these events by
increasing the reimbursemént rate, increasing the amount of Non-Food
Assistance,; developing a better syktem for identifying the
bursement due a sponsor, supporting nutrition education, and
the ¢hild nutrition programs into the instructional program. By lncreasing
the reimbursenent the charge to the paying child may be reduced;
Non-Food Assistance could be used to change the lunchroom env
better system of identification of children eligible for free, r
or paid meals would reduce stigma of participating in the lunch and breakfast
programs; increased nutrition education would bring the concept "You are
what you est” into focus; integration of the lunchroom into the classroom's
activities would be of great significance in achieving the objective of
r&:ognizing the value of good nutrition. -

Q'uut'.lon 7 . . .

Only about one person in ten that participates in the lunch program partici-
pates in the breakfast program. However, the state experienced a 41 percent
growth in this progr t year. Much of this growth is due to a change in
the interpretation of breukfuat requlations. The California Office of
Food and Nutrition Services now approves a school as an "especially needy
school” if mdre than 75 percent of the children participating in the break-
fast program are eligible for free or reduced priced meals. There i3 a state
regulation that requires additional protein in the meals served in thia
program.

Question 8 \ ' : . - *

t 22
The Legislature could more Clearly define its intent relative to the "Especially
Needy" program. The Legislature should recognize that statewide average rates
of reimbursement is difficult for the state agcncy to administer and unaccept-
able as a 'management tool.
.

Question 9

The meal pattern is nutritionally'sound. A method of increasing the vu:iety

of entrees and other components neod- to be developed.
Question 10 ’ "
(a) In 1973'-314. 245,416,276 breakfasts and lunches were served in the achools.

.The value of the commodities distributed to the schools for the same year was
321 &84 202.56 for a falr market. value of 3.086 per meal.

. ’ cﬁ\

By "



Based upon the computations in the response to Question 2, 350,000,000 lunches
multiplied by $.086 per lunch would equal $30,100,000. Thia would represent a
loas of income to the lunch and breakfast programs for FY 1976 if the Coswmodity
program were to be discontinued. .
(b) In California, it 1a almoat imposaible to generalize about the abillty of .
sponaora to utilize cosmodities as oppoaed to an increase in reisbursement : .
rate.” Larger diatricts would, generally, prefer cash. The medius to amaller

digtricts would like commodities and cash.

’
’

Question 11 . )
- >
The allocation to the State of California for equipment for new programs ia
$2,323,521 and for exiating programs ia 3784,987. Thia amount of money ia to
sasalat sponsora in'aerving nearly one quarter billion mesla sach year. In
terms of need, the amount of money avallable for replacement and improvement 'j‘a
is totally inadequate. ‘The amount of money for new programs should be adequats.
However, if tifs Office were to redirect thelr efforts towards the outreach ’
program and were succesaful in aigning agreements with one third of the 308
diatricts that are not currently participating in the child mutrition programs,
then thia amaunt of money would alao be totally inadequate. °

<
b

Question 12 T, ' . .

The ADP ‘for FY 1974 was ‘1.3 million atudents. Enrollments in FY 1975 and 1976 N
are estimated to’be 4.5 million atudents. If a universal reduced priced lunch

program ware introduced, it ia estimated -that participation in the lunch program
shéuld grow approximately sd percent 'to aerve 2.0 million atudents or 44 percent
3df the_ population of the achoolai In FY 1974 the achoola asrved: .

s

an 109,138,290 Paid lunches :

F. ] 5,349,863 - Reduced Price lunches

4% 109,174,795 . Free lunchea .
100% 223,662,858 Total lunches . '

Based upon thia data, a projected 2.0 million students would c 350 million
lunches anmually. Using the established percentages, s

s ' 171,000,000 Paid lunches . & ]

.2 7,000, 000 Reduced Price lunches '
B\ 171,500,000 Free lunches

Toox 350,000, 000 . Total lunches ’ ’,

The Office of Food and Nutrition Services ia in favor of the univeraal reduced )
. price lunch and breakfast program, however, the nsed for meala secved without . v

coat to the néedy !;hfvld yill remain. From an’ educationsl standpoint, the ' :

universal breskfaxt plogram would be of greater benefit to the atudents.

Mutrition prior to, or at the beginning of, the achool day makes the atudent

more receptive to the educdational program offered in the clun‘wooa.

' @   o 20 : :
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Based upcn a cost of 80 cents per lunch, it 1- utiuud that.

350, 000,000 l\mc.hu %°$.80 = $280, 000 000
less 10¢ per Reduced Price
. and paid lunch = 17,800,400
. *less .estimated reimburse- o
ment ) =_$117,950,000
Estimated increage _ $144,250,000 n
. . . . o
. Comuwﬂy dividing the FY 1974 Section 4 and Section 1l reismbursement by
the number of meals for the year (375,121,709 divided by 223,662,858 = 33.7 cents)
and multiplying that average rd.lh.lrl-mt per meal by the lntlci.plw mubcr .
of. l.lll served (s. 337\3 350, 000, 000)

"\

lunch and,pru!:fut reimbursement p:ogrm are processéd by computer. The '
saving in auditing ‘and accounting man hours, therefore, would be minimal. It
is/estimated that processing the free and reduced price siepl policies tskes "
e fcurﬂ\ of a man yol:.

Q)uuon 14- o » 5 .

“Host of f.he 887 districts make a charge aqainst f.he lunch program for utilities.
Abbut half make a charge agasfnst the program for transportation of the U. S.
,DPsirt-mt of Agriculture Commodities and the employwent of personnel for super-
sion during the. lunch period. No district makes a charge against the program
for cost of the superintendent. However, more districts make a charge against
the program for food service supervi-ory personnel und for the business office '
function. N

Question 15 4 ) . ~ oo a.

In FY 1975, the State of California will reimburse school district sponsors five
cents for each lunch and breakfast. This is the first year for this program
and it will result 1n an expenditure of appro:d.utely 3%2 500, 000.

T

A “.,,)

Thank you for yout conti.qu support of Child m tlon Progrm.
Sincerely,
R. Weber, Director .
ice of Food and Nutrition Services

JRH:JEU_:u"

cc: Mr. O. D. Russell

B A v e Provided by R
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
; Box2219 — HAITFORD.CONNEC-TICUT061157

se6- 3195

Pebruary 3,.1975

1

. mo Honnrablo George Hucovem, Ch-inan
U. S, Senate Select Committee on Hutr.ltion and Human loedl,
Senate Office Building - ‘ -
Washington, D. C, 20515 Yo ) g e

Dear Senator McGovern, . .

m- i- in response to your tclognn of January 23, 1975.
Quution No.

‘1. Novesber, 197, o -

" Lunches ADP . o o ~Bro.|k1'nt ADP
‘Paid - 150,199 L )
Free - 66,119 1,54b
Reduced - 6,091 : » 13 -
T- Total ¥ 222,409 . T 305
~ .

Average cost of producing a meal elhblilhod on a
September through December, 1974 analysis:

¥ .
Average cost to produced Type A Lanch.- $.7285
Average cost to produced Breakfast - .26

Average cost in June for the FY7,:
" Type A Lunch - $.6491
Breakfast -~ .18 .

This represents a 12,2% increase in 'rypo A lunch co-tl.

Increase in Student price = Lunch onlys

There are 175 Mational School Luncu Contracts. .Of thess,
22 increased 5¢, and 10 increased 10y, o

4 Reduced Price Lunches: o L
May - 1974 ADP ) v Nov.. < 1974 ADP .

Paid -~ 154,463 150,199
. Fee - min >~ e
v * Reduced - 1 : _,6_‘_@_1

Total 216,135 222,409 .-

S
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There hss been s dramatic increase in reduced lunches
and 66 2/3% of the school systems enrolled in National -
School Lunch Programs participate in the reduced

price lunch. |

To keep the paying child, the price must be Itept- low.
Universal reduced price lunch would probably accoaplish
this. ’

The Breakfsst Program has lagged becsuse of sdministration’s

sttitudes, bussing schedules, and costs involved. .

If supervision costs were included in the breakfast
«reimbursement, the program probsbly would have more
appeal to administrators.

Modificstion in the meal pattem is difficult and still
meets the,nutritional needs of the child. Nutrition
wducstion is so badly needed, especially in relation
to the fruit and vegetsble components.

a). Approximately 10g currently received with escalation
clause writtem in to protect for possible incresse in
cost of food. Would like to see the commodity program
continue to allow for agricultursl surplus or support '
programs. Grains,if added, allow for contracts for
breads, pasta, etc., which ars large use items.
b). Yes, it is possible for large school systems to
purchase as outlined in the stated question, however,
there are may be smallér school syn&e ehere i¢ would
not be possible. - »
o
Non-food Assiatance
Program = unreaerved 122,430
No Program - reserved 398,832

Since Connecticut still hss 211 public schools and
%33 private schools not enrolled in the program, non
ood assistance funds are needed.

Present number of lunches served daily - 222,409

Number of public school children - 640,463 . ’
Universal reduced price lunch would st aminimum,

double the present participstion.

Cost of a Type A lunch - $.73
Child payment

Fed. reimbursement
or $56,700,000 ammually.

.10

The Stste Office Iould not ssve ss much time ss '
would the local sponsor, especially if FPree and :
Reduced Policies wers dropped.

L3

.63 X.500,000= $315,000 daily

\




e -

L. A, YVery fow - 1208

.. b 1008 - .
L. T4 * S

. D Mone - not permitted

15. State Natching Meimbursement:

) YL Co . s
Type A lunch: $.008 ' ; .01 o
Reduceds .~ .003 + .008. . o0l & .01
Frees M .037 + .008 i T L0385 ¥ .01
- Breakfast: .01 « ¢ .-

‘Totale FI7he $503,401.  Fse 650,000
L~ Thope wils inforpation will be of balp to you.
. ~ . . ¢ :
 Very tmily yours,
. \,é:ns Qb.\ﬂ"lmén .
I 0, Byt

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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sTAaTE OF DELAWARE

_DE'AITMENT OF PUBLIC'INSTRUCTION

THE TOWNSEND BUILDING
DOVER, DELAWARE 1990

RENNETH C MADOEN . RANDALL . BROYLES

1940 Surte nrindtar HOWARDIC ROW
’ ¢ 0NN ATAN
A ’ . S0t SUrERIETERDENTY
January . ‘ . . .
‘ 3lst
| 1975 .

[}
| Honorable George McGovern

Chairman, 8elect Corjxmmee on Nutrition and Human Needs .
United States Senate - '
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator McGovern: .
This {s in reply to your January 23, 1975 telegram requesting information about Dela-
ware's school food service programs, particularly {n reference to increasing food and
labor costs associated with the operation of these programs. Due to the number and
length of the questions, I will not restate each one, but, rather will 1{st each
question numbet with a parenthetical reference to the general subject area for the
benefit of those receiving courtesy coplea of thls letter.

'Question 1. (Partlclpatlon data)

e Our FNS~10 report for Deceinber, 1974 indicates an average daily attendance of
119,007 and an average dally participation of 72,523 (61%) {n the National 8chool
Lunch Program. For the same month, school breakfast program ADA was 29,070;

ADP was 4,534 (16%). 51,197 paid lunches were served each day; 20,034 free .
lunches were served each day.y Of the 4,534 total breakfasts, 3,518, or 768%, were
served free: 964 per day, or 2195, were fully paid breakfasts. N

uQueltlon' 2. (Prd'ctpctlon costs of lunches and breakfauts)'

1 estimate that the average total cost.of producing a Type A lunoh {n Delaware's
schools this school year {s between 78 atid 80¢. Laat school year's average was
about 75¢. The estimated total average cost of producing-a quallfyln breakfast {s
about 35¢ thls -year compared to 31.2¢ last school year.

r
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Quastion 3. ' (Meal priceo in reldtion to participation)

L[4

Becaube of considerable State financial asotistance to the ochool food service pro-
gramg (covered in detail in my reply to Question 15), gchool lunch prices tn Dela-
ware remain relatively low. In addition, I do not believe that lunch price tncreas .
in Delaware were as frequent or as great compared to the National pattern. 1 ant
enclosing a copy of a State-wide oclool meal price survey done early this ochool R
year. Eleven ochool districto did not raise their prices; ten school dictricts ratoed::
the prices-by generally 5¢; and, only five ratoed the prices by 10¢ or more. In <
checking the four largest gchool diotricts that reported 10¢ lunch price increases,

I waso unable to correlate a losg of participation. Two of the four diotricto reported |
partictpation about equal to last oschool year:. the other two reported participation”
efual to, or even glightly larger, than lagt ochqol year. Thio pattern does not fol~
low the-traditional oboervation that parti¢ipation Jooo down as prices go up. Of
courge, it 1o posoible that participation in theoe diotricto would have tncreased or
increaged at a higher rato, ao the case may be, had prices rematned otable. "It o
very likely that, after oboerving the coft of nicals away from home at commercial
ogtablishmento, the Type A lunch has become a more attractive bargain than ever
before, oven at higher prices, when compared to lunch prices outoide the school.

Questions 4 and 5. (Reduced price meal information)

In December, 1974, 1,293 lunches and 53 breakfaots were served at a reduced price
each school day. This compareo to 545 lunches and 28 breakfasto in December, 1973,
19 of the 26 public ochool districts now have the reduced price option compared to 13
laot gchool year. This oxpangion of the redi¥Bd firice optign has no doubt caused
the over twofold Increase in the number ¢f re uged price lunches gerved cach day.
While commendable, these data are hardly ondouraging gince we are working from
gsuch a low blise. Last school year,. leso than 3% of the total number of free and re-
duced price lunches wore served a a reduced prfice. One of our FY 1976 State Plan
goalo 10 to have every pamclputlng’ochool diotriet offering the reduced price lunch
option by the end of the school year. We plan to otress the -permanency of the 1725%
income scale, the income range it covers, the assistance to the marginal or “near
poor" that avallability of reduced price meals offers and the gthical responstbility

“that a gchool food authority h.uu to offer such meals in an inflationary period with all

its attendant difficultico. We are aloo otreosing the benefito to the gchool diotrict
that could reoult from higher, more predictable parttcipation and the lower per moul
oot that ghould reoult from this action.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Question 6. (Sugaested legiglative changeo to remedy 1gsg of

aying atudemo
tn the lunh program) . A

19747, or 3 stmilar bl represents the begt long=ramge apgroach to this protdem,

I bulteve that only when cur Nation’s achool children obtatn gound, sensible, -
mitrition educatton 6o part of thelr ourrtealum, and when parents recelve gountd

1nd sensible information abput nutritton, will parents require and, 'or Students
voluntartly participate tn the fully patd lunch program. Vnfortunately, even tf

su *h 2 bill became law tomorrow, 1t could probably do Httle to change the eatinm
habits of school children pregently in the higher grades bat, at least, 1t would

b a gtep in the right direction tn stimulating a future AWATENeSS amoneg our Nation'g
schoolchildron of the henelits of good nutrition.  Meanwhitle, we can only engoutrage
g-hoolg to uge exigting tools ag tmaginatively ag possible to make the ohild nutrf-
ticin pregramg mare attractive to paying students.  (More on this in responge (o
(Quegtion 90 : -

\ I belteve passage Into law of your Bill §3864- “"Natlional NutriNgn Fdurcation Act

trurations 7 and A0 (S-hool breakfanst program - problamsg and guggeited romedlen)

.
[ Folleve that, to varyineg degeeea, all the sungegted problemp Hoted in your

quegtion play a part in the rather gdisappointineg progress made by the Gehool Brogke
Tast Program. To ug, however, adminiotrative probleme and attitudes and roscheds-
slng of a-hiool food gerylcee porgennel are the most important-problems. 7 Delaware,
A5 10 many states, 1t o nesesgary te prove the arod {or thig program on other baseg
than mere aconomic noed alone. Thug, we make every effort to point out the dictary
defletenciep and poor eating hablts reaarding broak{faots of large segments of the
pubiite which trangcend both cultural and economie congiderattons. Mogst schonl
authorities are roticent abiout gtarting o oew program v[:hl"h roquirrg adjustment of
‘lngoroom, bug, and cafoteria personnel schedulbs for 2 program with an apparently
small bage. n many cages, it 16 only when ochool officials are convineed of the
wMde=-gpread need {or the breakfast pragram bagsed on nuttitional need of the

majority of atudents that they beepme geificiently Interested in'tmplementing a pro-
arom. "

PN,

d

Ag to Question 8, 1 rean think of no gubstantlal legislattve changes needed to im=
provn the Sehool Breakfast Program. [ belleve (t 1o more a matter of making parents
and children altke awand of the nutritional importance of o balanced breakfast every
day. To help achleve this objestive and to further the goal of inernaged breakfoot
program partielpation, it oecurs to me that, perhaps, we could make biotter uoe of
the link 'kyvtwnnn gchool food grrviee and the gehools® health and hyglone eomponent.

4
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Poerhapo, 1t would enhanco the program's utaiuro and importance, for. example, if
tho ochool broakfasts wore “proscribod” by modical authorities similar to what 1o
done in the Spdcial Supplomontal Food Program for Womon, Infanto andzcmldron
("wii"). It might bo poooible, for example, for a physician, while glving a child
a phyoical oxamination prior to ontering school, to recommend {(or “prescribe*)
that, in order to enhance the nutritional woll~boing of tho oubjoct that ho be en-
titled {and encouragoed) to participate im the School Broakfast Program on a
“progcription” basio. Also, the ochool nursos might be involved on the same
taois, particularly, to note changes in body welight, height, gonoral physical well-
botng, otc. Such a progrom would not only utilize the mutual capacitioo of both
groupo but, more tmportantly, wWould btress to all the importance of the achool
broakfast program ao a valuable adjunct to goed hoalth.

Quomlon g, (Suggontod modifications in moal pattorns)

I am convinced that thero 1o little, if any, relationship between the lunch and break-"

tagt moal pattorn and tho probloms of participation and plate wasto. | boliove
thoro 10 sufficiont floxibility within both those moal pattorns to attract childten to
tho programo and have thom consume what {s served provided that: (a) thore aro

o reaconable number of cholces within cach food group, and (b) the school makes

a roageonable attompt to have the menuagofloct food {toms proforred by its studonts.
Almost overy oingle foed itom that can be purchased at the increasingly popular

~ commorciol fast-food franchises can bo adapted to the Type A lunch program.

ERIC

- |

Haomburgors, hotdogo, pizzas, fried chicken, Mexican food, otc., can all, with a
littlo oupplomentation, bo the core of tho Type A lunch. .Thus, if schools will use
tho floxibility containod in those moal patterns to adapt to studont proforonces,
thoro ohould bo no problem. However, the only way to mako cortain that schools
aroe roflocting otudent proferences 1o to inyelve the students in such activitios ao
food prbforonce gurveys, Youth advisory committees, meny planning functions, otc.,
to the maximum oxtent foasible 1n oach ochool.

Since milk 16 the only 1nflox1blo itom in both patterns, some thought might b

given to altormative boverage itemso. But, oince milk is such a well-balanced food
in itsolf, such approval of altomative boverages should be considered only after
ostabliching that tho prosont milk requiroment dofinitoly contrlbutoa to problemg of’
participation and plate wasto.

Question 10, (Commedity distribution program),

[ havo olready sent you a copy of my January 28, 1975 lottor to Senator Biden in
rooponso to his inguiry about Stato-wide proferoncos rogarding cash vs. commodi~
tios. Briofly, 21 of tho 24 rogspondents {(public school districts) favored continuation

v
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of gome form of the commodity distribution program. Since it is the tndividual BRI |
school distrizts who are most affected by the existence or non-existence of the
commodity program, thelr concensus 15 much more valuable than my individual
views. While our commodity survey did not specifically address itself to desired
cash levels needed to supplant commodities, my impression is that most school
districts could resign themselves to the pregsent 10¢ per meal and the escalator
provtsions set forth in P.L. 93-326 {f necessary.

As o Part B of your question, the State Distributing Agency made a study for a six
month period during FY 1974 for the purpose of estimating the difference between

the cost to the Federal Government for commodities distributed during that period
and the local purchase price for the same type of foods, The study indicated a net
savings of nearly $200,000 for the period which, ih turn, reflected a savingo of
about 229 under commercial prices for the same foods. Thesge data tend to support
the position that Individual school districts, purchasing locally in relatively small
amounts, are not able to buy the variety and quantity of foods for the same amount
of money.. { belleve this type of State-wide information 1o of more value than giving
an example of the coot differential for one food item as your telegram suggests,
Even in a state as small as Delaware, there are wide vartations in wholesale prices
depending upon such factors as Proximity to a metropolitan area, the size of the
school district, the location of the school district in relaglon to main transportation
routes, ote, Thio differential 15 most dramatically demonstrated in the purchasing
power, for example, of @ suburban school district of 15 to 20 thousand students vs . *
a rural school district with a thousand students or, evenmore, a child care center
of 20 or 30 children in which much of the food mfght be purchased from a rétail food
store, Pl

Queation 11 :—~Equipment needs)

o
In the FY 1974 equipment survey mandated by P.L, 92-433, we reported a State-wide
need for about $88,000 for equipment., Our FY 1974 Unreserved ("U") equipment

"~ allocation of about $35,000 took care of about $50,000 of that stated need. How-

ever, [ would esttmate, that as some schools get older, and as oquipment prices
rise, we could still @se about $50,00Q for maintenance and expansion of existing
food service programs and about $15,000 in Reserved ("R"), for the initfation of
lunch and/or breakfast programs {n "no program® schools., Thus, our FY 1975
Unreserved squipmoent al'locatlon of $43,337 would probably be sufficient for our
equipment needs for existing programs,
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Stnze all public gchools tn Delaware participate in the lunch and/or breakfast pro-
qramg, the “R* cquipment funds can, in effect, be used only in the nonprofit private
schools without food service factlities and not participating in the Child Nutrition
Programsg, Although we have been In contact from time to time with the prlvat(- '
achool sector, they have shown little interest in establishing Child Nutrition Pro-
qramg in the thirty-seven private schools reported without a food service. As a
result, we roturned over $32,000 in "R" cquipment funds last fiscal year because

of the lack of tnterested eliglble reciplents. Ag a result, our "R" equipment ap-
purttonment thig year was reduced to $§22,885; we may be unablo to utilizo oven
that reduced sum {f the same lack of interest provatls. At least, in Delawaro, it
would be helpful If we had some tlnxlblllty in tho adminigtration of these two
separate funds. Certalnly, every ceffort should be made to encourage no-program,
no-facility schools to avall themoelves of Nonfood Assistance Program funds.
However, it appears to me, that late in the flscal year and with complote documenta-
tton (Including walver by thege schools) that the funds will not be used, gome
legislative provigsion might be made to allow the "R" fundg to be used within the
Stati 'to further malntaln and expand ex15ting programs in both public and private
schoolo.

Question 12, (Untversal reduced price lunch program)

This 18 the gquestion where one getg Into "educated estimates”. First, 1 ostimate
that about 907 of the average datly attendance, or about 108,000 school children
would partieipate In thig type of program each school day. This repregents about
a 35% Increagse In pregsent average dally participation, Secondly, I am using a per
lunch rost of 80¢ from which 1 have gubtracted 20¢ in State and local Inputs and
the 104 “hildren’s payment. Thig leaves a rematnder of 50¢ that would have to be
abgorbed by Federal reimbursoment payments (55¢, if the local contribution were
factored.out). Depending upon whether a 50 or 55¢ rate were applied, 1 would
rgtimate o cost of botween $9.7 and $10.7 millton pbr year. At an average of
$10.2 million, this program would cost about $6.6 million more than the present
program which I project at $3.6 millton for FY 1875,
Philogophlecally, 1 favor guch a program. 1 belleve that some form of payment by
every child, if possible, enhances thetr feeling of golf-reopect as well as ¢ontrl-
butes to the edteem for the lunch in that even a token payment for the meal helps
impress upop the child that the meal 1o valuable., My reservations about the guccess
of guch a program would be, that since the vast ma)brity of children, both hero and
nationwlide, pregently partisipating In the free and reduced price lunch agpocts of
the prograg, are_recetving the moeals totally free, there could be stubborn oppos 1=
tion to such a program, particularly by the parents of, the over 8.5 million children

0
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nw trder prvsﬂntl.y.r('-m-lvmq totally free lunt,{ht-s. Of courgse, you are much
er.qualified than [ to agosess the American character: | just don'Chelleve that
otfe can reallsty ally expect that thes parents of that many chtldren would be

1Hng to pay even 108 for something that they herotofore recetved free for thelr
“ghitdren.  Bvensthough the reduced price wags mintmal, [ am gure the point would be

marde that poor people were now forced to pay the same for thetr children's lunch
a4 rich people,  An alternative to your proposal might be a program {n which pre~
sent cHatbtliity stafdards foffree lunches would be matntatned with all other
“hildren «ligible for a 104 untversal roduced price luﬁt-h._

Question 13, (Admintstrative Savingg resulting from a univergal program)

. .

. €y . .
It 1g dUffioult to agtimate the administrative cost of the certifteation and recordkeop-
g requirements of the present free and reduced price lunch program. .Doepending -
upon the method applied, | egtimate a range of coot between $325,000 and $7680,000
with perhaps a figure of $650,000 bewng fatrly aceurate. The latter flgure was a
simple multiplication of the total number of lunches to be gorvad during the school
ysar times 54, This mothod 18 baged on the premige that one could justtfy a per
lunrh cost on all tunches gerved since there (o a program cogt of determining non=
~Hegtbility for free and rgdured price luncheg as well as eligibtlity, there 1o a
coot to the total program for fully patd tokens, tickets, charge. clips, ogte., and
that there s a bookkoeptnag cost applicable to ali catogories of lunchep cinee
factoring out free and reduced price luncheg for relmbursement requtres that patd
lunches also'be factored out for separate retmburdement.,

Question 14, (All(_wdtlun of tndireet program costs)

The per lunch and breakfagt coot reported (n reply to Question 2 all tncluded the
type of tndlrec} coots lsted m'y()ﬁr telegram. However, only about two sehool
digtrictg are uging the Full oot coneept or Cost Based accounting recommended

by USDA tn thetr financtal management handbooks In which direet and {ndtrect cogts
_are charged to the program aceorddng to a formal coot allocation plan. The Gtate-
wide ¢otimates of meal costs given (n reply to Quegtion 2 were generally dertved by
applylng a gstandard tndirect rate of 104, ag suggestéd by Federal Management
Clreular 74=4, and documented as more 8r less (n thogse school systoms with the
capacity to roport thegse cogts by a formal cost allocation plan.

Quegtion 15, (Levels of State support for the Chikl Nutrition Programs}

Direct State oxpenditureg for the schoul lunch apd breakfast programs (n FY 1973
wore $1,413,808; for FY 1974 oxpend (tures were §1 ,585,769; for ¥Y 1975,
$1,617,706 hap been budgeted. These funds are disbursed to the local school dig-
tricto to pay the palarteg of ochool food pervice manaqgers and supervisors who are
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on a State salary scale, Sincd the State algo payso the “Other Employment Cogpto" ’-

{fringe benefito) of these employees, thege flgures tnclude the additional 20% cost
- of providing these benefits. '
On July 19, 1974, Governor Tribbitt signed into law 8B 582 which provides that,
based on a formula of 7 hours of labor per 100 mealo, a mintmum of 25% of school
food pervice -cooku‘&akoru' and general workers' salaries shall be patd from State
fundg: $635,651 wao appropriated by the State legislature to fund thio bill {n FY
1975, This sum, when added to the $1,617,706 budgeted for managers' and super-
. visors' oalartes for FY 1975, elevateo State funding for the program to a'level in
oxceoo of $2.25 miflion or an increage of about $840,000 in the past three years,
duc mostly to enactment of SB 582, This equates to about 1 5¢ per meal (lunch and
breakfast) tn direct State assistance to the Child Nutrition Programs. Obviously,
we are pleased and proud of the degree of support giverr by the Governor and the »J
State legtislature to Delaware's school food service programs and believe thetr
a.tions are conolotent with tho Federal Congreso in recognizing and supporting
sound schoolood service programs,

1 hogie the above tnformatton- 15 useful to you., Thank you for asking for my views
and the congsideration you have glven them,

Slnm.;uly yours, / . , .
W /)/‘\ / '

: ’ . L9

L)’%" ~t f‘/ /

Robert L. John
Supervisor, Food Service .

RL]:ehe ' .
onel, .
cer §enator Percy )
Senator Roth
Senator Biden .
Representative duPont
Dr, Madden *
s+ Dr. Ryan

Mr. Durkee
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PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
BIVISION OF CAL SUPPORY
. PARSIDENTIAL BUILBING . =

. « 418 v IBYH STRANY, W W, :

. . . WABHINGTON, D. C. 20084 -

-

’

POOD SERVICES SRANCH * Fe.brun'y‘ 5, 1975

The Honorable George McGavern

* Chaigman, Senata Select Committee . .

on Nutrition and Human: Needa
_New Senate Office Building :
Waahington, D~ C. 20510 . B

Dear Sir: : N A B
In rnnpo;ne to your telegram message 655 01-23 1133A &ST, tha
following informat{iof ia provided; ansvera are keyed to your queationa:
1. ,Averlge Par Day: . ‘ ‘

PUBLIC LUNCH PRIVATE LUNCH TOTAL_LUNCHES

mee 48,643 568 49,211 .,
" pam 9,212 - a2 9,554
2. ’ " LUNCH BREAKFAST
| LAST YEAR $0.8931 60.3048
THIS YEAR 51.00 © $0.4060

3. No.increasa in the price of lunch or breakfaat.

4. : DECEMBER_1974 DECEMBER 1973
LU%CH - 2,060 e 499 )
BREAKFAST 495 . 1 i

5, More paying studenta have become eligible. District Public
G¢choola are on the reduced Price program. ‘

6. Universal Free Meal Pregram.

v

N

7. Participation in the breakfast program has increased at a
greator percentage rate than tha lunch program in the D. C. Public Schoola.
Thia is due to expansion of hot breakfaat program in all cafeteria schoola
(103) and hot pre-plated breakfasta in satellite achools equipped with

’

o0 (.




R (_

) convection ovens (total 70). Breakfast participation will take many
N " decades to equate lunch participation. Our children are thée products
of a generation of nutritionally ignorant adults. Breakfast has never
been emphasized in the home, nor in school. We, therefore, must place
our social emphasis on eating patterns before we can equate partici-
pation in breakfast programs with that of the lunch program.

g 8. I personally think existing regulations are fine. However,
-+ ', Congress should be very cautious of the intent of USDA to ‘eliminate
the especially needy clause from the breakfast program as was done
in the lunch program. Without especially needy rates, urban areas
“ will be doomed.” ’ i .

9. .
\ o . - 5
. a. More flexibility in the serving portions required to
meet the type "A" pattern would discourage wasge in the lunchroom.
Many children are unable to eat the sime amoun{hf food from day to
day for various reasons, sugh as other foods.consumed between meals;
type of phyaical activity engaged in before mealtime, feeling of
well®being, etc. All of thes$ factors have a direct bearing on how -
hungry a child is at mealtime. ’

'
o

b. More flexibility in the vegetable requirement would
s " reduce waste as well as increase participation. iminate thé two
(2) or more fruits or vegetables requirement and allow one to make a ’ -
choice of one fruit, one vegetable, or both, whichever meets the , .
food preference of the children. Food preference of the children
in Washington, D. C. varies from one section of the city to another,
depending on background. B :

, c. More nhutrition edugation for school administrators,
students, and parents is definitely needed. ‘ s

\
-

: .- d. We should not force children to take food that will not ST
. be consumed simply to meet type "A" pattern. This force results in -
) wasted food, loss of energy for food production, transportation, . “Q
N preparation, and also unnecessary expenditure of Federal funds.

. N N~ s r

i IQ' ) . ‘ . * 4

a. I would think with the cash in 1ien clause, a 10¢ per -meal '

. payment would be sufficient as long,as the escalation clause is in

% s the program, we should keep pace with cost. However, consideration
should noy be given to combining the 10¢ commodity cash to the lunch W’
rate so that the escalation will cause the 10¢ cash to remain pro-
portionate with the increasing- cost.. . : o

- . . .

CERICT Y
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s b.,
may suffar.

11.

8.
srs mors than

The. District of Columbia is suthorized to- rasquisition

Howevar, small

X

“

Equipment nsads for new programs
sufficient.

-

. from Glnlrll Services Administrstion and Defenss Supply-Agency; thara-
fors, we csn purchsss items ss chssply snd of squal quslity uism '
undar’ centralized procurement.

or rursl distri

« NFA rqnlrv-d !unal

Bquipunt ‘nesads for cxilt:l.n; programs - $41,895.

Non-food Au:l.-tane- = FY 75 Recaivad:

K

« v

Resarved - $41,895

Unressrved - $42,051

v

-
12. v BREAKFAST LUNCH
. Projlct:l.on - "Universal Fssding" 40,000-100Z  111,350-68%
b. WOuld !lvor cuch [} progu-. V a
c. Add:l.t:l.ongl moniss nseded (utintcd)
: Breakfast - $1,440,000 N,
. " Lunch = ss‘.691.ooo' o :
13. . | ESTDAATED
. . e Arﬁrd Car Ssrvica | 3'50,005 ’ '
b. Cost of Printing Lunch ’riclutl " 2,000
, o¢. Cost of Pr:l.nting Appliclt:lon ' .
) ; Formas 3,000
d. Loss - Uncollectsd Accounts . 300
i e. Parsonnsl Cost .Slv:l.ngl - 13,700 - : "‘
. R - s $79,000

Plus Intangible Savings - Would reduce ths sdministrstive worklosd
‘substsntislly st the school level, School suthorities’ could then

ERI
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.devote this tine to ths educltimi needl, luch ss nutrition educlt:l.onl.
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C) None

" D) None

15. Breakfaat

Lunch

A) llonu/ ‘ o

B) 90% -

FNDS
$193,000 . .

-$271, 000

Total amount of Stltu Reimbursementa received in ¥Y 1975, including

amounts ltated sboye - $5,093.113.

ms/m/apc ‘

<

oseph M. Stewart, Director ) )
Food Services Branch .

«
"o



p STATE'O\)FLORIDA ‘ )
"“1"',"2,.':‘,‘,'.,‘,‘.::‘2"’“ A TALLAHASSEE 22204 .

Fehruary 3, 1975

The Honorable George McGovegn .

Chairman, Select Committee on Nutrition
and Human Needs

The United States Senate

Washington, D. C, 20510

Dear Senator McGovern: ) .
The following information is in response to your telegr;ln requesting
informatior, for your use in considering legislation:

1. - ¢ Free Paid

Type A Lunches Served Per Day, 7 308,279 494,094 (these figures do
not include
School Breakfasts Served Per Day . 57,554 9,648  reduced price
i meals)

v

- FY-75 . FY-74

2. Lunch Cost 79.4¢ 73.5¢
Breakfast Cost 41.1¢ 38.8¢

v

* 3. Students price has increased over last year; on the average of 8¢
for lunch and 5¢ for breakfast. )

We can corré}.ate loss of participiatlon among the paying students with
a drop of 43,589 paid lunches per day, or a drop of 98, .

FY-75 Increase Over FY-74

i - (pexr day)
4. Reduced price tunches , 59,185 + 25,753
Reduced price hreakfasts 4,718+ 1,993,

5. Expanded reduced price program has kept the overall participation fram
dropping fufrther. Sixty-three of the sixty-seven school districts
-participate in the reduced price program. All but one of the sixty-three
districts selected to go with the 175% inoame scal‘e‘ factor.-

v ~

6. See attached copies of correspondence. |

4 A

LRIC i
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7. 1In Florida we confinue to add new breakfast programs throughout the
year. We never expect to have as many breakfast programs as there are
luneh programs. Impediments to the breakfast programs ave:

3
"Thig is the family job." ’ ) ' : -
Lack of interest and understanding on part of administrators. ’ \
Attitude of officials that breakfast is a welfare program.

Y

Bus schedules are too tight, due to cross-bussing.

. - School food seyvice personnel do not want to work extra hours and
" meals unless paid more.’ .
Not safe for one waman to came to school so eatrly in the morning
to prepare breakfast. Therefore, labor cost ingrease with one or
two additional personnel coming for safety precautions. .These may
be the only people .on the school s at the time they need to
be there for hreakfast preparation ~ !
Same people still think that a br ast must be a hot egds and
_ bacon type meal. We are pramoting a low labor-prepackaged cereal,e
fruit and milk breakfast. L : ) :
. It is gratifying to hear some principals say that if they could
only have one meal for service, they would choose the breakfast
over the lunch! ) )
r : .
We believe that the universal reduced price lunch concepts could be
applied to the breakfast program.

8.

Nutritionally, the meal component requirements for breakfast and lunch
are minimm. It would be desirable to have alternative meal patterns
with fewer f conponents, which could be used especially in high schools
where lunch Scheduling becames a problem. These patterns would allow

a lunch with variety that could be packed and served quickly to the
students. These lunches could earn a lesser reimbursement than the

Type A lunch. Many high schools are so overcrowded that a la carte
service has became a way of life to get more students through the line.
Perhaps, the nutrient~planned menus could be put to use for reimbursement
purposes.

.
[y

10. If the cowmdity program were to end, 1ls¢ cash per meal would be needed
to offset the loss. We feel that each State should decide whether they
have a cammodity program, and districts should be allowed the same
choice. The Administration, however, needs to make up their minds

whether there is to be price support or not.

»

-
N

Qutlook of foodsp\mchasedandwhentobereceivedneedstoreach local
personnel early so that proper plannning and utilization can be made.
The {. S. Departmentongriculhzreneedstoconsidengoodsaxeﬁo
be used and by whom, in making the purchases. For exanple, without the
camodity flour, schools are not baking: the extra oookies, bread, etc.
they once did,and, therefore, the peanut butte? is more difficult to use.

[

O
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

4o




12,

b4}

13,

14.

LN

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

42
® .

Also, for exarple, the purchase of large peach halves may be wasted
on small K-5 children. Sliced peaches would be better. The camodity
processing contracta should be continued, as this utllizes the food
products, keeps labor costs low and maintains foods stamdards which
all benefit -the chlld.

All in all, the comodity program-is not as efficient.in Florida as . ~
purchasing locally. However, our beef and citrus industries need
price support by the USDA. Therefore, the Govermbr, not, I, really
should be making such a decision.

quipnent needs, ‘as per Annual Plan FY-75: : & ’
Number of Allocation
- . Schools Needs o FY-75
(1) New Programs - '15 $ 450,000 $ 391,323
(2) . Existing Programs ' . .
’ (a) Expansion 200 . 600,000
(b) Maintenance ° 712, 4,795,931
(c) - Improvement of . . . ‘
Proogram ' o 1,119,554 Total for (2) (a) (b) (c)
: ’ /515, s 560,824

(1) wWe would expect an increase in paruclpaum of from current
« 58% to at least 80%

(2) Yes. See attached copies of correspordence. NOTE: Food stamps
wuld be utilized in lieu of totally free lunches.

(3) Total additicnal dollars ngeded to, fund the universal 10¢ lunch:

FY-75 Percent” Now Sec. §° Add Sec. 4
. ~ Sec., 4 & 1l Funds: . & 11 Funds and 11 Funds
= N X T . g 2

$ 49,978,880 . $143,335,800  $ 93,356,920

at 80% parucipation ADP would be 1,147,421 x estimated cost of
79.4¢ x 180 days = $I%3 989,360 less 10¢ income of $20,6537560 =
need of, $l43,'335,800..

Estimate“savings for 10¢ universal lunch: K
206,535,780 x 3¢ per lunch, or $6,196,073 (principal's time, etc.)
Percent of school dis;:ricts charging the lunch progra?n for:

(A) Utilities ~ 8%

(B) *Trénsportation’of USDA Foods - None

(C) +School Admimstrgtive Overhead - Nohe N b
(D) Bmployment=pf Peraonnel for Supervision Diring Lunch - 40% (approx.)

=9 M

a 4 . c -
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State reimbursement average 6.9¢~per free and reduced price lunch;
breakfast - ndne.

FY '73 - 6¢ per free and reduced price lunch
FY '74 -~ 6.5¢ v My
w. |75 - 6‘9¢ ” . ”n L] ”n . ” n

'C.unfent‘ amount: 94,175,377 (Governor not recamending a contimation
of this funding.) .

Senator McGovern, the free provision of the Special Milk Program is very
difficult to administer. So difficult, in fact, that the majority of our
schools ave not on-the Special Milk Program. In future legislation, let's
add these resources to the school lunch and breakfast programs, except in
schools not having a food service. . )

-

Sincerely, A J
ﬂ e k
/é'at 4 ”‘/ e

/ George !bckenbery
Mn:lnist:rator
Food and Nutrition Services -

“
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: . STATE OF IDA"'D
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

LEN @. JORDAN DFFICE SUILDING

3 BOISE, IDAHD @3720. . . - ROY TAusYy
v : PR ' STATE SUPERINTENGENT OF PugLIC
INSTRUCTION
Merch 10, 1975 ‘
L) ’ .
.«
Ay ‘ —_—

The Honorable" George McGovern

United‘Stetes Senete

‘Select Committee on Nutrition
end Human Needs -

Weshington, DC 20510 : ’

Deer Senetor McGovernt

This ie in reply to your telepram regerding the School Lunch Program °
end the Breakfest Program, 1 regret the deley in_answering, but un=

controllable thinge heppened thet prevented thie study to go forwerd.:

We do not edminister the privete echoole, eo thie ie for the public

echools only. ¢

“ 1, Averege nunber of peid lunches in November, 1974, was 75,418,
Average number of fres lunchee in Rovember, 1974, was 16,443. :
Averege number of peid breekfaste in Novenber, 1974, wes 22. .
Avarege number of free breskfests in November, 1974, was 169,
. r

2, Estimeted cost of producing & Junch in Septenber-December, 1974,
ves 61 centg, ) ’
Estinated cost of producing e lunch in Septenber-December, 1973,
vas 56 tents. : :
Eetimated coet of producing e breskfast in September-Decembar, 19%4,
ves 28 centas.

Eetimeted coet of producing e breskfast in Saptember-Dacenber, 1973,
veae 25 cents. .

3. Studente’ lunch price ircreesed 5 cents over lest yser's price of 40 cente.
Studente’ breekfast price increased 5 cents ovar 1ast yeer'e price of
15 centa.

We cannot exectly correlete lose of perticipetion among peying
studente, but we do know thet as the price to the child increasas,
_ the pcrticipctionv drope.

4, Raduced-price Iunches per dey in Novembar, 1974, was 811.
Reduced-price lunches per dey in Novamber, 1973, ves 719.
Reduced-price breekfaste per dey in November, 1974, was 1.
Rcduccd-p}icc breekfeete per day in Noveabar, 1973, vas 0.

ERIC | o
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12,

pattern. Money for equipment to get started. -

49

%

In Figcal Ycar 1974, 29 diatricts sturtcd the reduced-price lunch.
In Fiscal Year 1975, 26 more districts started the reduced-price
lunch.

We had an increase of 12 percent in reduced-price lunches in
November, 1974, as compared tp November, 1973.

Keep the reittbursement upMHigh enough to ward off increase in
prices to the paying child or {fmstitute an all reduced-price lunch
progran by larger reimbursements. .
In the beginning, breakfast wao limited to low-income areac and
thio image still prevaila.

. o
We have & lot of bus otudents and bus pchedules are geared to let
the ostudent arrive at ochool at the timo ochool takes up, po little
time for breakfast

Schqol food service personnel have their hando full: gct:ing the
lunch gotngt. Need additivnal labor.

Chidge the pattern by requiring protein foada in the brcukfunt T

Permit a dairy alternate for fluid milk Juat‘aavuc do with neat
alternate, This would apply to breakfast Loo. N
a) Looo of commodities should be.replaced in cash at the rate of
at least 15 tents per meal. We recommend getting the cash, but,
in dny event, we need cither cash or commodities. J would recommend
. @ voucher oyotem ands let the schools buy from their wholesalg .
ouppliers {f USDA feelo they need to control some items.

L]
b) 1'd say that at least 90 percent of our districts can , buy at®
a price comparable to the USDA. .

New programo in'Idaho will need $329,547. R

‘Exioting programe will neced $106,107.

We will receive $23,027 this Fiscal~Xvar for non-program ochoola.
We will receive 956,107 this Fisgal Year for axisting ochools.

I would favor a universal reduced-price lunch in ordar to eliminate
8o many of the headaches of administration as well as raach more
children. A few years ago we reimbursed several districts enough
that they could reducc the charge tdo 10 centa and almost all the
kidp paid the 10 cents and ate. The free lunches dropped because
parents said ‘the price i low enough that we can afford to pay and

. we want to pay the same price as everyone ekse.”

In Fiocal Year L97& uo served 15 702,034 lunchea and paid
$1,614,310,30 at the rate of 10 Cents. If wg were to drop the
price 20 cents (from 45 centa to 25 centa), we would need an
additional $3,140,406,80 (20 cents times meals served).

G1ed1 1) 0 TN ea d
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I don't bolieve we would save any wmoney because present ptaff have
agoumed thios overbearing task-as on additional headache. It would
freo our people from a menial detail apd let them get back to making
a productive contribution toward improving the overall program: and,
in tho cane of principaly and teachers, it would let them do the-
work they were emploved to do. <

a) Utilfties - O,

b) Transportatfon of USDA foods - 100 percent.

c) School administrative overhead - 15 percent ]

d) Eoployuent of peroonnel for supervision dur}m the lunch
period - 15 percent. ) "

State retmbursemont per lunch for FiscalYear 1975 1o 1 cent.
jtate reinburgenent per breakfast for Fiscal Year 1975 io 0.

3 : .
Thios rsate hao doubled during the past three years for lunches.
Total State reimbursement for Fiscal Year 1975 io $181,500.

We thank you for your interest {n the Child Hutrition Programs.
very truly yours,
' /(‘,0 (/'s"
& ;“_4’ -_; V',(’;JFI’\./

ce¢fL ¢. OLSEN, Director
Food Services Branch

ERI
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ILLINOIS OFF OF EDUCATION *

' . .
.

Springfield, lllinois 62706
February 5, 1975 -

JOSEPH M. CRONIN
State Superintandent
of Education

’ /
The Honorable George McGovern
Chairtan .y
Seloct Committee on
Nutrition and Human HNeeds
United States Senate
Waahington, D.C. 20510 .

Dear Senator McGovern:i
N »
.

In roaponse to your telegram of Junuur& 23, 1975, we have listed our answers in
the aanmc aequonce as shown in the telegram:

1. Avérage duilm paid, reduced, ‘and free lunchcn‘und breakfasts served in
Illinois in 197) and 1974.

LUNCHES .
' . * Nov. 1973 . Nov. 1974
/ . Paid 582,585 551,286
. Reduced Price 522 4,490
Prec . 371,713 az4,552 1
. Total 954,820 , 30,328
. Breakfants

_ Nov, 1973 Nov. 1974

-t Paid 2,152 ' 2,480

Reduced Price . =0~ - 2719
- Free 32,911 2,079

‘ Total 35,063 37,238

The aignificant change in the Munch:program is the overall daily de~
cline of 24,492 lunches which are entirely in the paid lunch 8roup.

. However, total school enrollment statewide is declining at the rate
of about 50,000 atudenta annually. Theroford, the proportion of
overall participaticn to total enrollment has remained about conatant.

FRIC ~
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2.  Aversge food cost for the Type A lunch, bssed on October, November,
snd December 1974 dsta. ) B

Estimated Food Cost §.403
Estimated Totsl Type A .
Mesl Cost .80
Breskfsst cost figure . . '

not svailable ) ) .

3. ' Student price incresse. .

. ., -
Lunch : Approximately $.05 per lunch - v
Breakfast - No change
4. Number of reduced price.mesls daily. ‘ "
‘ . " Nov. 1973 _ Nov. 1974
. Lunch .. 522 L, 4,490
Breskfsst L a“ 210 ) . 279
by .
5. Effect of reduced price luncih‘l
-» . .
o Number of districts with Nov, 1973 Nov. 1974
reduced prick lunches 3 . 123

. » i,
6. Legislative chsnges recommended fo incresse participstion by paying
student, :

* Incresse basic reinbursement for sll Type A ueals vierved at
least five (5) cents, thereby sllowing the Type A lunch to
continue being the “best food buy for all children. - N

7-9. ‘1 don't believe sdditionsl legislation or reimbursement rates are the ~ .
only needs to improve lunch and sbreakfast progrsm participstion. J
Rather, 1ike all Child Nutrition Pregrams, expansion is retsrded by
too many regulstions. Stesling from commercialism, "Are ve easy to
do business with?" The snswer, of course, is "No.” Present funding
levels for Stste Administrative Expsnses from tge United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture provide only a pittsnce necessary to properly help
school officials conduct the progrsms. Compare, for example, the
stsffing, covsrage, consultation, snd fiscsl sansgement service of s
food mansgement firm or commeréisl food service chain operations to
vhat csn be offered by ths Stste Agency.

v
4]
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Practically all Federally funded programs other thay the United States
Department of Agriculture allow at least 10 percent r the state to
provide an adequate administrative staff. We cuﬁrcnti receive 18
than one-third of one percent. I gee tho buu%g,problcé{gi expansfbn of

programs rooted in lack'of knowledge. Schoo

educationd]l admi trators

afe not trained or experienced in the cold, hard, dollar=and<cents world

of business operations, particularly in the area of volume, quality food

- - service merchandising. Therefore, the burden of advice and consultation
fallo entirely upon the State Agency.

Only when thFOStutc Agency can provide the necessary service to relieve
the educational administrator of an unknowd operational facter, Child
Nutrition Programs, cin we expect extensive program expansion. Then

we will be "ecasy to do business with." Once the operatiocnal apd fiacal
burden is under control, the Nutrition Education programs can be imple-
mented. We must make operations attractive to the students, get them in
the lunchroom, before Nutrition Education can become a reality. The
studepts are our customers; they can’t be made to wait in line 10 to 15
oinuteés to get lunch; they don’t have to wait at the corner Burgerbigees.

10.

A,

ERIC
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1f the food commodity program were discontinued, the cash
necessary to truly replacé the purchuuing’%:wcr or equiva-
lent value would be at least 25 percent over the present
rate, from 10 cents per meal to at least 12.5 cents., How-
ever, 1 feel the commodity program should continue, with
additional input from the State Agency and operating per-
gonnel as to types of food purchased.

In my opinion, no school lunch program, other than some of
the major cities' programs, have the technical know-how or
volume to obtain the quality and quantity per dollar that
the USDA can. The main problem in local school purchasing
1o opecifications, not just having specifications but eval-
uating them, testing incoming>dcligcrica and finally, on*
small, normal school orders, wholesale grocers won't be
bothered bidding against detailed opecifications. In gome
areas, school board policy requires local buying preference,
which further inhibits cconomical buying practice. There 18
really no way of comparing items because of specification
differonces. JFor example, USDA ground beef has a specific
allowable fat and component content. How do you compare
this price per pound against a price per pound with an un-
known fat and component content?




o o 30

11.-  The cquipment ncedo for new programo are koyed to what hippens
in the arecao diocuooed in.quostiono 7,8,and 9. The baoic problem
. in the Nonfood Asoiotanéc Program io again tho complicated way
— the USDA regulations are written. Thore ohould be no reotriction
on fundy betweon now programs and ongoing programs. The State
Agoncleo ghould be allowed to grant aoolotance whore it {o needed.

Thio year's allocation for FY 75 io $1,340,862 {n Rostrigted

fundo (now prograns) and gfor ronowal and asoiotance to on-

going prograno, 9565.661’( : ’

12. If thoro aro no furthod incroascs in the cost of food and labor, 1
boliove a universal roduced achool lunch program at ton conto ecach
por moal would result in about an 80 porcont statowide participation.
With a ten=cont program, I would oliminate the free lunch aspect.
With a*flat rate of ton conts per meal, a tremendous amount of paper
and ndminiutrntivo work would be oliminated, a otop forward in making
the progran "ecaslor to do bugdnoss with.” Thoe comparative cootn
would bo as ohown below f {ovephor 1974:

r |

. \

’ Patld 951286 x - .
Reduced Prico -, GMBO x 6257 = $ 1,908.25
Frec 374,552 % .525 = 196,619.60
All Type A Luncheo 930,328, x 1175 = 109,311,554 ,
Total daily curront conot = 5907,861.59
- 054,161,639.84

timeo 176 dayo

Propoood 10-eont reduced universal program

1,800,000 luncheo x 60 conto cach roimburcemont

= 91,080,000 per day x 176 operating days

- °190 080,000 annual coot_
However, ptate contribution ratio should be reviowed in light )
of tho universal reduced price program. Student payment could \\
be the state contributfon under a univorsal reduded price program.

13. Under tho preosent Free and Reduced Price Meal and Milk Programo,
.1 Gotinmate that {t takeo 6 million chects of papor énnually ip
Il1linoto for guidelinos, lotters to parents, and applicationo.
Add pootage and printing, thio phape would coot an average of
5 eenta per sheet, or $300,000 annually.

Clatn for reimbursement forms could be oimplified an well ao
computor time and programming. All together, I would ootimato .,
the total saving would amoyint to about half a million dollars

annually. o
L]
. . Qﬁ? -
+ ' ’
!}
N : '— 1 ! ! Y
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14, '\'The percentage of school districts’ charges. uto the lunch

- programs. for: Tl
. -

A, Utilitieu.~ Estimate 50 percent . ot
) B. Trlnlportltion of USDA A fofds: 100 percent” ‘
) e C. School administrative overhead: Estimate 20 percent R
‘l . D. Employment of personnel £or uupetvision : ‘\
* B ) ) during lunch period: Estimate 10 10 percent
Y .

2 Ye are jul: beginning full program cost accoun:ing :rlining
+ for school officiall. . .

15.  The current level of the State of Illinois reimbursement for «
Child Nutrition Programp is based on the Free Lunch and/or
Breakfast provided to ah eligible needy child at the rate of
15 cents each. The cugrent FY 75 State appropriation for
this program is S;L,SO ,»000. The rate lias remained the -
aame for the past thre yenr'g : ! .

If we may be of any further assiBitance to you or the Committee, do not hesitate
to contact us. ' e
- .
- ", sincerely,
» . ( B "
) A ¢
Robert E.. Oh

« o . Director
: ' School Food Setvicel

4
T . .

- a1

" REO:mt . Ps

cc: The Honorable Boyd R. Bucher
Dr. Robert G. Weber -
Dr. John Perryman )
R.J.Nelson
Emmett Slingsby
Bill D. Page

*

¢ \ -

‘
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STATE OF IOWA « DEPARTMENT OF I;)UBLIC INSTRUCTION

GRIMES STATE OFFICE BUILDING « DES/MOINéS. IOWA 50319
AN L )

l()V\a - avid H. Bechtel, M. S |

ministrative Assistant *
PUTY SUPERINTENDENT

Senator George McGovern R “
Chairman k
U. S. Senate Select Committee on
Nutrition and Human Needs .
The United States Senate - . N
Washington, D. Cc. 20510 ’ : ' ’ )

Dear Senator McGovern:

, - a '

This is in reply .to your telegram of January 23rd requesting certain information
regarding child nutrition programs in Iowa. Information includes both public and
nonpublic schools unless otherwise stated. :

-

1. January, 1974, ADP: : "
- . <

Lunches Total ADP 425,683

Raid ADP 357,703 : ’ .
* "Free ADP 58,589 -

Breakfast  Total ADP 7,551 ’
Paid ADR 3,866 i . .
Free ADP 3,574

2. Average cost of producing lunch this year

'

July through December, 70.l¢ plus 10¢ commodities = 80.l¢
compared with 69.4¢ plus 8.l¢ commodities = 77.5¢ for period of
July 73 through June 74. * Increase of 2.6¢ = 3.35%.

Average cost of producing breakfast this year:

July throﬁgh December, 38.9¢ plus 3¢ commodities = 41.9¢ compared
with 33.2¢ plus 2¢ commodities = 35.2¢ for period of July 73 through
.June 74. Increase of 6.7¢ = 19.03%.

.

3. Students' prices have 1déreased for both lunches. and breakfasts:
”

Lunch, Sept. 73, 40.87¢.  Sept. 74, .42.98¢ + 5.16%
Bkfst, Sept. 73, 13.14a.  Sept. 74, 16.12¢ + 7.46%

- -~
Because of starting to admimister nonpublic schools on July 1, 1974,

‘we do not have exagt correlation of participation when -eamparing this -

year's to last. N

~. " We can report, however, that percentage of participition for Iowa's

v




53 | &'

.

, - public schiools last school year was 68.65% compared with 71.71% for
N this year to dste. Total participation has increabed 4.46% so far
this school year.
[) . W - .
: ’ © For public schools, paid ADP (Sept through January, 1974) was
331,067 compared with 329,075 for same period this school year. This’ N
reﬁreaonts a decréase of 1,992 per day = 0.6%. it must be kept in
> ’ mind ‘that public-school enrollment, reported to our offlcc, decreased -
: 2.5% during this same perlud -

.

4. January, 1974, ADP: : N

_ ; Lunches - Reduced Price ADP for Janm, 1974: 9,391 ,
L ) © BkEst Reduced Price ADP for Jan, 1974: Ll
7 * Public R/P ADP Jan, 1974 was 3,049 compnred with Jan, 1975 of 81001044

equals increase of 1154
3
5. Number of reduced price lunches in lowa has more than doubled. Forty-eight
school districts initiated reduced price mealu this year. Sixty-five
- N percent of gchool districts now offer reduced price meals. Seventy-elght
percunt of school enrollment are offered reduced price lunches.
,/’\ ) ‘ -
: “ . 6. None to recommend at this times . .
v <
7. Possibly attitude that is family's responsibility. .
8. None to recommend at this time. - S
. . . ,
9. Nothing specific to recommend except that minimum requirements gheuld.not

. be abandoned. “

a 16. A. <Ten cents. We want the commodity program to continue. Only chaage 4
that should be considered would be f{n flour and cooking oils and this

@ should be carefully considered and more carefully worded. Thig present ~
- year haﬂ been a very good commodlty year for schools.
) B. Assuming equal quality, it ig our oplnlon that most gchopls cannot
- purchase as economlcully
. [l
ll. NFA is spread out to be consideied adequate. Reuervc,‘$54,466. Unregerved,
$263,224. » . . i :
12. Poﬁllbly would increase 20%. Such a program would appeal to middle and
147 upper i{ncome brackets. Flrut priority ghould be given to continuing
present programs. Univeraal program should be considered. Estimate an
additional $35 to$40 million would be needed.
- . ) _
v
14
X
f
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Estimate (only): Would sdve much time--possibly 350 to 400,000 work hours
This might equal up to $1,800,000 i{n potentidl

per year for thd state.
savings to lunch programs.

Estimate up to 25%.

1Qo7, - . .

Estimate .1%. ‘

«  Estimdte 5%. .
R éurreni/ 3 _years ago

Type A Lunches .99¢ 3¢
Free Lunchos 4.48¢ 2,36¢
R/P Lunches 3.57¢ . 1.18¢
Breakfasts . .79¢ .88¢
Free Bkfst . . 2.00¢ .-
R/P Bkfst ’ 1.49¢ --

This {8 difficult to estimate.

FY 75 State Appropriatfon $1,350,000

]

A

[N

W:fully submitted,

Vern Carpenter, D

% Increase

+7200.0%
+ 89.87%
+ 202.5%

- 11.4%
+ 200.0%
+ 149.0%

st
Child Nutrition Programs Division

s
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JACK P. NIX

tete Supeciniendont of Sahools

STATE OF GEORGIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

" STATE OFFICE BUILDING.
ATLANTA™30334 - .

February 17, 1975

o
The Honorable George McGovern

United States Schaeor

Room 362

Senate Office Bﬁilding

Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator McGovern:

be

ERIC
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8. GAL ADAMSON
Associste State Superiatondes

The following data concerning Cﬁild Nutrition Programs in responsé toO ydnr
_request:

State: GRORGIA

~

Meals served daily (October, 1974):

_Lunch’
Breakfast

Estimated cost of producing:

Lunch N
Breakfast

Paid Pree Reduced
471,598 337,727 #-22,017
8,691 - 52,346 1,995 -
1974-75 - 1973-75
- A
66 58¢
31 25

‘

The stullent price increased in most schools an averége of 5¢ per meal. A
comparison of the average daily number of paid lunches: ’

1973-74 - 491,958
1974-75 - 471,598

Reduced price meals:

October, 1973
October, 1974

20,360 B
° L]
Luach Breakfast
) B 13,295 . 797
~ 22,017 1,995

Impact of expanded reduced price pol

8,722 more children are participajing the reduced lunch program and 802

- . 5:’ 13

more children are participating i\t reakfast program,



6. Legiolative changos propooed:

8. Changes that would holp gxpand breakfaot:

Increado level of“Soction 4 fundo for lunchoo In pchoolp which operate
breakfaot programs.  Provido a monetary l\pcontivo to ochool lunch.
{otratoro havo the notion that breakfaot coot

lunch.

“«.".  Another thing to help breakfast would bo to allow breakfasot to bo served at
w o F any time during tho ochool day ao

** " ochool.

. ; .
9. Suggeoted modificationo tn moal pattorn:

1 would rccommend that the nutricnt .approach be

the Type A pattorn.

10, Commoditico:

A. Ufocontinuing tho commodity program {o not a roasonable alternative.

Legiolation {g nccdcd‘whlchr will asourc the otaten that commoditics will
bo continued at leaot at the rato of 7¢ worth por meal.
aloo neceded to requiro USDA to provide graino and oilo to gtateo which

can uge theoe.

Fo {mprovo the commod{ty program, food oerviee diroctors shouldy have pome
fnput {nto typeo and kindo of food.
mation regarding dolivery and aloo in frequency and quantity of delivery.

B. Compariocon of pricoo:

Frozen Cround Beef
Frozen Franko ¢
Cut-up chicken

le comparioon ohows that USDA can buy for loos.

st

='These pricéd were bid priceo in Clayton County (Jonooboro, Ga.). The school

nystem sorves 24,000 moalo daily,

.

ERIC
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Incroase Section & funds to oupport a 35¢ reimburdement for patd meals;

thio shouldl bring sald price down to 25-30 cents which would bo within reach of
moot paying children ‘or better oti{ll provide loglu_lucion for a Untveroal
Reduced Price for paying clilldren; retain no coot meals for poor children,

Why has Breakfagt Progruh growth- been olow?

All the-factors mentioned affeet decioiona about’ochool breakfaot,

tong ao {t {0 tho firot meal perved at

0 muot bo abodrbed by school

permitted ap an alternativo to

Legiolation o

Improvemento arc nocded

1
HEDA_Price Range local Syotem al
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Equipment Needs N

1. GCeorgia will receive 3531.0&§:for Nonfoud Asstaotance in existing schools

and 980,000 for oxpansion.

2. anrglu gclioola woﬁld casily uge onc million in Nonfood Assistance funds

{f available and USDA did not cotablish restrictive critoria. ) L~

Increased participation Lif a .Universal Program wag established.

" 1 enpoct participation would increage to 9507
Since ochool lunch sale pricoo have advanced,

dropped from nearly 867 to 82%. -

or 7% over the predent progruh.
the participation hao

1 pergonally would not favor a program that would take lunchaes at no coot

from poor children.

For many of the recipients of froc meals, whooe

familics arc on food stamps, there io gg cagh to pay even 10¢.

1 would recommond some change that would preclude the voluminous, application

procedure which o now required.

Sased on 1973-74
prov&dc free lunches to allMthildren,

Savingo with Universal:
Information net avatlable.
in dircct costs would be saved nationally.

data, it would have coot an additional million dollars to

Hlowever, it 1o wy bent cgtimate that millions
Considering teachdr time

uoed in getting lunch ¢ounts, otc. The following cotimate of savings in

Georgia Lo projected:

Teacher time (9 oflnutes per day)
(35,714 teachdro)
Approval timo at bepinning of year
(80 hourp per ochool)
Supplico (paper, otampo)
school Food Sorvice (10 minutes per day)
SAVINGS

62,142,720 f
. .576,000
100,000

. 200,000
33,018,720

Additional savings would be ronlized as a topult of incroaged volume and

lower oporating costs.

Indiroct cooto:

A, ntilition - Moot syotemo pay utilitico af prosent.

Somo USDA attitudeo

toward cortatn aspects of full cost accounting could roverse this trond.

B, USDA Foodg - Moot syotems pu{.

. .

¢. Admlnigtrative Overhead - Moot gyotems pay.

ouporvise.

D. Supervipioa Ruring Sghool Lunch Period -

Teachors or teacher aides

s
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. 15. Stato Funds
. Lunch Broakfast - Total
1972-73 |, 2 1/2¢ 0- 3.86 million =
193-764 = 4 12 0 _ 6.74 cillion
\ . 1975 &/ S¢ - .- 0 . 7.3 nillion

Tho logislature has nover providoed any funds for breakfast. Federal
fundo aro very adoquate as long &9 we can keecp the “needy provision.'

1 wish to thank you for your continued intorest in and support-of School Food

Service, -

Sinceraly yours,

) ~ ;
) : &) . 2% pPlenans
. - ‘ Josophine Mirtin, Chairman
Logiolative Committoo
Amorican Gchool Food Service
Association

' Adminiotrator, School Food Service
~ : Georgia Dopartmont of Education

JM:po

1as tnereased to S5¢ in April, 1973

2/gencrar Asgembly is proppsing to incroasec 1974-75 rate to 6¢ for last 50 days
of tho school year angl to 7¢ for 1975-76.

‘)
ERIC
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The. Honorable George McGoverr.
Menbar of Congress

United Stetes Senatae
Weshington, D, C.

1)

2)

3)

4)
5
6)

&

\ i 3

STATE OF HAWAII

! - . —SEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION )
: P8 601 Baee : » .
HENBLULY. NAWAL 00088 .

.
.

" OPRICE OF BUSINESS SERVICES . ) v . : Jenuery 28, 1975

Daer Senetor McGovern:

In response to your wire of Jcnucry.ZSrd, mey 1 respond to the questions as they
apply to the public schools in the singla, statewide school district of Haweii.

Lunches - Peid: 113,833 Free: 21,063 Totel: . 134,896 = November
Breekfests - Paid: 510 Fraa: 1,847 Totael: 2,357  everages

Lunch Costs - FY 19743 72.3¢ FY 1975: B81.9¢
Breekfest Costs - FY 1974: 27.1¢ Y 1975: 29.18¢

No increese in cherge to students. Breakfeet - 10¢; Lunch = 25¢.
Perticipation hss increesed, ADP Lunch - 837,

No rdduccé>prtcc Srclklcutu or lunches served.

A .
Sound economic program thaet will stop end turn inflation downwerd
d thus pexmit’ lowaring price cherged student.

st at school hes competition. Meny students do heve breakfest
at hom4, And, whare breekfest is served before the stert of school,
the stjdents elect to pley outside rether then go into the school

for treekfest.

Increasad funding would permit greater menu veriaty. Howavar,
comparison of bresekfast/lunch participetion msy not be en effective
measure of the BP, :




60

Plate waste in thic luach program resulto in large measurc from the
student’s lack of choice at the sorving counter. Many demonstrate
thedir nced to have a cholce by not catiag evorything on the Type A
troy. Particularly at the sccondary level, there 15 a sex to plate

waste. In our studieo, u_x.ul‘(?g diocarded 807 of the fruit/vegetable
platc waste; females discarded 807.‘01' the bread/otarch plate waste.

By permitting the ptudent to omit a single Type A component at the
Forving counter (without reducing level of reimburocment) we could
1clp avoure that food served was congsumed. It {5 an utter waste of
food and funds to serve mashed potatoes to a student we know will
throw it out -- we do not do 1t in our homeo; -we should not do it
in our schoolo.

Ademittedly, a wider choice of Type A components an the oserving
Mge might help correct the oituation; but ao gchools attempt to
gerde 1000, 2000 or even 3000 students in an hour or leso, there io
not time to offer cholees and serve qufckly.

A WE WOULD CLADLY ACCEPT CASH IN LIEYOF COMMODITLES AT THE 10¢
LEVEL. CASH WOULD PERMIT BETTER PLANNINC, HENCE "GREATER CONTROL,
CAGH WOULD PERMIT THE PURCHASE OF FOODS MORE SUITABLE FOR OUR MENUS,

WE STRONGLY I'RGE YOUR SUPPORT IN OIR EFFORTS AS WE SEEK FOR HAWAIIL
(OR ANY STATE) THE OPTION TO RECEIVE CASH IN LIKD OF COMMODITIES,
THIS FLEXIBILITY HAS BEEN CRANTED TO A SINGLE STATE, AND WE SUGCEST
IT SHOULD BE AVAILABLE T0 THE SISTER STATES.

B. THE ¢REATER CONTROL THROUGH P NiING, THE ADDED SUPPORT TO LOCAL
AGRICULTURE AND THE PURCHASE OF .FO( 3 THAT WOULD BE MOST EFFECTIVELY
USED, ALL COMBINE TO ASSURE THAT IMWA‘I\W()ULI) RECEIVE VALUE AT LEAST
AT THE LEVEL OF USDA PURCHASE PROGRAN. °

ERI
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With all public schools in NSLP our cquipment nceds are minimal
compared to other otatecs. 1 pernonally would advocnte NFA being
limited to no-program schoolyg,

Availability of 10¢ lunch might {ncrease Hawnii'o statewide participation
from 837 to 937 ot an eotimated fncrease of 51,75 million federal fundo
for Hawaii, : ’

iy maintaining our present 25¢ chargo and recoiving an additional
§2.5 million (10¢ per meal) fedoral funds, we boliove the improved
menu variety would reoult in the same 107 {ncrease,

Probably none. 1'm afraid the increased federal funds for Universal
Lunch would reoult i{n greater federal oupcrvision, reporting, and
auditing.




14)  The oingle otatewido school diotrict chargoo (tilitico, Transportation
of Commoditics tp the program. Not charged: adminiotrative overhead
and lunchroom supervioion, "

19) State general fund now averaging 25¢ per mcal., Genoral Fund at lovel
to meet program necdo after federal fundo and children's payments are
coriptdered.  FY 1973 GF level 20.2¢. FY 75 total $7.5 million (gotimpte),

Cordially,

Sto s

STANLEY Q} DOUCETTE, DIRECTOR
: SCHOOL LUNCH SERVITES

SWD/a

e .

r ‘ -
Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Kansas State Education Building

Kansas State Department of Education

°

120 East 10th Street Topeks, Kansas 65612

Fabruary 3, 197%

The Honorable Gsorge McGovarn
2313 New Sanate Offica Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Daar Ssnator McGovarn:

Wa are plasssd to bs asked to provids dats for your con~
sidarstion in up-coming lagialation for tha Child Niutritdon
Programs. Your leadarship in this aras’ hes cartainly banafictad
ths Prograns.

1n Kansas wo particularly sppreciate your collaboration L
with Senator Dole. in making 1t posaible for ua to diatribute
Fllh in lieu of commodities.

In Kansss, sll programs, both public and nan~public or
parothisl, sreo administared from the State Departmant of
Education. They all operste ynder the same guidelinas snd
receive the same rstes of roimbursedgnt end receive the same
assiatance from the sgency personnel. At this timo atatioticsl
data 1® not soparstoed, howover, when the sutomatod dats processing
syosten 10 oporsting on gschedule this dats should be availabas,

»

¢ To answor your |§acific quostiona:

I, Avorege daily participation  potd 229,009

froo . . 50,030
' reduced 8,793
" totsl 287,832
a total broskfast © 7,513
froo broakfast 3,354
" 2, Median coet of preparation , .
. broakfast lurich 'TQ}I includeos 10¢
1974 2l¢ not nxaillblc cash in 1liou of
. 1975 - 25¢ 7105 commoditica,
3. Student price avorage VAR
broakfast lunch .
1974 N 10¢ 45¢
1975 15¢ -~ 50¢
L I
LY

ERIC
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Open noon houro and dining room atmosphero peem to cduse

pgreatost lods of participation. Stydent Priceo fange from 35¢

to 70¢. .Elementary eschoolo avorage 5¢ lens than the high ochool-

tn the came diotricto. ; . .
paT®ic Ipatton hao ln‘roaucd. partlcuiarlv {n tho numbers of

reduced prico meoals. .
4 and 5-- cduced prico lunches for tho period...
July = Decembor, 1973 125,718 o .o
July = Docember, 1974 o - 694,605 M <
Out of 410 sponsord qnly 33 do not offer rcducud prico mguls.

6. 1 do not belieove“participstion should be manddtdd by
lcgillution.

Participstion s 8 reflection of the oftccb!vcncéu of con- .
oumer cducation and of qg;rltion and health cducation. Dintng.
roon discipline s likowiso.a roflection of ovorall uchcol attitudo
and diseiplino.

Dining rooms must bo updatod in decor and atmnuphcro in . s °
kooping with othor architegtural nnd otyle changou {n modern ’ .,
ochuolo, o ,

Ipbed-1ino gorviece and too~uhort lunch porlodu aro not re- N
laxing. Long tableo and benches aro not_inviting. Too often
dlnlng roon uuporvlulng giveo thc fooling of 'hu;rv up and eat
and got out ut hore". [ " . v

1

7. Droukfuﬂt'$rozr;; participation hao lagped bocauoe gf .
admindotrative reluctance, and, lack of jlublic informatdion.
School adminiotrators are not facing reoality when thev think that
breakfast {o a family affair, When both parento work, no onc o
home to propiec breakfast. Fow onjov breakfast alono.

The oeaning of broukfaat i cchanging from a "morping ncal -\
with tho family" tuo Iond consumed while droogdng or enroute”.

< Very fow oehools tn Kansas have doclined breakfaot programo

because of enplovoe work lead. In fact, oot Programe have been
otarted {n order to utilize ntaff for bottey production ratios.

8-3nd 9--1 think brcakfnnt participatio uould be greater
with a twe component nutritional oupplement gimilar to that o
roimburoed for {n Day Carc centero.” Manv silents do not want ° °
both a % pint carton of milk and 4 cup of julce. -

The reimburnement ratea for breakfast are nore than adoqa\to N
for the unual vontinental breakfant !

Thoro needo to o an anti=wanto coopaipn. With various
nhortagen, noklution, and ovelegy programs, studenta chould becane
aware of waoteful practives, and thelr coots. g
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: uf{nct the loos of coczuditics. - <4 -

-
. ¥

> 10 (a) Tho 10¢ per mepl caoh-in-letu of car'joditlou hao - .

States ohould have the option of commoditics or cash. . .

. (b) I an onclooifig a fact oheet from,one of the diagrict o’
food serwdce supervisoro. Soveral oupervivors_have 1ndleutod ' -
that they could buy to a better advantage bocduag of the‘oxtrn
cany avajlablo. They buy onlv in quantitico for which they have
adequatie sterage and only thooe producto nceded for menus plnnch. .

"Thby do nbt buy tuons of welnoro jJust before ochonl 1o out)
which U9pA did. Grapefruit julce wao a drag on the markot oo
UspA pufdhaocd 1t. The quantitioo in which USDA purchased
bgaefito tho produtor, yoo, but hurts the gcncrul pyblic by cnuqlng N
price hudﬁ to.

1. kﬂnunu allocation for non-food nuulntunuv far new progrnna
1o 966,000} for unrosorved fundo 1o $176,000.

1f thq Cnffcyvlllc ochool pyotesm decides to provide food o
service for an additional 10 centors 1 woyld bo about 9100,000
short for mow progracn. - Y.

<12, Bocnpuo of the papet vork involved with tho ioplenon- /.

tatlunzﬁf the Free and Reduced Price Poliey ouch avgapplications p
and cffurte b protect tho anonymity of reciplents, muot adoint-
stratoro would favor a univeroal progran.

20¢ neal charge to thy child -

15¢ contributed from ntato and local fundo

20¢ ot oeal seloburoenant--Section 4 > -

20¢ pgrtugal for free child--Section 1}

10¢ cash for cocmediticp '

Thio would be wy recommendation for nllo(ntlnn ‘of fundo. -
Free lunchen should be available only te theoe hardohip caoes 7 * »
shere familios are not oligible for welfare but are uuffcrtng I}
tenporary shortage of fundo. . )

¢ Baocd-on the profections for the remainder of this year N ‘

thio allocation of fund ooutren would be ao follown with o 2%
uverall fnereane in participation projoction.

FY 1976 projoction FY 1975 eztimate at current rates. »

. Soction & 0 20¢--10,56973191 5,883,285 g
Soctfon 11 00 20¢-~ 5,180,976 5,234,553 4
CFC 0 10¢-~ 5, 284 595 5,180,976
' - -

13, At the Stato Agency lvvcl; olinination Lf the Policy
would pave a mlninun of 160 monadnyu now required for preparation,
tvping duplication, nafling, recciving, appraving, roturning, .
rocdtding, and filing. In addition there are reams of paper and ? .
postogic vooto,.  This amounts to 911,500
* For bost ochools 9 sheeto of paper are needed forsa letter :
to parenta, application notificatinn of action, cte. Thig requiren L .-
4500 reann of paper otate wide or 913,000. ° i
With 1700 attendance centero, cach réquiring a ninious of
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. one hour per day to provide "accountability" and to protect
“anonymity" costs.more than a million dollars state wide per
year. R I T -

1t is indeed unforturatie that it has taken this Policy

implementation with all its costs and irritations to get
school administrators to feed the kids who  have been eligible =

. all the time for free meals according to the Agreements. There

: is no question that money talks.

‘e

N -

14. All particjpating schools are required by state”
statut® to report all costs attributable tp food service and to ',
. ‘pay all program costs from. the food service fund.

&

15. State weimBursement for lunches served this FY will
- . be about l.7¢ each. - This is the.same as last year.
Matchihg money for FY '74 was $860,000
FY '75 is $945,000
FY '76 projected . $1,450,000

P . The meal cost accountability and tying the Section 11
reimbursement rate to the cost of providing the meal are very
desirable. Many schools will not receive fuli reimbursement
because of skimpy meals and underpaid cooks. Bad management should
not be rewarded but neither should the kids be shart-changed.
o . '
I, : Sincerely yours,

o .
. ;

Ione H. George, Director

School Food. Services

“

enclosure
md- o .
cc Senator Dole N
. pr. Whiktier
. T. William Goodwin

Dan McNeely-Legislative Chairman-KSFSA
Miriam Cade-President-KSFSA

“

2
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@ STATE OF LOUISIANA |,
. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
~ R - LOWUS J.MICHOT
STATE SUPKRINTENDENT
P. 0. BOX 44084
SATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70804 -’

o ~ February 14, 1975

LR .

3

. The Honorable George McGovern, Chairman ‘

+S. Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs .
The United States Senate . ) : -
Washington, D.C. 20510 . ' ‘

» N .

~

I
Dear Senator McGovern: .

. : . i . ’
] This letter is in response to your telegram concerning Louisiana's
USDA Foed Services Programs. Our responses to your list: of questions are
attached. : " :

We are extremely interested in three major issues: (1) Special Milk
Program Regulations, (2) Commodity Program. continuation, and (3) the
Universal Free Lunch Program. The regulations currently governing the
Special Milk Program, especially free milk, have resulted in a 60%
decrease in this program in Louisiana for FY75. These regulations mst
be amended to make the program more attractive to local school district
administrators., = e :

The Food Distribution Program must be continued at ever increasing
funding levels. Even the cash in lieu of commodities is not as.
attractive as the commodities ‘themselves because of ? better purchasing
position of the USDA. The regulations governing thi®program should be . .
amended so as to allow the USDA to purchase.those food items which can be
effectively utilized by the Food Services Programg:

", - Perhaps the greatest inmovation in the Food Service Programs will be
the realization of the Urtiversal Free Lunch Program.. There is no doubt :
that this.change would remove much of the present record-keeping “and —_—~
allow the program to become more teamlined and effectiva, Louisiana
had one of the first State suppozfed schdol feeding prograr in. the
Nation; Louisiana was the first State to have 1004 of its ‘public schools
participate in the School“Lurich Program; Louisiana was the fir State to o,
require sgchool lunchroom managers to complete proficiency réquirbments
for State registration; and- Louisiana is among the leaders in State
financial contributions to the Food Service Programs. In keeping with
these accomplishments Louisiana would like to be among the first states ‘
to implement the Universal Free Lunch Program. If the Universal Free
- Lunch Program i's initiated on a pilot basis, Louisiana would certainly * S
like to be among the pilot states, A ' :

»




A Y - 7 A
. * ’ * 2
TWenk you very much for this opportunity to express.our opinions
ard needs relative to the future of the Food Service Programs and for
your continued efforts on beshalf of school children everywhers.
5 .

@ Sincerel _
) onald W, Carrie -
. State Directbr
. Local School:-System Services
RWC:LJM:ejp
Enclosure
\
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ERIC .-~ o ' . '
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STATE OF LOUISIANA

. . -
How many paid for and free lunches, on the average, are served in your state each
day? Breakfast? (Use data from the latest available month).

N Lunch, Breakfast
Daily Average Served 346,855 12,600

Daily Average Free 14,520
/R Vi)

i ~

What do yeu estimam{ is the average producing a lunch this
year? A Breakfast? -How does this cqpare to last year?

| Lunch \ Breakfast
Average rfleel cost, 1973-74 . 6708 +2799
Average t%stimated meal*cost, 1974~75 ,7380 +3079

Has the Students' price increased per lunch over last year? Per Breakfast? How
mich, on the averagé, ig the increase for each? Can you correlate loss of .
participation.among'paying students, if any, with thip increase? If so what is it?

There has been no significant price increas® to the paying students during
1974~75; however, there were price increases during the 1973-74 school year.
These increases resulted in a significant loss of participation among paying

" students - a loss which was not recovered during the school year.

How many reduced price lunches are served each day? Breakfast? -How do these
figures compare with last year at. this time?
' Lunch Breakfast

Daily Average, reduced, 1973-74 0 0
Daily Average, reéduced, 1974-75 - 1,750 150

What has been the effect of the expanded Reduced Price Program on participation in
ygiur utat;? How many school districts have injtiated the reduced price lunches =~
this year ) ) )

Although seventeen (17) school districts have initiated the reduced price
program this school year, there has been no noticeable effect on participation,

What legiclative ch'angeb, if any,. would you recommend to help stop the loss of N
paying students in the lunch program? .

.

The implementation of the ™universal frleexunch" program would be the,
logical change, : '

The School Breakfast Program has not expanded at the seme rate as the Lurich Program.
Why hao program participation lagged ~ funding? Administrative prdwlems?. Lack of
pubiic information? School food persomnel ovérloaded? The "Thio is the family job™
attitude? -

The School Breakfpst Program regulations muct be amended to permit the
vprogramato operate on the same basis as the National School Lunch Program,
. . - '

.
.
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69 T, :
What, changes, if Eny, in the legislation Quuld holp .improve th'pnrcicipaciun rate
and quality -of the Breakfast Program? . V!

e
‘ See Answer to Question 7,
What, if any, modifications in the meal ﬁactarn should be made to help increase
participation and decreage waste in tho Lunch Program? The Breakfast Program?

Allow deviation from the Type A Lunch and Breakfast menu requirements.
These deviations should be justified by each State Agency and approved by
UGDA.

A) If the Commodity Program were to end how much cash per meal would you need to
offset the loss? Do you want the Commodity Program to continue? If so, how would
you improve it or change it?

The achool districts would need approximately fifteen cents (15¢) per
meal in cash to replace the commodities they progently receive. We
definitely desire the Commodity Program to continue as it precently
operates.

-B) In your opinion, is it pogaible for schools to purchase from local wholesalers
certain food items such as frozen meato and canned fruitsc and vegetables ao cheaply

. ag the USDA ia able to buy them, accuming equal quality? If not, pleace give an
example of the cost differential for one item.

Mo, ecpecially for the three food groups mentioned. The recent price
differential on Whole Turkeys was approximstely 13e¢ per pound in the favor
of the USDA. .
What percentage inerease in participation would you oxpect in your State if the
School Lunch Program were to be made univeranl, nt 10 cento per lunch for all
students? Under cuch a program, it is asoumed that the need for totally free
lunches would be minimal, Would you favor guch n program? Can you estimate the .
additional monies needed to.have such o program in Your State?

.
Louisiana does not favor such a program; only the true “universal free
lunch program® would be acceptable. -

What percent of the ochool districts in your State charge the lunch program for
.the cost of: a) Utilities? b) Tronsportation of USDA foods? ¢) S8chool
* Administrative overhead? d) Bmployment of personnel for supervision during the
lunch period? . : ' I

A). ‘Utilities? o
AL

B). Trunuportacioﬁ of USDA foods?

- The State “gency transports USDA foods froo of chargo to cho_achool

digtrict.

~
.
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7). Scheol Adminiotiative overhead?
D). Dmployment of persomnel for supervision during
Nones Thin 1{ not oallowed by State Policy.
What, if aty, are the current levels of State reimburcementa

thio yeor? Breakfast? How much hos thic increased in the 1
Whot 1o tho totol amount of State money you currently receiv

the lunch pericd?

you receive for lunches
ast thres (3) years?
o7

Tho Louisiana Statd Legiclaturs hao an opsned~and upprOpriuiioﬁ for. the
roimburserent for lunches at the rate of nine cents (99) per lunchs Thers is

ne ototo roimbursement® for breakfasts. The lunch reimbur

corent has not been

incresoed oince 1971. The State appropriation for FY75 for thip reimbursement .is
$11,556,822, Tho State alos appropriates $324,270 snnually for a’ "copteof-living®

oalary cdjustrent for ochool food service personnal,

v

a2

('
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MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
PO Box 0717 BWI AIRPORT )
BALTIMORE MARYLANDO 21240

February &4, 1975

Tho Honorable George McGovern .
Senate Office Building
Wachington, D.C. 20510

Doar Senator McGovorn;

Pleapo find attached the anocwero toﬂlhc telegram which wao roceived
on January 27, 1975, We appreciato your intercot and support in the feoding
of children. It io our underotanding that Prooident Ford hac not included
in hic budget funding for the Breakfast Program, Special Milk Progrum, and
the Special Food Service Program for Children.

We urgently request you and your colleaques to do all that you can to
continue the School Breakfaot Program and the year-round Special Food Service
Program.

“

Thank you for holping uo proteet the health dnd-Wokl being of the
nation'oc children,

[y

® . Sincerely, /0

&u:l&,d:" v)é‘ 9.) . oy e

futhetta L. Gilgaoh
Coordinator of tho
Food Serviceo Program

RLG/oe ,

. .
Attachmento *

5 74 - :
ERIC
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FARYLAND - 5 IALL BEPARTHENT O EDUCATTON's LESPONSE TO ‘
TELEGRAL SENT BY SERATOR NeGOVERN-=Jaguary 23, 1973

Lo How many atd tor and froe lunche +, «n the averane, ars sorved in your
Alate eaeh ey Breaiiant?  (Uoe data from tie latest avallable rmonth).

Suiber ot lunches served datly:- FY 1975
Froo-- 130,990
Palde« 269,72

Hunbrer of brealifast aerved dafly: - FY 1975
Froe-- 10,707
Fald--, 3,573 ~

S wiat do you esrlnate 19 tho average eost Lo your State of producing

a Linch thin yrar: A breaktast! How does this compire tn lant year?

1974 ¥y 1975 FY
Latimate average cont
of Luach 71¢ Ti¢
Lattnate average cont
b Breaktaat (A 1 47,68

. .
oo Han the nindesto! prd o Geeroased per Tuaeh over lant yuar! Por bpeate
How moachy v the avnrage, 1o the i roans for opoir Can Yo
! b purraeiation wrung paviog stadentn, it oy, with this

VA
correlar -
SIALSAAL

T TR O IR U X

’ Wy 1975 FY
1.-1:xé!| 1) out of 24 . 15 cut of 24.
Brookfant 1 out of 11 . 3 wut of 13

he avoragoe mcw uys 5¢ for both broakfast and lunch.

fhe nehual oyotems whileh tnerosved the coat of the lunch showod o

decreanse A participation ameng the jraying ehildren fram coro to 5%.

v Bow sy redeced price lunches are norved each day?  fBreakfaot?  How
dee Thoun Piuenn ¢omoare with 1aat vear at thin tien;

1974 ¥Y 1975 'Y
L)
Lunct: 3, 7u5 13,006
Breabtant ‘ 130 i
. " i
A . \
.
f
bean

Q i‘

¢ _ f ~ .
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Heo Mt has b Leton the ettect of the, expang
. . . *ru T i i in your S lyiel oW any

th~ tedueod o o lee lung ters thiy year!

sy ed e foe peoar o

il ddettdofi bave tritéarad

— the expatded teluced pr oo ptopran i ol a notritious meal avatlable
tiy e chaldren at g eost ot 19 in Haryland.

s hool ey ctensy of fered pedaced m(v‘:l‘z (2% sehool 4y .tews in the -it.*l.u
of Marvlaw $d :
1974 FY 1971 Y

v ' 7 ‘ 19 :

e ’.:‘_‘w_fl_1n;_i_;l.gl_\_”_qu.ll.su»&n,. it _any, would yom recomaend 0o bl top
pho boua ot cagdng atudents In the lune!. orosvua!

A rocomnended chango ould beoan increased repaburoement rate tor
pard aeals that would dllow a cubatant tal reduction totthe ehild,
"Aepalob progtam was conducted in ane ol our ochool Lysrena in which o
the price ot the weal oas at leaot 10 lower. 1t theae nchonly we
Wl approntreately a P00 fae®eaue dn pact s ipation amony the paying
aabiren.  ihe School Food Service Sectien in the Haryland State]
Dejartment of Pducation offers stromg obppert to univer:al feeding,

Sehool Breakf st X'rn ra hao not expareded at the cane 1ate 0 rhe

h_l_r_‘y‘,“ o Lu!u L v'iuv i -.,l toti

_.gi

e ik o .‘.L‘.fu.’. ehool bt ernte el

13 e et 2 7 i S

ot e eyt iy Lo atiitde”

Lo the wtate of Mirylasds the broakfaat progtun hee expanded (e
120 ehooln ta Lioeal 1974 to fet-achool in tideal 1970, dwo out ot
A 'uhm:l cynten have 4 brealtfast proogan in o all ciheolo,
i

The main pe blom for :-x s ign of the breakfagt program lieo in the
almintatration of Lty namely, bus scheduling, supervioion of dining

: arra and time for breaktast bofore clauvces begin. In sume instancas

) thero 6 a feeling that the breakfast program {o for the "poor" pupilo.

.
The Schonl Breakfast Prajram {0 becoming ane of our meot important pra-
. prama.  Eventhough tho espanaion way seen nlow, the admintstrators are
Lo tnobug to utdornatand the groat tepact Thio progran has on tho alere-

fie o ot ntatente,

e Whar chapeea, G any, Ao the lesialatd s weuld help rproave the parefed-
pnwn rar: il qualtty of (Im bheoakta st propran?

1 bolieve the changea needed Tor expanaton of breakfast procram {0 on they
1.¢al rather thae the federal level.  The preater eaphaais i needod on
the Local l1ével for putrition edugation tor teashers ant studentn,

ERIC S
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ihaty, Lf any, modifications in meal pattern should be made to help
retease rarticlnation and docrrage waote in the lunch program?  The
troakfast program!

I my opinfon, it Lo net the meal patterns that noeds modification.
wWo nood to morchandioce the meals,produco appetizing, appoaling food and —
team thios with the understanding of the value of food to &he health

ard woll being of the stulent. Aluo, nocdod {8 emphasis on the learning
t1oeat a variety ot foods other than onack {tems. .

L. oaddttion vy extending nutrlttog oducation to tho students, training
otoschool lunch personniel {4 another area which will help to upgrade
the empluyee to a jroater awarencss of goud, preparation techniques and

ariearance of tood. ,

SEL ATTACHED.

\' \
dia tor new progeus’  For extariop, ProYTamg?

Precaedve Jor el ol (Ve thii, vegr !

Pthe tate b Moy gt e e are dnl . croeram sehoaales 311 0 phoen
et e ahand s Gt ty e, Uy poecial Tone gt Selal,
T L S N S T Ravile poantenn choood oo 4 p ot ey kinderpartea
T S £ KV ST SR RO it ol chee )y fit berpartog
R S N S S ELTTICITE SRR I | vre 0 v hral
eyl e Doy and b oo reen t have o dntierest in particioat by

Lo thee tedera) arograian.

theret irey the saount of 0 quljent maney tor new prograns has not been
waed ter vhe it two years, and does not appear that we will ho using
the e pilpment roney boar new oehaoloe fn tiao 1l 1975, The equipment nend
oo thts pevient fiseal vear s et liated o be approximately $400,000_ 190,
sroMpert o pecedve Nont ol Anad tanee money tor unrestrictad ase o
el st e programe 00 Uee aoonnt o $006, 901,000 Under th,e reatrict o
Cae prer o) nontood sl s tance fundi, we sexpect ts recsive Y3 ALY S TN

nor
Lo : ot ot e e bl M o LG e Las b vaald il
[ N e ' B AL P Y R S N ORI NN
. o tace b e et Wh g e veor butos 0 D meal o
ey o e el Cur e er e § thoat o by 110 of the tateat,

Proe and re s b iace tundhon e s Freipeating in the raty gl

At e e e e T g eh hdren we gl et Lo o g
'
T ; 1o i ® .
-
L
" .
,
.

o
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" of this frustration. M

Wo ostimate that approximately an additional $90 million per year would
bo neoded for a univéroal froe lunch program;

How much time and monoy would your State dave {f o unlversal progranm
repiacod the current program, and the currenc certitication and reporting
raporwork waus reduced accordingly?

We do mot have any otatistico to prove our theory, but we feol that tf tho
vilue ot tho time opent by administrators and toachers would he coupled
with the amount of money opont for food other than in o school lunch
program, and the cost to the parent for tha purchase a meal at school
or a meal brought from home, it would offoet the tota¥ coot of the
untversal lunch program. The frustration lavel of the adminiostrator in
attompting to aveld overt tdentif leation to oxtremely high. Thio has

heen paramounted with the tnitiation of thy Speeial Milk Prograom offering
a froe milk to childron eligible for freo mbals. Ona of our greatest
concarns 1o to find osomo method to relieve the principal and the teacher

What porcent of tho ochool diotricto {n youyr State charge the lunch pro-
gram tor thu coot ot:

A) Uttlitloa? 8% . 4
) Transportatien of USDA foodo? 177

school Adminiotrative Overhead? Zoro

Employment ot persennael for superviston during the lunch peried?

It {5 ootimatdd that about 2U% nf'nur ochool syotems pay for the
employment of perdonndl for suporvioion during tha lunch per lod.

What, Lf any, are the current lovelsg of State roimburgements you recclve

tor luncheg thln year? DBreakfast® How much has thio increaved in the

Taot three yearo: What fo the total amount of stata Money you currently

receive’

We are curr@ytly rocolving $4 millinn from State fundo for {rae and reduced
prico meals. Tin flocal 1971 the myxlnum pald for o froo meal *wao 18¢

trom brate funde. For the faot vaveral yoars, the maximum rate of retime-
habnement (rem atato funds:han romained at 15¢.
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Foebruary 13, 1995

The Honorable George MuGovern, Chairman
Jelect Committep on Hutrition and Human Needo
Untted jtates Senato

Room 301, Genate Annex

Waohington, D.C. 20290

Dear Lir:

¥ Iu responne to your telegram osurvey dated January 23rd, the Min-
nedgota state Ageficy 1o hdretin replying to cach of the ourvey's
Cquestions regarding the National School Lunch Program, the School
Breaktast Progqram and the Commudity bigtribution Program. e
1. An average of 473,703 patd=for lunches {(including 23,180 adult
mealn) and 90, 391 free meals wore gerved cach day during Sep-
D tember - November 1974, Breakfast program claimg indicate that
4,945 patd-tor and 9,098 free breakfasts wore gerved cach day
during Docember, 1974,

Aceording to claims for september-November of this school yoar,
the average cost ot producing a Aunch {0 68¢ verous 55¢ for the
Game quarter last year. According to breakfast program claims
) for BULWJWmnr-Hvambcr, breakfast food costs (food purchaooeo

~ _ pius the vopts of obtaining commoditioeg) average 27¢. If labor
and indirect conts are aloo considered the coot of producing a
threaktaot 1o approximately 31-35 ¢entg,

o

3. dtudent priceg have increased by an average of 5¢ per lunch .
> osince last gehuol year. The averuge breakfast price hag -only
tnereaned by 3 cento, but gince a numbor of breakfaot programo

areqin parochial ochools which tneludo the breakfast in the

turtion foe, this flgure g gomowhat miosleading,  For ocacht)

rent dnerease in mpal cost te paying studonts thero 1o a lops

in participation from 5 to 10v, At least half of tho studeont

. lost det, come bgek into the program, however. e #'1555155?‘

' 4. The number of reduced price mecals gerved appears to have in-
creased gince the expanded reduced price ocale took offect. Ro-
duced price lunches have increased from 5,587 cach day during
the firot three montho of last ochool year to 14,723 cach day
of Septdmbor-November of the wrrent ochool year. Reduced price
breakfasts have alogo increased: from 244 daily laot year to 719 .
cach day thio year. = . '

! - 5. An additional 142 schools or ochool digtrictg (of a. total of 706
’ participating in the National School Lunch Program) have initiated
N reduced price lunch programo phic schuol year over last school 7
year. ’
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I%Th(- most effective legiolative change which we would recommend

to help stop the loos 0f paying students in the lunch proyram
would be the adoption of a universal sghool lunch program with -
only a nominal charge, if ‘any.

o
7. Various tactors dxr;cuu’h;v Jreater participation in the school
. Breaktast Program in Minnesota.  In the past, 1nadeguate reim-
bursement rates have becen a d!‘t.ett(-nf', but recent rate increases
have made the eses more reagonable compensation for the cout
- _of preparing a reimbursable breakfast. In our own gtate, wide-
4 apread bussing of students in rpral areag and gome metropolitan
areas creates a time oguecge. The arrival time of buses and the
time €lasses begin leaves tow little time for a breakfast cer- o
vice.  Also, there 16 the additional paperwork involved in mgin- .
taining geparate breakfagt program recordg and prejaring another
set ot claims for reimburgement. Despite our efforts to promote
the program, it 1o otill possible that gome schools are unaware
i)t the program'su avatlability. Schools may aloo retrain from
('nte't ing the program becauge of community lm'lxmw about break-
fast belny a family affair. )
4 [} . b
4. Additional increascs in reimbursement rates along with an upgrading
of the breakfant nutritional requirements would probably improve o
participation. 1If a protein component‘were reruired in the break-
faut, and. rewmbursement increased to cover this added eost, the
neal wopld bo more likely to gate young appetiten and appealing
to [K’tu‘["ltldl participantg. -

9s_ LCHOUL LUNCH .

Jdhoul food service directors actoos the state have repeaterdly
utated that gvhool lunch participation woulll be increaged it the
atudents were only scerved foods which they Iikeand waste would
» decreane 1f vegetables and palado were eliminated from the Type ’
8 A meal pattern. It io not our recommendatifn that only pizza,
hamburqc-r and hot dogs be served or that vegetables and salad be
aven though it 1o thought that
par. 1(:1patwn would ncroauo and wagte would deocrease. Howcever, »
perhaps the meal patterd could be mgre flexible by alluwing for
a range of acceptable portion pizos and by of ferind choicen wf
foodo within ¢ach meal COMPORCTIC.Y POt oxamplo, & otudent may nut
3 4 s cat 1/2 cup of carrots, but would €at 1/4 cup peas and 1/4 cup
oiquaph. Although the nxéatinq mecal pattern allows for a chulce
of fouds, it 15 not believed that schoolo gencrally ofte
cystomers a choive of fdod Ltems, The purpose of gserving a lunch
pcucd on~*the Type A meal pattern io to cnsure nutritional ade-
* quacy, yet in some inotances when only the minimum rcyuirementa
4f the meal pattern aro cerved the meal would not nec nsaarxly be
nutritionally adcquatc. .

Although the .parr_icipauon rate and the amount of food waste could
be a function of the meal pattarn, it ioc thought that meal.oche*
4 duling, cafoteria atmoophere, mecal attractivenacs, quality of food
perved and food preferences are algo contributing factors which
appear to bear .on the rate of particlpation and tho amount of food

LRIC
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wa3to.. Abovo all, trfo meal pattern ohould not bo rodt!ied/m
limit tho varioty of fovdo conoumed ao ‘it igo only through cating
a vartoty pf foodo that you ongure tho conpumptlon of n:}:dr_xgpl
for which human requircmonta havo, not boon c.loutlg\d'pfi 3 .
BREAKFAST PROGRAM . / \ ) o
“ Although tho throo wnpon}ant mAnimun broakfast doos nout moot 1/3
of the RDA'0 for childron 11+14, if glanned corroctly it can pro-
vido chiddron with a good start toward movting thoir nutritional
needo.  The approval of bread equivalonto, FN5“Inotruction 781-9,
has addedmgartation to tho bread or coreal componont of the meal
pattorn and ag a rqoult tho rate of participation should incroave
duc to tho added t’lexxmllty ‘in thio moal componont. It 10 thought
that suggosted pourtion gizes beiincluded tn the meal pattorn to be
used ao ‘gutdelines in feeding children of differont agos. tuggooted
serving oizoo for dufcront ago gmu;-u ‘could holy in docreasing food ™
wagto.
rotoin~rich €ovdo are vorved
only ag ofton as pract io balioved that protoin=-righes.. °
£00ds ghould bo inchdded ao part of tho broakfast meal gattorn
twivo a wook {(n gder to provide an added pource of protein, in-
troaso tho oatyQty of tho meal, incroaog €ho variation of feodo
sorved and to | 0 participation ao thopo foodo aro gonorally
well actopted. Tho uoo of fortified formulatod brecakfast cakod
-, in the breakfast progrdn io not bolioved t6 bo a nutritIonally
} sound jractice, ao tho cakos uoually havo a highor rofined ougar
«untent and a higher fat contont t a breakfoot conoibting of
Juieo,” cereal and milk. Aloo, tﬁ(,\‘f' vo upually lack ecellulooe
whivh giveo bulk tu the dict and &addo inm the digootion procoos, .
10, . Diovohtinuance of the commudity digtribution pruqrm’n would rospuire
an’ additional cach roimburcemeont of at least tho 10 ('Qﬂtﬂ)}»(‘r
meal now fuarantoed. In our opinion, comr®dity dissributdon
should ho continued and ohould reoturn togroviding cz;hnu].u*gt}f:m
tho full gamut of ,cummoditios. Many ochuols have exprecsed GDenay
uvOr thotir difficultioo in purchaoing the dry ogtaple vomnwiditieon,
vhurtonang and huttor which ULSDA hao not been prouviding thio year.
outside the metropolitan arca of our otate, thoro o timited aceoos
to fusd brgkern and littlo compot itivo bidding. With' thotr lack
ot expertinpe in quant ity buylng and problems in obtaingng foud
produto appropriate for quantity conking, those OChuoln are at a
disadvantaye nuw that fnwax ty;oo of foudo aro bedng diotributed
by LA, o .

According to prosont .rogula

A recent ourvey of several schoulo thmm;hu'ut. Minnesota rovealo the
price gaxd fur 130 pounds of all=purpoge flour ranged £ran a low of
C13.50 nmr the metropolitan area to 515,90 and even 519.40 in tho
1oolated ‘northern part of the gtate. Theoe frices could be compared
with the Gll. % = $14.06 ranje of pricos for the pame item in the
danuary 2, 1974, Infornation felease = umpary of purchagse for do-
mentic dintribution res eived from the Agricultural Stakmtlization and
- Congorvation Lorviso, N -
. . L d
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11. Non-food assistance needs fQr new programs are eltimated to be
$1 700,000 for new programs while existing programs' heeds arg
' estimated to be $2,600,000. This fiscal year our state expects
to receive $345,197 in non-reserved {existing programs) and ~

$137,374 in reserved (new programs) non-food assistance funds.

12. We estimate that lunch participation would rise from 65% at
present to 80% if the Natlonal School Lunch Program were made ™
universal with a uniform charge of 10 cents per lunch. The uni-
versal lunch is definitely favored by our stat% agency as well

as by schgols particxpating in the program. Assuming that meal
costs will increase by 15% to an average 'of *78 cents per meal

minus the 10 cents meal charge to students, annual. reimbursement,
needs couldapoésibly rise to $69,887,367. This would be $47,04%1,261
more than estimated ‘reimbursement for needs under current program
for the 1976 flSCal year. These figures, of course, assume that

the present commodity provxs::ji)would be continued. _ - -

o

. -
v

"13. If free and reduced p:iéé meat €ligibility certification were no
longQy requirggL;;Eere could well be considerable savings by the
State Agency and by participating schools.” The state agengy could
save at -least a one-half man year in labor costs plus some printing
and mailing expenses with total estimated savings of $20,000. Als
though savings by schools aré more difficult to estimate, a limited
survey was made asking schools what extra expenses {(mailing and
printing costs, extra labor in selling and tabulating tickets, la-
bor costs for eligibility detetmination officials, etc.) are in-
curred with the present system. Estimates differed greatly with
the Minneapolis and St. Paul districts estimating costs of $4 00~
$5.00 per child'while smaller districts indicated certificati®n-
- related expenses of $.50 to $2.25 per child enrolled. Using 4 more
conservative estimate of S;,SO per child enrolled in participating
schools, savings would be $1,133,553.

S

-

. .

Indirect meal costs are claimed by 74% of the participants in the.

National School iunch Program in our state. Because the claim

formsrdo not ask for a breakdown of the specific expenses included

as Lndlri/z’bosts, we can only jldge by our experience with indi-

¥idual P gramsathat “almost all of that 74% charge for tilities:g

commodlty transportatlon, administrative overhead, and m a1t1me< .
. A

superv1519n tabor ?o?ts. ) . ,My T gy }

EY
t

15. State reimbursement for schogl meals is now set at approximately
" 1 1/2 cents per lunch served ¥n public schools (parochial Schools
,are specifically er_Bled) and zero reimbursement for breakfasts.
"Three years ago state reimbursement for meals was approxlmd!ely
1 cent per lunch. Each year tQS state 1egislature approgflates
an amount t¥% cover one year's rgimbursement. For this sghool year
that appropriation tdtals $1,419,000. . - b‘_‘-‘

Slncerely, i : ‘ B B -

(7 %ér/ffﬂ%

Charles L. Matthew, Dlrector
~Ch11d Nutrition Section -

L4
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State of Mississi
SESPP
s DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
G. H, JOHNSTON. SUPERINTENORNT -

) . DIVISION OF INISTRATION AND FINANCE
PR . B.F. D"‘Lmuunu .
B v N P.O. 80x 771 -

JACKSON.MISS, 38205
- January 28, 1975

o B Honorable George McGovern, Senator . -
United States Senate

: Washingmn. D. C.

v

« Select Committee On Nutrition And Human Needs

b

Dear Senacar McGovern '

»

In reyponse to your Celegram of recent date relacive to School Food §

legislation, we provide you with the following information:

served da:llyJ

L= 1;(7_3

ice

-

. %
. 1.  Paid lunches served daily 2 151,889 iy
’ Free lunches served daily - 263,335
R Paid breakfasts served daily - 3,501
~ A Free breakfasts served daily - 20,334 ‘
0 2. Average cost of producing- o # )
a lunch - .6551 . -, .
Average cost of producing a . N . '
breakfast -, 1800 (basic breakfast)-
Cost of lunch compgred to o -
last year - Up about 10¢ =
Cost of breakfast compared ' '
to ldst year : - Up ‘about .03 N R
N 3. Scudenc lunch price increasei Approximacal'y .05 cents
) « - Student breakfasc price
K g increase - -~ None
. . No appreciable loss of payﬂg students.
: L 4
N 4. Number reduced priced lunches

. Number reduced priced
breakfascg served- daily .-

5. Effect of redueed priced program-

5 Nov. 1973 figures showed 31,486 reduced lunches. B -+
: ! Nov. 1974 figures show 290,744 reduced lunches. e
(The above'figures are cumulative, Sept.through Nov.)
Number of districts utilizing reduced price meals - 61
Py o Discricca out of . total of 150, P
e, L. ’ :
t _'A
£ 4 (54)
7‘ ’ v '
. . . - - i/ . -~
7 ‘ .
Qo
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6.

7.

8.

10.

11,

- 9.

.

. B‘» -
Legislative changes to prevent loss of paying students.
Remove the stigma.of the free lunch by charging all students
a small fee. .

~

Why has breakfast program not expanded ?

(1) Administrative problems; (2) time element that is,

* £inding time at beginning of day; (3) record keeping
requirements relative to free meals, free milk and the
attempt to protect identity of free or reduced participants;
(4) attitude that breakfast should be a family obligation,'i ot
«(5) lack of public information. .

Legislation that would improve breakfast participation aqd
quality -of breakfast.

(1) Remove requirement of two fluids, milk and julce. .
(2) Standardize cost or charge a minimal amount for all
breakfast- (.05 as an example),

Modifications in meal pattern of lunch program.

.No need to change meal pattern, however, elimination of ,
free milk wauld aid nutrition in that food would be eaten, .
There would be less plate waste. Special Milk Program
‘elimination would aid nutrition, sreduce waste and save the
,nation more than 100 million dollars per year. Specilal Milk
Program simply not needed. . !

(a) If commodi;y program were td end, how much cash per meal
would be needed to offset 4t? 2 N
- . . '3 '

Approximately 10¢ per meal.
Continue commodity program. ' -~
Continue to provfge protein items and when possible, revert
back to distribution of flour.
(b) No, it is not pessible for many schools to make purchases °
comparable to U.S.D.A. Sote larger districts may “accomplish this
but many small rural schools could noc.é " “.

Our schools could not purchase quality ground beef as purcﬁased
by U.S.D.A. It nppeurs that beef parchased by U.S.D.A. is about
25¢ cheaper per pound. a0 o
Equipment needs - We have’%eryzlittle need for equipment for ‘new
programs since we serve all public, schools and all but a very few
eligible private schools. '

R
-«



12.

- 13,

l4.-

vy

82 .
> ' Y
R - - L om N e <t
Equipment needs for existing programs - There is a continuous -~

need in this area. We could effectively use about §250, 000 per
year over an extended period.

Funds expected this year: $250,000 unreserved and $150,000
reserved. (We cannot possibly use more thun $40 - 50,000 of
reserved. funds.) a

Percentage participation if School Lunch Program were to be made
universal? Small increase, because we alreﬁiy serve 847 in average
daily attendance. R :

~ ’

"We'would lack with great favor on a 10¢ program because we feel that

.a high percentﬁ’é of students could and would afford 10¢. The problem
of small percent that could not pay 10¢ could be eli@inated by accepting
food stamps in lieu of cash. o«

At 10c per meal, collected from each meal served, we woula ‘collect
approximately 7,200,000 per year. This is about 60-70% of the
amount collevted presently. . . .

How much money could be saved ‘by {nstitu'ting a universal program? '
No way to provide a feasible estimate, however, considevable time,

and effort would be saved. A much more favorable public image would
be accomplished and better-cooperation on' the part of school ‘adminis-
trators.

L v *

Percent. ef school districts charging the lunch program for cost of:

\

Utilities : - Approximately 10%

s

Transportﬂtion of U.S.D.A. E ’ o .

foads - \%7

Administrative overhead - None for administration,
* 30% for super?ision v -
Employment personnel for .
supervigfon ' - 5% .
- v

t lévels of state reimbursement ‘- . -

\ For lunches -\] - .0075 cents ﬂer lunch + s
§ For breakfast -  None
\ Inctease in three years - About", 0025 cents per lunch
Total State money for .- .
current year ’ - $664,110
' [}
Sincerely, . .
i _. -
i . e i;n/§624L462(
= . J. H. Walker
K Adsistant Director

Administrationpand Finance

JHW:ak ' ' v

O
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© ARTHUR L. MALLORY s 4 Anas Gows 814
tastonsy -

ot ‘ . .- t - 751-3526 .
STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION )
- : . . . - Division of Public Schools
Jarymson Bonams N -
P, 0. Box 400 . . '
JEFFERSOR CITY, MISSOURI 651 S
. \\‘ February 11,;1975
N AY
Y =

The Honornb‘ﬁ' George McGovern, Chalrman BN
U. 5. Senate Select Commlttee

on Nutrition and Human Needs e,
Room 301, Senate Annex '
Washington, D. C. 20510 -

Dear Senator McGovern:

This Is In response to your recent telegram In which you have requested speciflc
. _Information on 15 Items dealing with the operatlon of Child Nutrition Programs In
our State. '

We shall try to respond to these 15 questlons4 In the order In which they were
stated In the telegram. o -
(1) Out of an average delly attendance of 964,589, an average of 406,411 students
“pald for thelr lunches and an additional 163,092 lunches were served dally
to .needy students during November. ’ 4 :

- Under the breakfast program, an average of 1,040 students pald for thelr
S " breakfasts and an addlitlonal 22,239 were served free dally.

(2) 1t 1s estimated that the average cost for producing a Type A lunch In our
State this year will be 72 cents. On the basis of November reports, the
average cost of producing & school breakfast was 44¢#1/2 cents.

(3) it has been our observation that Phe charge for stydent lunches has In-
~ creased on an average of 8 to 10 cents over last year. It Is our best
Judgment . that thls Increase In price has had a dlrect beering on a

“‘detrease in the number.of students buylng thelr lunches. A part of this
decrease can be attributed to the iInflatlon squeeze on parent budgsts;
" however, there Is a possibllity that some of the students we have lost
& as paylng students are now rleceiving reduced price {unches or, In some
Instances, free lunches under the Income gulde!ines.

. -t . «
- . Most of the chlldren belng served #n- the b\relliflst program are located !
In Iow Income areas and are recelviing the bredkfasts free. We have not

1 s~

noted an Increase In the charge for breakfasts, which remalns §t 10
cents, and Is the same as last year,, ¢

(4) On the basls of our latest informatlon, 9,933 reduced price lunches are
belng served dally and an .vehgg of Y47 reduced price breakfests are

- béing served. For the same month m year ago, .n“l\‘/erlge of 608 reduced

price lunches were served and no breakfests weére served In the reduced ~
price classtfication.. oo . :

®

ERIC o o
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(5)

(6)

.

(n

(8)

(9)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

As a result of the expanded reduced price program this year, participa-

» tion has increased from 1,639 in the highest month to the present 9,933.

Out of a total of 808 distticts particlpating In our, programs, 721 have
adopted both the free and reduced price offerings, With only 87 exer-
cising their option to extend free lunches only

I would be hesitant in reconnnndlng what Ieglslatlv; changes should be
made to stop the loss of paylng students In the lunch program. -On.the
basis of my conversations with many school administrators, parents who
have been paylng for their children's lunches over the years are reluc~
tant to make application for reduced prict™lunches, which they look
upon as_charity. We doubt that any legislatlive changes wil! result In
a thange in parent attitude toward social welfare programs. More and -
more it s apparent that the American people are Iooklng upon the
National School Lunch Program as one that Is Intended primarily for
welfare children. We do not feel that parent attitudes toward accept-
ing charity as a way of ljfe can be changed by Federal iegislation.

-t is our oplnion_that tack of interest In initiating breakfast programs
has several explanations Flrst, schools have experienced financial
difflculty in the operation of thelr lunch program and are hesitant In
Incurring additional expense for anotqgr food service. A breakfast pro-
gram requires rescheduling of classes, earlier bus routings, reschedul=
ing personnel, and to date, a lack of interest in participation in those
schools where the program is in qperation. In some Iinstances, school
administrators and food service personnel are overloaded with other pro-
grams and there Is a prevailing attitude in our State that the serving
of breakfasts is a family responsibility: | ert,lnly would not attrib=-
ute the slow rate,of expansion to a lack of &gﬁllc tnformation. In
addition to news releases and informition distributed by community action
committees, all schools in Missouri have been supplied with information
on the ald avallable for the initiation of a breakfast pr?gr?m.‘

tn my OpInloﬁf there is little that can be done with the legislatlon, to
Improve the participation rate In the breakfast program.

We do not feel that there is need for modiflcation in the Type A meal
pattern for the National School Lunch. Program. -We have over the yea
encouraged schools, particularly at the high srhool level, to Involve
students In menu planning and to offer a cholce of Type A lunches. We
ael that the pattern is sound and sufficlently flexible to offer menus
the children-will accept and, with A little encouragement through nutrl-
tion education In the classroom, schools could cut fooJ waste to a
minimum. Students need to be reminded of the llfetlme benefits of

» nutritlionally adequate tunches and the true ﬁbrposes for which the
National Schopl Lunch Program was cstabllshed. This should be a part
of the eduqatlonal procgss.




In those schools whero o breakfast progrbm iy In operation and ¢lnce
reimbursement rates are more flexbble, we wodld recommend an improve-
ment ‘in the present minimum breakfast requirements.

.

. '
(10)  {A) In the event the commodity program ls, discontinued and replaced
with cash on a per meal basis, we would propose that the present lovel
of 10 cents be continued and be Increased each_year In line with the
consumer food index. Commodlty aid through the School Lunch Program
has been tradltional slince its inceptlon In 1946. The base upon whlich
comodlity aid was established myst be maintained. It is my slncere
belief that the schools of this natlon would recelve more for thelr
dollar through a ~1a4 sut faor a number of ‘reasons. MIl1llons of commo-
dity dollars are being expended for adminlstratlion at the Federal,
reglonal, and local leveis. Warehousing, transportation, cold storage
costs, and handling at the Federal, State, and local levels continue
to escalote. Schools would then be In a posltion to purchase more In
line with thelr capacity to store and utlllze more efficlently. Federal
purcfiase and shipplng schedules are much too erratic, and over the years
ond still today are related to the need {or surplus removal operatlons.
Budgets at tht local tevel must be establlshed prior to the opening of
a school year. [f schools could rely on a a0k out on commodities,
better planning and purchasing can be done.

?
(8) It Is our oplnlon that most schools could purchase from local
wholcsalcrg ond dlstributors, the varlous food |tems required, just .
a5 economically from the stamdpoint of the taxpayer's dollar that goes
Into actual food when we glve conslderation to the amount of Federal
dollars that are expended for administration, storage, ropackaging,
handling, and transportation In getting these foods Into the varlous
States. :

(1) 1t Is our best judgment that 1f we could encourage all of the no-progrom
schools In our State to accept participation In the School Lunch Program
we would need approximately $100,000 in reserved equlpment funds. For
our existing programs, it ls conservatlvely oatimated that we could use
$500%,000 during this school year. Our Federal allocation of nonfood
asslstance fands this year totals $431,324, of which 584,809 is reserved

- .for no-program schools and $346,515 for exlgting programs.

[} . :

*€12)  On the basis of our many discussions with school administrators, It Is

: our best judgment that even with a unlversal program we could only expect
a maximum potential particlpation of approximately 85 percent. |t is our
feeling thot If a i0-cent charge for lunch was assessed all gtudonts our
potentlal participatioh would probably decline to 7§ pergent- as wo may be
aliminating some of the most neecdy of .the needy. | woulj not porgonally
favor such a program. '

g
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(13)

(14)

Basad on our average dally attendance for the last full month upon which
we haue data, we-had an average dally attendonce of 364,589, (f we .
redch an average of 85 percent, or 819,301 children, over a period of

174 gchool days, we would be gerving 142,662,774 lunches. Our calculo-
tions tell us that If we served 142,662,774 lunches at the present cost
of 72 cents a universal progrom would require an expenditure of
$102,717,197 in Missourl otone. Thlo Is $74, 44k, 567 -more thon the
$28,272,630 we onticipate we will recelve this year under Scctions &4

and t1. The savings would be minimal should a 10-cent charge be

assessed all students.

Strictiy on the basis of tax dotlars required for & univorsal program
at both the. Federal ond State levels, ang until nutrition education
becotos o recoality in our classroems, | persunally would not foavor o
universal frec lunch progrom, M

It wauld be difficult at this point to ldentify with any degree of
accuracy how much time and money our Stote would save under 8 unlversal
progrom. Certainly, accountobllity would be required much tho gome 09
under the present progrom. We do not ontlcipate that therc would be
much of o reductlon in Federal ond State adminiotrative cost; howover,
we do fesl that much of the papor wprk and reporting could be elimi-
nated drastically. :

Over the past 29 years, we as well as Other States throughout the
nation had encouraged local schoo! districts to assume Such costs as
utifities, custodiol service, ond school adminigtrative overhead os
o normal cost of operation. Genorally. such costs were not charged
against the Schoo! Lunch Program. As relmbursement rates under

Sectlon 11 have beon Increasdd at the Federal level and categorlcal
. State matching has been mandoted by Foderal regulotions, It has been

necessary under cost accounting to roqulre schools to go back and
pull out all of these costs (both direct ond Indirect) In order to
justify tho reimbursemant extendod for the free lunch child. Each
year since such justification has been required (both direct and
Indirect), more ond more cheols have ghown a tendency to shift from
indirect to dircct costing since these €oats have now been ldentified.
There oppears to be o tendency and attltude toward making the School
Lunch Progrom pay lts own way ond to roserve llmited tox monles
available to the local districts strictly for instructional programs.
Ag inflatlon continues to escalote ond State matching of the Section
4 grant has boen mandated by the Federal Government, It hag been?
notod that more and more tcachers, through thelr assoclations and

unlons, are demandipg o futy frco lunch period.. This has resulted

In a tronsfer of supervision during the lunch period to toxrher atdoo
and on indiroct cost oagalinst the lunch progrom for thlgservice, In
some Instances, wo have observed that this service Is boing roported
as a dlrect codt. Under our reporting gystem, we roquire all schdols

.
!

S




to report transportation and commerclal cold storage costs of USOA

‘__} foods as a part of thelr food expenditures. This ltem I3 becomlng .
more and more slignificant as transportation rates and the cost of
commarcial storage within the States continue to escalate. .

(15) it Is anticipated that the Current level-of State relmbursement for
C - ‘ lunches served this year will approximate .0172 for each reimbufsable
’ lunch to be garved. All State relmbursement funds are applied to the
School Lunch Program. The average, rate of State reimbursement funds
par lunch for fiscal 1972 amounted to .0069; fiscal 1973, .0069; and
fiscal yoar 1974, an average of L01h4s, . '

The State categorical matching for fiscal years 1972 and 1973 amounted
to 625,000 oach year. Under the formuls for requlred State matching,
the appropriation for fiscal year 1974 amounted to $1,320,652. It Is
. anticiphtod that In fisca! 1975 51,689,477 will be requlred to mect
tho mandoted State matching. This amount has boon appropriated at the

. Stoate levol and Is availople for distributton to our schools.
wWe are hupeful that the forpguling Information will be of assistance to your com-
. Mittoe in your deliberations toward meeting the Federal lovel needs for imple-
menting the Food and Nutrition Service Programs in figcal year 1976,

Sincerely,

A Earl M, Langkop,gblrcc!or

Schoul Food Services

ERIC | —
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Honorable Geofge McGhvern

. . Senate

lect Commd tteo

on Nutrition and Human Needo

United Stote

Senate

Washington, ﬁ). ¢ 20510

Dear fir:

Cenp it s o
e Serdeenn o
L tten

Attached 1o our reoponoe to your tele,ram u‘ January 21, 1079 rvqumflnu
{nformation on Child Nutrition Progrann {u Montana.

Thio tnformation pértalna only to public ochouls ao private school
food programa are adninfotercd by the Food and Butrition fervice Office

in Iallaa.

Basie propram information {n for the month of DBecember 1975 and comparicons
are with December of 1974, -

1f you have any queotions ur {f we may be of {urther

let un know.

ihoe)

Ene fusure

Sincerely,

) . ﬁ BRISBIN SKILEY
Supervicor
Sehool Food Sorviees

L
N uk Hevl e

,

... y%(ti‘

v
’hnmm'n, pleanc
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Child Nutrition p

February 3, 19%

Toprana (n Mootana

1, Schanln with Inoch Froprams
1974-75 J971~74
tiucher of Sehoolo 556 ) 920
ApA . ’ 135,784 128,079
Avorage Dafly Participation 79,199 69,630
batly Patd Mealo * 59,590 53,916
Datly Frec 17,119 15,271
Datly Reduced 1,770 441
. _Porcent ADP'of ADA 56" 547,
Percent Patd of ADA [ 42",
Forcent Pree & fieduced of ADA 147 127
You will note there han hecn o two percent {ncrease ip tho pereent of patd <
zoals served {n relation to ADA and a two pereent {nereant {n froe and reduced
priced mealo ‘served {n rolation to Apa,
Oehondn with Breakfant Propramn ”
1976275 192174 .
tumhet of Schoulp 40 g T
) ADA 10,618 . 5,452 .
ADP , 3,262 .. 2,065
Breakfasta Corved Preo 1,998 1,677
Rn'duccd Prico . 39 0
Percent Froe and Reduced of ADA 1”7 3%
Tho grouth of tho breakfaat progranm (n Montans {s goverely fxhibited by -
attitudinal factors relatod tosfamily function and conoequent lack of gupport
by local achool boards and-admintotrators, ‘
. ’
2, The ocatimato of dverage cost per lunch scrved thio year, not tncludtn';x
cormoditico, io 7% conto. The 1973-74 ayorago wao approximately 69 conto.
Tho broakfaat avorage {6 about 50 cepts compared to the 1973-74 average of
?pproxtmtnly 40 conto,
J,  Tho charBo te tho child for lunch and breakfases has increasscd on the avorage
approximatoly f{ve cents par meal, When votparcd to tho other prico {nereasos,
, thio cakos achool food projrame a botter buy than before. Thio factor and our
offorts to rako the progrand more attractive may account for our increaoning rate
of participotion, :
4, §ee nuzber ono above,
. 5. Vors fow achoola offored tho reduced prico meals prior to thio year. Approx~
tﬂ}'I 65 of tho 219 school districts with lunch programa offor reduced price
weals.  Tho numbor ofjelfgible familios pubmftting opplicationo has beoen vory )
low. This may bo becsuso {t hao not boen offofied to tho pajority of oligible |
forilioo prior to this ycar dnd oligible familics aro roluctant to gsubmit
opplications, . b

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

0




00

Incrc»ancti federal reichurocnent to allow nchonlo to reduce the clmr;Xc to the
«hild and.rmafntain or icprove the program without thercasing the local diotrict
burdep. - v

A}

4

(hanpe the nace fram hrealkifoot to andck program.. This wm:Id help remave ] ’,
attitudinal objections relative to Shc famtly funétion. Also, provide for '
oserving in cither the AM, ™ or both during tho ochool doy, f.0. morning onack,
-aftornoon snack. I do not fcol thio will dotract from tho lunch program but

will i{notead bring children {nto the cofoterin.

Bone. EBvery offort ghould bo rade to improve local progtacs ond ireduce tho
{notitutional focding nspects. This would include more carc in the prepsratior
and sorving of food, greator crphasis on cducationsl wnd nutriflonal aspects
ond less on foeding hungry nocdy childron.. Many cligible familfca fcel that
ochool food programs are charity and will not participatv. Mony children from
wenlthior fami{i{eo are also nutritionally doprifed,

* A

’
ofnlog of 15%dnto por-meal. -
-tndcudcud.(/l? dp Purchooed thio ¥¢0r havo hoon vory acceptablo. ‘Problems.,

otting o) to locol ochooln comctimos out woigh tho advontagen.

N - ot

g, Gode fopdo may be obtained fairly connfntcntly at tho pamo price by loc}z)'

diotricta. At.cottoln timeo, othoy foodo may be purchased locally at
rcasonshlc ¢ostp. /

» N -

The cotirated nocd for nonfood apdintance 'ﬁa'ﬁrthlu year 1o approxinstely
8174,000. The allogotion to 595,000, For/extoting programa, the nced ia
395,000 with 542,000 avatlablo, ;

(a) | would onticipate an incréaso in rtlélpntlon fronc 507 to 85T of ADA.
cotimited fundo necded at a chitd ¥

{h) 1 would favor guch o pit;ﬂmn. .
{ an foljown:

chapge of 10 conta por mea} s

Anticipated AD ¥o. flchoul_ {layo » Roimburocmont Total

3 - i ] ] .
_arfaes - R 160 X 60c per coal = $14,2%6,000
.
o . ,

. It 1o ioponsihlc to eotimato tho time ond money to be saved in Montana {f

requitements regarding certification of nced were oliminated. Needleoo to oay,
{t would besconniderable. Thio would bo true only {f they woro not replaced
with other kindo of rcquifemento.

Percent of ochool diotefctn ehcimtnn the following to tho lunch progran:

(o) Utilitics asn - i
tbr Cont of acquiring USDA foods 1000 5
¢y Gchonl Adniofotrative wvorhcad 07 . )

¢y ' Exployment 4o, [ . s

The state roichuracment to school (‘ood prograns {8 mado oo a gne time cosh
poyment cach yepar. The total cach sctiool diotrict recoives tg based on the . .
percent of federal veimbursement {t hao received for the year. Tho amount of
otate funds oppropriated (s sufficiont to moct fodoral.requircments and for
fiocdl year 1%75 {n $228,880.

- [% " -
. Se¢ nunbier one above., .
Lo . .
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CHAMMINSIONER W—_-—
ROBEAT L. SRUNELLE CONCOND, 00
" OIPUTY COuMIssIONIR STATE OF NEW HAMPBHIRE .
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
4 .
' F-brunry/.(1975 :,K . . }
4 -
v L N
Senator George McGovern, Chairman o
U.8.. Senate Select Committes on Kutrition
and Humen Neede . .
Senata Offica Building ‘ A
Waashington, DC 20510 , K :
. ¢ - o .
Dear Senator McGovern: - .
In reepones to your telegram of Jenuary 23rd the following dats apply to*
the Scate of New Hampahiraet
. . 1) How many paid for and fres lunches, on the avarége, are aarved in
: New Hampahira asch day? Bresakfaete?" .' M
. ‘Lunchas - Avarage Datly ’
K4 1974 1973 ~ )
Public Schools
+ Frae 16,201 -
Paid "’ 67,637 --
. Private Schools
. \
. Prae . 651 -=
' Patd . 2,67 - L .-
v : Breakfasts « Average Datly .
. - . 1976 1973
o / Public Schools
Tres . 550 --
« 7 . R ‘
' " Patd . 1,251 - -~
e i
. ’ '
. , P
o r
% <
- ‘ & \ »
o “ - .
¢ : : J‘
- . N .
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Private Seheolo [}
. .

Freo 4 39 -

o Fatd. - - 20 -

2)  Averdgoe coat eotirmaten in How Haﬁp‘n’xhlr(: for producing a lunch for fiocal
1975, Breakfaot.

tuneh - Avorage oot For Plate

. 1974 1973
. .
Publte Sehoolo 618 L6612
Private Schoolo, © 1.0150, ° (6663
“ ° Bréakfant - Avorage Cogt Por Plato
: {974 1971
Pubiltc Sohioola 4250 L3200
Private Cehonola A9y

L7000 *

1) Stulent lunch pricos have not 4ncroaned on the average over last year.
Bue to fnrrcaces in Soetion IV reinbursenent and corrooponding tincreance

{n Stoto roicbureomont ao o rooult of tho mafching foroula, wowore able to
btand off, at least unti] mid-lanuary, a nickel pprsplato increase, Fven
with thio holding action on ochool lunch pricon, thereo wap a conofderabloe
logo nf patd lunch participation during tho carly part of the fall, in

tai't our figuroo {ndfcato there wao o looo of approxinatoly 11,000 coalo,
por*dav among paying otudonto. Yo have rocouped our lopooo hdwover, in
terna of participation, sn that by lanuary nur figureo were again relatively
tarparable in terme of average datly participation with provious veaV. To
puroue the tooue, thio ageney has dono opodinl advertioing pointing out

the 3NN hounting coot ¢lanoe which would mako many middle incomo familion
eltgthlo for partdcipation at roduced price.

4) Roduced Price laneheo 1974 1971
Public “choolo 1,110 1,363
. - .
* Private Sehanlo * 229 A ]hﬁf‘t
. 947 ® (4
Roduced Prico Dreakfaatn 1947 1079
o Publte Gehooln 20 ’ ‘ 4
L o
Private Gchoolg - L m
Q e T
'M M) 4 7"
» 1
ﬁ " ¥
' !
/ - / u //
( . .
u) L] .
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5) 4dhe effect of the {xpanded reduced price program on participatBon is

still diffitult to measure.. Many school distoicts were not aware, :
although thev had been infprmed, of tMe difference in revenue with respect
to reduced price rates. However, even last year with £he expanded scale

v for reduced price lunches, we were not successful.in adding large numbers

. ..of children in this category to” program participation., N :

. > . - ’ .

6)" It would seem to this agency that with the northern New Hampshire ethic ..
of wanting to pay for something rather than accepting anything thgt‘s
mategially a welfafe program, tﬁnt'\Ebstantially larger numbers of students
would participate in the Nationdl Schodl Lunch and Breakfasat Program 1if
there ,ere a universal reduced priced lunch at say 25 or even 30 cents per

4 .

lunch.
-

7) The School Breakfast Program 18 not particularly popular‘with_school
administration. T think the major problem in development of program -
v participation is related to the large numbers of stugentb being buséd and,.

the difficulty of getting students all on school grounds in time to
participate in a reasonable breakfast progrem. For this reason administration
has balked at even instituting such programs. Then too, a great deal of the -
. public does not agree with the whole concept of even eating breakfast.
Americin dietary patterns have changed over the past few years and many,
many people do not have more than a glass of wilk or cup of coffee for
hreakfast, nationwide. From the nutritionist's point of view this is .
deplorable; it is a fact of life in American society. It is our feeling
that this 18’ the major redson for lack of public demand and program
implementation. Where we do have breakfdst programs operating however, and
once the population 18 accustomed to having their children participate, we '
have noted that there has been considerable participation. '

° 8) We have been experimenting with a mid-morning nutritious snack program
in lieu of breakfast programs, but totally subsidized by children's payments.
In pursuing, this kind of program we have been emphasizing fruit along with *
the ®id-morning or recess milk received under the Special Milk Program. In
mv opinion, legislation which would allow us more flexibility with Pespect
to both breakfast pattern and time of day at which the breakfast program ought
be to offered would substantially help th?rogram. " Many younger childrengg
upon arising, faced'withfiléizifEus trip, do not eat becauge otherwise
they would be car sick in the sthool bua. As a result thep~arrive at the
schood without breakfast fand perhaps with a little queaZy stomach from the
N long bus ride. - We have in those schodls where student groups offer various
‘ "snack’ ftems at the mid-morning recess found that there is a large
participation. 1If we are interested in providing alternatives for children
and dn particular offering these materials to the less fortunate child perhaps
these kinds o programatic changes would be helpful. With respect to ’
modificacfons in the meal pattern, we are forced by the U.$.D.A. regulation
;' to ingist an the delivery of the entire amount in the Type A pattern. We
have experience, from observing serving lines that students have cgtergor}cnlly
announced to the server that they did not care for a portion of a certain
product. The product was delivered and promptly threwn out. It would seem to

s
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& 4 ua tha Type A progrlm is & major contributer tq. food waatage in the Nntion
at thia point in timg. If modifications werd to be mldl in the meal

pattern I think that it would ba reasonable to raqueat that theae o
modifications {dentify with current life atyles in Amarican aociety.

Lunch €or moat Americana Corisiat of s éandwich, a beverags and either fruit b
or-aome sort of baked product. It would aeem that there might Be an

altarnative level of Type A funding that would allow.us to have a mini S ;

Type A progrlm 1f you will. . e
/7 .

10A) The attitude of thia mgency is to aee the.end of the commodity
program and to receive dolllrs in lieu of commodities. The 10 cent rate
seems to us to bé reasonable, however with the receipt of cash thia agency -
would enter into a cooperat&ve buying program with the varioud achool
agencies in order to purchase those commoditles. which are commensurate with #
the dietary habita of .this-part of the country. Thiws 18 not to criticize
the purchases of the U.S.D.Awin terms of types of commoditiés for fiscal

v 1975, /Mowever, it continuea to irk us that the Department of Agriculture
ahouliNge competing in the open marKet place for my consumer 4q&é;i and
thereby forcing the retail price ofj food ‘stuffs up to me as a prIvite-
citlzen. This haa serious impdementntions for fdod stamp recipients’ ~
Perhaps this icle area should b£ looked into. o ’

10B) In our opinion 1: is possible for the schools to purchase in a
cooperative scheme and to buy from local’ wholesalers as reasonably and as
cheaply as the United\Statea Department of Agriculture is able to do for us.
11) Our equipment needa .are of courae slowiug down as we put more achoola
onto the program. Under our Master Plan of implementation of the National
School Lunch Program we have ‘programed the receipt of approximately .
$120,000 to $130,000 of npnfood assiatance each year. This yeat our receipt
wvas lpproximutely $128 000, .

12) Percentage increase in participation of courae would probably double .

under such a program. We feel that a 10 cent figure ia somewhat low however.: b

We sgree that at & 10 cent rate tha need for totally free lunchea would be

minimal. In fact our agency would aee no need whatsoever for the 10 cent

.lunch being provided free. In tha area of achool adminiatration we figure

that approximately $958,000 would be aaved annually in thia State in

adminiatrative time, papar ahuffling, and papar, not to mention governmental

ovaraseing expenaea for the admjinistration of the vary complex ragulationa

utilized currently to datermine f{reée and reduced price meal recipienta: To ’ K

operate tha program at tha 10 cant per meal level we would estimate a //
probabla 72% participation or approximately 137,024 -¢hildran per day. At

his rate ths operating expanae for the entire ayatam would be $16,554,818, :
Anticipated revenue from atudenta at the 10 cant rats would ba $2,466,432

leaving ua wit
for achool lu

an operating expenaa of $14,088,386. Currant federyl granta . \
h including nonfood .lliltlnce and atate adminiatrative ;
$2,814,016 leaving a net amount to be funded of $11,274,370

o
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13) Projecting the cost for universal free program we anticipute¢/ -
: approximately 86% of our student population would participate. Ahis™
. equdtes to an operating expense of $19,741,334 per annum. In gur:view -
. the amount of state administrative expense would probably not
T aignificl.tly reduced since undoubtly federal regulation, {1 'thiu _program
vwag entirely federally funded, would become more.complex 1 terms of
-« . the state gesponsibility for supervis{on of local prograw‘operations. As .
? .. mentioned above there wbuld be $958, saving ututewidy’in terms of
» administrative expense fot the business of- free and- rgﬂuccd price meal
recipient certification. The question is one of attjfude. Certainly a
Lo reduction of complexity of the adminigtrative diffi 1ty would make the
- ﬂrogrum much more acceptablg to school ldminiltrlt on. In dur view the
ey to opsrstions of this sort is positive ndmini‘trntive attitude, In_
terms of benefits to children, we would uuggelt,thnt the universesl or ° \ .
\ ths 10 cent'scheme might well result in conlidqrnbly greater numbers of
students perticipating thgn currently do. A noca of comment on our figure ¢
. of 86X participation in & universsl progrnm. " 1t 1s our opinion that no
matter how the progrsm is preasented there will be s cerfain number of
. students on a daily basis who_will either .be absent or who will®not
4 participute for vnriouu perlonul uttituduil reasons.
14A) All school districts have been 1u.cr cted to charge their lunch
program for the cost of utilities. any districts hownvg: are having
\ é?!a! difficulties- in defining the appropriate dollar amounts for utfli
[ ' since it 1s infrequent that these ars metered uepurutely from the remaf der
" of the achool. For this reason, we have asked school districts to use

"similar methods for the ullocution ‘of U S D.A foods as are found in HEW's . . o
Handbook -#2, revised. Y N .
\ ) 148) T?un&portation of U.S.D.A. foods are charged at a pefcentagé of .their .

permit the school districts to charge the transportation cost of U.S.D.A. f
foods ‘as a legitdmate cost of. food expense. School administrative overhead
| is not allowable as an expenue item due to restriction by a FNS 4nstruction
! letter, . . ..
} . ‘w . : ¢
\ ‘14D) * Most school districts would like to charge for the employment of
\ . personnel for supervision-uring the lunch period. At this point in €ime -
*however, a federal audit team ¥s in our,§eate and they have diuullowed the:
cost of employment of personne} supervision during the tunch® period ‘as a
result of 4FNS instruction £#796-3. Thétr theory is that school districts
are required to support the supervision of children during that period
of time during ‘which the childrgn gye in school ‘and therefore this 1s
‘. not a legitimate charge on the ﬁh\j’of the school district for the
school lunch program. This agency is inclined to agree with that .
- philosophy. State yeimbursement has been, defined by the legislature as YN .
the minimum amount as required under regulutions surrounding public Law : -
“9%-248. No state réimbursement level has been determined for breakfast.
Due to‘!ﬁe'eaculutbr clause included in public Law 91-248 the percentage .of .

. : ! ¢ L >
. v - . b
. [ . B

\ wholesale value by the New Hampshire State Distributing Agency. We do
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096 . ’
_ state matching money has incrcased annually,. The total appropriation for .
fiscal 1975 for state matching money 15 $246,000,
<Ii.ncm‘csly yours, ] ) T
- (ﬁg 9 .
o . »
" | Gearge A, Bussell ’
Director, Food & Nu:rition Service )
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- . ' . © Btate n‘f New !rrug J/ \

e ' DEPARTMENT ‘OF Eouc,lm yg
E . R . 223 WEST STALS STARET % '(i ‘
ro mox zo1e .

TAENTON, NEW JERSEY otm

- DIVISION OF rr)en.o SERVICES - !
. Bureau of Food Program Adminf¢tration

- Rebruary 10, 1975

- “ , 4
| The Honorable deorge McGovern
| Chairman, United States Senate Sglect
Comifttee on Nutrition and Human Needs o

> Washington, D. C.

o

| Dear Senator McGovern: f .
| a ) .
- This {s in reply to your requé¥t for informatian regarding the
Child Nutrition Programs in New Jersey. .

IR _Avgrage Daily Participation (Public and Private)

ERIC
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- A. HNational Schbg] Lu?c? Pr:ogram

iscal 75 : Fiscal 76

Paid ° -7 245,946 ,6
Reduced 6,626 9,661
Free 167 ,38[Lw 209,856

B. School Breakfast Progran

- Paid 10,335 12,946
. Reduced ~ 1,649 1,325
Free ‘ 24 417. ? 28,227

" Average Cost of Producing (Prov1d1ng) a Mea'l in School )

Fiscal 74 Fiscal 75
Lunch . 4 .80 $ "QR
$ .45

Breakfast $ .40

101



3.

5.

6.

-

8.

O
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The increase in student price over last year {s as follows:

Lunch $ .06 .
Breakfast § .05 ~

~

New Jersey sets maximum prices for" both lunches and breakfasts
served to children. This practice controls jncreases and prevents
:dver?e effects on participation. I would recommend this procedure
in a1l states.

There will be a significant increase in the number of reduced-price
lunches served 1n New Jersey in Fiscal Year 1976 since a State law
will mandate that schools offer both free and reduced-price lunches
1h schools that have fivé percent of enroliment e1191b e for such
lunches. .

The School Breakfast Program has not expanded at the same rate as
the Lunch Program because of all of the -reasons outlined in your
telegram. New Jersey school administrators are especially reluctant
to initiate Breakfast Programs since State law requires most schools
to initiate.Lunch Programs starting in September, 1975, Many School
Boards do not feel that they should offer both _programs.

Permanent 1eg1slat1on in the Breakfast Program would help expand the
Program. Recent budget cuts as proposed by the administration make
program expansion difficuit even 1f the budget Is restored. A
permanent program with adequate funds would tend to produce quality
and 1n my opinion quality dictates participation. s

Suggested Meal Pattern Changes

A. Remove the butter requirements in the Lunch Program. ~ Also

. change the fruit and/or vegetable requirement that st1pu1ates
© two sources of such fruit and/or vegetables

1f the commodity program would end, we wou]d need $.10 per meal. This
reimbursement should be tied to an escalator clause. I do want the
commodity program to -continue but suggest the flexibility that would
provide cash to school districts serving a high percentage of prepackaged
-meals. “

+
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~ :
In my“op1n15n. it {s generally not possible for schools to purchase

from local wholesalers -as cheaply as the United States Department
of Agriculture is able to purchase. .

This 1s especially true in small schoo) districts. New Jersey has
605 school districts many of which are small. .

Our equipment needs in terms of dollars 1s as follows: -
. FISCAL 75 v MFISCAL 76
Resérved $ 1,586,555 $ 3,000,000

Unreserved $ 288,653 . $ 1,000,000

1 suggest greater flexibility in allocating Non-Food Assistance funds
to school districts. The reserved aspects of the program are too -
restrictive.

A universal reduced=price program could possibly {ricrease part1cypat1on
by 75%. I'would favor such a program . ;

The time and money (administrative) saved by a universal program would
be great: This savings would be primarily at the school distritct level
‘where & great amount of time and money {s spent on certificatign
paperwork. ! cannot, -at this time, estimate funds that could pbe
saved.

Percent of districts thatacﬁs;;;\?or the following casts:

A. UtiTitles 2%
B. Transportation of U.S.D.A. Foods 50% : :
C. School Administrative Overhead (including Director) 40%;

. D. Lunch Period Supervision 25%

State Reimbursement . -

A1 Lunches $ .06
Reduced Price

Lunches .07 average
Eree Lunches .0/ averatje

> .

~

' ——fur_State Expenditures for the Lunch Program have been.as follows:

Fiscal Year 1973 $ 4,465,933

Fiscal Year 1974 $ 7,319,418

Fiscal Year 1975 (Budgeted) $ 8,500,000
, .
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Much of the 1nf;2;ation provided in this report-is estimated. If
additional information 1is required, please let me know. .

Sincerely, .
. - )
. %/ Yl Al

" Walter F. Colender, Director
Food Program Administration

7/
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_ STATE QF NEW MEXICO @,% .
DEPARTMENT OF FDUCATION -~ EDUCATION SUILDING L ‘,3 PR

SANTA FE - _I'ISOI . . y .
February 7, 1975 |

L90%al0 ) OB LaYO . - .
tUPRAINTINDINT CF PUBLIC tNB) HUC TICN r"‘

.
.
et

Senator George McGovern, Chairman . . : g 5
U. 8. Senate Select Committee on - , R
Nutrition and Human Needs (/f T

- Washington, D. C. 20510 - ! W
. Attention: /Mr. Alan Gtone : "
Dear Alant R ) : i .
In answor to ynur vire of Januarj'23rd, I wish to make the folloving
renponses:

. ‘o
“1." Average number of lunches served during the month of November 1974 ----202, 82y
Average number of breakfasts served during the month of Novemer 197hw— Ih,ULY4-

- &, Average cost. of produting a lunch this year 63¢ to 65¢
« Average cost of producing a breakfast this year --—ee-eeecicemee 79¢ to 31¢

Jood dnd labor cost have both increased approximately 15% over last
yonr'o operation costs.

3. Statistics for the month of October show an inoreaso in partioipation
of 5% over October 1973. Howpver, there was a drop of €% in paid
lunches for the same period. An incrcase of 3% ia shown in roduced”
prico lunches betweon October 1973 and 1974, and an incrcase of €%
in froe lunches for the ’samc¢ periocd. A total of {iftoen {15) achool
districts increased their price from US¢ to 50¢ during the current
school yoar. This 1noreano in prices resulted in a drop in participation
ranging from 3% to 178, “Dreakfast prices have not beon incroased. The

* . averafo increase in the lunch priece was S¢. There ia & définite
corrolation in the loss of participation among paying studénts as
the increascs have ocurrod.

I ] P

%, Thore has been an 1noreane of 150% in the service of reduced price
lunches. Breakfasts have increased also due to the increase in the

. humber of participating schools. This increase, however, has not :
been 80 dramatic becauso -of the low cost of breakfast and the fact that .
practically all breakfasts are served at no cost at all to the child.
Approximatoly 510 children are_served a reduced prico break{ast each
day.
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The expanded reduced price prograz hae brought practioally every
echool dietriot in the etate baok into the reduced price lunch program
thie year. There are only three or four districte in the entire #tate
that do not partioipate in a reduced price progras. .

I do not believe substantive ohangee in legielation would be. required
to reverss the trend of pzing-otudonto leaving the lunch program, I
rather belleve that a flexibility vithin the Type A pattern allowing
for lighter meale offered duriag breake in echool. echedules, euch as

Child Nutrition Programe.

latione allowing

aid-morning and mid-afternoon, would bring many ntudonlo into the

for eslectivity in the Type A pattern:i

Ilplonnutigq of present’
[

eneral imp nt of manggenent

and merchandising could aleo offeet this trend.

The m&jor problem continues

. at least 13¢ to 15¢ to offeet the 1l0ee.

to be the inoreasing oharge to the paying child due to increaeing coete.
s

The main reason the eclool breakfaet program has not expanded in New Mexico
sor o rapidly than it hae ie because of the additional adminietrative
responeibility which echool prinoipals are reluctant to-undertake.

8ome lack of public information may be responeible. The attitude "Thie

ie tHe Family Job" ie certainly prevalent in some areas of the etate.

Changes in legielation mllowing children to participate in the breajMmet
progran at aslected timee during the echocl day would allow for greater
participation rate. This would accommodate half day esesions and those
children who need eome type of nutritional supplement before they go .
home at the end of the day, in areme where low inoore ie very pronounced
and uh:n other nutritious foode are not available. '

{A) If the commodity program were to end New Mexico schools would nesd
I'do not wieh to eee the oommodity
program diecontinued; however, improvemente in purchasing prograss and
general dietribution could be brought about with oloser coordination
between commodity digtribution centere and echool food service managere.

{B) It ie not possible for emall ssmi-rural and rural dietricte to
purchase from local wholesdlere in the quantitise and at the prices
*oh USDA is able to tuy. Por inetance, eohool dietricte in New Mexico '

e nov paying 164 a pound for flour as compared to 1li¢ paid by USDA
last zur.t Most sohaool districte are paying 90¢ to 92¢ for squal quality
groun beef. . -

At the present time New Mexico squipment neede excesd available funds
by ,at least $100,000, All of our programs are sxisting prograss vhere
thé nesd is st urgent for replacement of worn out and obeolete :
equipment. We will receive this ysar approximatdly $101,000.

If the 8chool Lunoh Program were to be made univereal at 104 per lunch
for all etudents, I would antioipate an inoreass in participation of
approximately 208 to 25%. I would favor a program ihich would oharge

]
v
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a minimal amount for ail lunchua, thereby removing tha atigman of

. povorty from some children but ensbling all children to have a lunch’ \'
C at & coast ‘that would not be prohibitive. .At the present time'I .
B ‘cannot oatimate t}i additional monies needed to havo such a progrem. *
Cert.inly a reirbureement levol commensurate with e 10¢ churgo wvould .\ ..

neod to be satablished.

13. Ho hnve setizated thet New Mexico spends spproximataly 44 on each-
lunch for tho paper work and certifioation procedure involvad. On

B ) the basia of 30 million meale a yesr thie would ruult in a saving of i
- $1.2 million, - .o
» ‘

14, There sre-no school districte in’ our state that charge for utilities, |
' transportetion of USDA donated comsoditise, aschool edminiatrative |
- ovarhead, or elploynen; of pergonnel for euperviaion.
15. At the pressnt time thers ars no direct atete appropristicn for '
. reimbursement to the lunch.program. Hovevar, the New Mexico lagillnturl P
is considering a Bill vhich would provide for dirsot subaidy of 5¢ o
for every lunch aerved, or a total sppropriation not to axceed $1.5 .

. rillion, . .
‘ Thank you very for your aupport and interest in thesa programe.
, Please advi if there ie any vay ve can be of funher .uiltlncl to
. you. ‘
. " L . . ‘ Ver’y ainco(ely yours, "

Jufz/
(Mre.) Qrotohcn Y. Plagge, Direotor
Bchool Food, Service Diviaion

. . ‘ 1% N
: . S M
* . y}’\}/ 04/ U W‘b .
R t ) W :
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THE UMIVEROITY OF THE STATE GF NEW YOR
© THE STATE EDUCATION OEPANTMBP}\\

A . 00 WARINATON AVENUR '

AuBANY, MEW YORN 18210 [y . N

.
~ . 3

Ase.0TaNT (W es ONER PCR - L DIVIBION GF GLU( ATIGHAL PiRANLS
FOUCATORAL £imanis aND . 4 :
MARMAGEMENY agnVICES . BUREAY OF $LHOUL POGD MAHAGEMENT

’ SuRSAU CrIes sie ateives
[ 2N . avsenviaron
a' INOATIAL ALMBUREEMEN) o

- A OGN IRBUTION st ave yoee

. .
. . . . . . '
- 3 -

. . ‘Prbruary 7, 1975

" .
Honora%ln Grorg» MsGovern, cholemén .
Unitad Ctates Sonate Salect Committens | ° ®
on fut < tion ond Human Weedg ' .
Unitrd £tatnao Genate Offic~» Building . ’
viachingteon, D.C. 20540 B

0

Doar Genator MrGovern; : e
. — . )
In roply &b your tologram of January ?d, wo have prepared
Ed - . « -

tho foll?wtngtinfermation for your Gg}acc Comrfittam on Nutrition

aned ?uman Neodo. Wa hopae that cur respongag t6 the questiong will "

- N ¥

apoict ysu in pacuring imnrovemontcf for tha gehool nutrition pros
. o . 4 .

Jrame during the current yoar. . : v

-
-

1. The averaga daily porticipation rate in New York Otete for
» - . '
; pald luncheg ig 675,000; for freo lunches io 740,000, | For B}nu%fnot
| ' L e '
Programy thoe uv;ﬁuqa “nily portieipation fcr paid broakfasts io

9,560y for fron bemalfaoto.io 05,750, -
| . 2. It 40 eptimated that the a;nragn ééot'oé éréducing a lunch
Aurily the 197475 achéo{ yoar will be $.83 ao compared with a 675
por lunch coot last year. i " ‘ ‘.

. - . .
. ) v o “*
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E:tmmatar of t}

1074-V5 school ye ra $. 44 p~er briikfast as compared with a § 40

last year.

- v ' S
, -
$. lO during che vurrent year. Some loss of part1c1patlon has

*y

ograms where - the 1ncrease was greater than $ 10.

lunch, "Bugs who' are now eJlgible for the free and reduced price

program decausen of tlxpool economic s:l.tuatlon' in ‘the co Yo

-

Thg following statistics are 1n§1cat1ve of the changes in

e partlcrﬁatlon in- the program durlng comparable,parlods
R 1973 74 Scheol Year e - ' 1974=75 School Year
. . T . ADP'_ . ADP
[ . N . )
Free ~ 704,000 - & - 740, 000
Reduced ' 5 -000 - ~ 40,900 -
'Pard e 170, 000 . : Co . 675,000
'The student's pr1ce per broakfast has 1ncreased $ 05 during

B

the 1974 75 school year.' Bncause few students . in the breakfast

:i program pay for &he breakfast,* it 1s dlfflcult to determlnp whpthor

i
o ’

thn increased’ cost has. effected part1c1patlon. L
. -
. e
4. The average dally partlclpatlon in the reduced pr1ce pro-
. \ \

gram durlng the l974 75 school year i's 40, 900, last years d&ily

part1c1p1tlon 1n thls program wasﬁj 000.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i thnre has bnen an 1ncreased part1c¢patlon in the frne;

v
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. The ‘yﬂruga daily purticipution in the reducad breukfult pro-.
gram during the 1974\75 schdpl yelr il 6,590, during the 1973-74

lchool year it wal 5, 00.
. ' : k4
State participation in the reduced price 1unch program haq\

o
n

kY

B N
- be a substantitl increase in the financial assistance for the paid

X
lunch. If raimbursement cou1d be inc;»ased by $.15 to §. 20 and
more ’innovative meal patterns introduced as discussed in oub reply
to question 9, tha decline in paying studants. could be stopped

7. The Breakfast Prog:am hasg nxpand?d more slowly than the lunch

program primarily because of Lhe reristence to the program by school h
- administrators. Many do take the attitude that "breakfast is the J . N

family job." Others belgove that the Bhbakfast program bringé‘thé

same congreaate problnms associated with' the lunch program and are

unwxlling to aad to the-many problems ﬁhich are already part of

e - . -

qpnrating a school There are also dlfflcultles of ‘an administratiVe
v ?

nature’ connncted With the breakfast pfogramsuch a8 an earlier opening

. .

of school need for superv1slon in the cafpteria and a longer dayo

‘(,A

e

ﬁor the food servlce staff a11 of which cOntrlbUtP t;\f reluctance e

to participate in the>procram. _ 5 —,Wf‘

e

. -

T
et
Fats
ok
.
p—
—
-~
L
»
-~

. q T
IR ¢ . N _ . : s S

increased by approximate Y SO%q There are 97 new sponaors in the | 7,V'
. .
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8. We do not believe that legielative changes are needed in .
.. B \

-

. the bxgsekfut progrlm ut this time.
9. There should be more diver-‘ity permitted in’the typee of,.
B meals . which would b= eligible for reimbursement. Meel patterns
l should ba more oompatible with social mores of todays echool popu-'
. lation, * PayiK dents are attracted to the a-la-carte items'’
becauee t;hey are th’eitems that studpnts are eating in todays times.‘ S
1 - T}re_ ourrent pautt’arn .of the Type A lunch contributes to food
" waste and discouregns payimg studente from participat:ng in the. »
program, Studnnts who takJ the Type A lunch because they are in
\ the free or reducad _price program, .;’ﬁow away the items they’ are
required to tak,e but which they do not ifike.
Coxgeid‘eretion ehould be given to allovoung edjustmente ‘to the
'L;ype,})i. pattern by'permitting etudente to‘ reject unwanted items and
adjusting the reimb\':reement tate a.ccordiwngl-y.' Nutritiona,'lly
. . R .

equivalent a-la-carte items should be reimbursed ‘to permit students’

;o choose from a greater variety of food items and not.be forced to »

)
B I s
e take a food ;tem which he knows in advahce w:.ll be diséaxded. )
Meal pattorns for the breakfast program do not raquire modifi- ’
. .. L
catdion at this tima, ) . : : . -
. - D i . 2,
) . . 10A. If the commodity distribution program should end, it would
“ P e . ) . :
. "' require a cash payment of $.12 per-meal to offset the loss. B ‘
p . ‘ B : ; ) v
A - : -
/’
- .
3
. v v : -
.o T b A
k4 . . IR T
» . o . .
s p -
r
-
‘ .
v N \ -
Q 7 o . '
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» the commodity program provides oﬁly 20% or less of .

Thn vouchbn systqm would providé a prOcpdurn throuch which the StaE~3
* - t
agency éoq}d di~nct to the particlpat;ng schools and institutions,

a vouchnr pbrmlttlng tham to buy a sppclflﬂ commodity whlch the -
U.S.D.A. w}shng to purchase/on\she open market! The school district
[ . ' -

or‘institutioﬁ could pu{;hqﬁe I%cally the specified commodity of

‘tetirn the véucher. A State procedure for purchasing in quantity

could bq'estaﬁlisﬁed to insure favorable prices for the commddities

,purchasAd. L . . ot . _ ) i
A : .
- kS iéB.‘ The large suburban and urban diktricts would pr ably
o bé\sélé’td purchase fruits and veagetables and @ost meats as choaply
R N
P as thn U.§-D.A., however it is not possible for the smalTer school
L4

districts, mos:ly rural central sghools, to approach the purchas;ng
Al - P A ) I

value of the U.S.D.A. An example is the current offer to the U.ngié.

of F;ozen quqnd gnéf at 54¢vpéf pound. Tha best price foered'tof

i.éhree rural districtr contacted wuép76¢ witﬁ a higheof éac p;r-pound
whareas a largn suburban dintrict is purchaaing quality ground beef h

: for” 59¢ pnr pound.

- . 'L{;;'
d » -1 l 2 ‘,ﬁ‘: E
Q . v 7m»"' . .

v




‘is approxlmately $1.360.000.

108 . (

11% The current approprlatxon fqr\pqu*pment for new programs

- o a4

of thrs amount Rnw York State will

. [
(RN

spend approximatply 50%.

Thq&furrpntnapproorlatiqn,for oxisting programs ig $906,000;

’ th~rn ars requests panding for $1 5 millien, ravultlng in a

fashion creates considerable difficulty in convincing schools to

shortagn of anproximatp]y 50% -in the arna.
Thare&atp cnrtaln bacic problems connected with thi“ program,
Failure on the part of Congress to provxﬂe continuous and stable

funding of these pragrams and to approva ?nnual budgnts in a timely

. pa

participate in the program when the‘fuvnding is so indefinite. In’ "

addition, there are no funds availablp for alterations or*other

space needs. Oldnr school buildings which house many of our poofost

youngstero do not hava facilitied‘for food programs and do not re-

ceiva assxstancn to- allnviate this prob‘nm.

‘be an. incyrasge of approximatnlyvsox_in the participétion rate,

-
*

12.

-
Utllizlng a highly nducated guess, we believn there wou™d

v This iﬁcreaae is limitted by our high, current free lunch particiﬁé—

tion, and the rigidity of the Typs A lunch puttérn.
If such’ legislation is introduced it will rnéeivn strong supporé
S o, : ) .
f£rom all parties in New York State who are interestnd,in the food

services programs,

’

50-215 O = 7% = 0

Ll
R
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. o
It is e-timlted that an lddicional $123 million would be rae-
" quired to support this type proqram in Now York stata. ' »
- \{3. The savings to the local participltingragancie- dollars
ﬁauld‘ﬁ mlnimal. T%e paper,procgsaing which coer 0i. under thae
current aynqsm is dbne by persons as part of their other duties.,
It is unliLél;:thét 10ca1.ggnncies woﬁ;dvsavn anytging under those

circumstances.’ Sav‘ngs in staffing costs at the State level might

N

approximato $100 000 on Bnkannual baaxg.
\

14A. Loss than 5%. \\g

B. For thoge orograms whzgh\gfe commercial transportation

almost 100% chargn this cost to the program - in casams whero the

school or institution uses their own crqn-portlcion approximately

.

55% charge the cost (o the program.

"'C.'_hbout 99% charge the cost of tha ;irector'glopnracion
to the program, About 25m chargn the cost of cl-*ical and book-
keaping ptaff who are fequxrnd to mlintain :o normal administratlyo
records cpnneé&dd'with the program. -

D. Mot permitted by Faderal Regulations.

15:. The cucrent lnv;i of State reimbursement for lunchps_'

during thae 1974-75 .ochool year is $.62 pq:.luﬂéh. It will be raised

£o $.03 for tha 1075-76 achool year,

)
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For the breakfaat nrogram, New York State reimﬁnrlod parti=-
cipating agencies for the'difgerqnda batwaen the Federal rmimburse=
meant dnd the coat of producing a breakfast ox,s.és whichaver 1; lass.

éhe avarage State rolqurlement has reﬁiined,cqnltlnt ovar the

- last three years.
Currantly, we receive $8,000,000 in State funds - $2.5 million

<t

for breakfast and $5.5 million Yor lunch.
We are hopeful that thcse answere will be halpful to your .
committee in your efforts on behalf of our child nutrition programs.
Wo wouid like to thank y§u for providing assiatance Lo thesge pro-
gcams in the past and wish you good luck on your work in the futura. g
If we, in Now York State, can be helpfu! in thn future, plerase do
" not hesitate to call on us .at any time. )
. p—
Sincnre’ly, i
Y .20
Ol Q(f)&(uQ ‘ R
(Jga 4 A - o
Richard 0. Rrrd ’
' _Bureoau Chief
.« . -
: 5
’;‘ -
k
E fa , '
. ‘. " N o
i
v iy i . i
N . \ *
Yy . .
L . .
- I s )
’; , l I l) '
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\ 4 2 r January 30, 1975
. 7 _-.omo.& » . \ C A C
. " SENATOR MOGOVERM TELEGRAM 1-23-75 .
TO OTATE DIRECTORS nrh\smwm, FOOD SERVICE . : y
. " N 1] - ]

o . \

Ao wao anticirated in the telerram. some of theae angwers are educated )

catimateo arrived at ds.carefullv as could be done with vresent information.
. - e B

. L]

This information fer chio covers wublie,ochools- enly. Private and varochio) S »

cehoolo are .adminictered by the USDA Resional Office in Chicars. " .

1. fov manv vaid for and free luncheo. on fhe avernee. are served.in vour /

ostate each dav? lUreakfast? (Uoe data frim the latest available month.): g
' Copatd \ Free
Lunches * - . 710,000 \ 99,000 ‘ ' » )
Urpaltfosta ) w8\ il01l ]
&, What y'nu cotimate fo the averase coot in your otate »f producing a <0 ;

lunch thio year? A Breakfagh? SHuw dses thig eompare to lagt year?

1975 oLt
. Lanch R I N A
. w © Ereakfast L .355 o <

theoe ¢noto reprosents fuod, labor and supplica.

3. Hao tho otudentn' prico increased per lunch over laot year? Per Dreakfaot?
Hrw much, on the averape, {a the inerease frr each? Can yeu eeorrelate logo
of participat® n among paying otulents, if any, with thin inereace? If oo a
what fo {t? . . p

Lunch: ‘Increased .0% in many oehoolg.

Increaced .10 in ¢ me tehunlo.

Lreakfact: Increaged atout .k, - ) {
. >

. Thero. 1o little luod of participation due to increased price.

. vecrenaoe io malg.ly found in high selisols whero students demand

more chotico «r a la carto fundo.  Wherever prgsible they leave
the ochunl and ent ut driveeing. o

4, finw many reduced price lunchpo are o0 ¢l corh day?  Breakfant? How an ! L
thege figures eampare with fncc yeat at thio time? 5

A

1975 ot
Tanch o $E00 uee .
Ercakfast 650 HegNg/ible * ™ “uf e

. . ~ ' . - ’
5. What hag teen the effect of the expanded reguced price trocram on participation
’ in your gtate? IHow many ochool districts kave inltiated the rodiced price °

_ lunches thio year? -
- 4
li .
The Anfreage 10 tho RP {ncome gcale hao not rrodueed {norcased I8 N «
participatisn to that expectoed. ¢ ]

ERIC. °,

WA ruivex: provided vy Evic .
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t. What leclolintive changes, n“}xpy, would you recommend to help stop the
Closo of payimy students in the lunch program?
7&-—(:—— N

flequire payine children to pay no more than the coot of foud.

. The v svl Breakfaot Prnrram lho nog 0xpandod at the same rate ag the lunch
rrowrnm,. Why hag rrogean pm.rt.loipnt.iﬁﬂ—rmfm -~ funding? Administrative oy i
rroblemn?  Lack of Public ihformetion? Ochiol faed pergonnel overloaded?

K ’i’he "Thioc 15 the Family J-)h" attitude?
~
{t 1o ften neceacnry to roarranpe bug nehedules in the murninp
» which’ many pﬂnw'tmh finl Aifficult to do,

-~ - .
tany toards of eduention-will not %'mit, pehunly to open early unleog
faculty memberg are there o mjmrvho Hourly rate for teachers in

1 oxce'nivo fer thio jurpoie.

- . "“ic attitude "Thin 45 the family Job" provotis—tw tnme comsunitios. ; .

- Cume kurn.rr‘i»mcmhnra -and adminictratora. refuce to recognize eommunity
. health, nutrition anl family econamie needs.

v What vmnrn'). if nuy, in the legisintion woeuld help 1mprnve the participation
rate and quality - She hreakfast-proprean?

"{‘hin b1 more of o looas matter than need Cor loginlation.
What, 1f any, m-difications o the meal pattern chould Yo made to .help

{ncrense particigation and decrease waste in the lunch procram?  The
treakfnst procreant -

L]

N ’ .
dew name for "yne A"

tuseh {5 necded, Tyre A 1o worn out, -~
fenstractare the meal pattern to allow more foedo ehildren l1ike -«
N et Junt foodo that are "eood" for then.

tanaper: neeml mutrition eduention to encournge them to provide
more oh dee for hileh teohool ntulentn. N

13 . . . N
F'r:’w@mmiﬁcvl milk phake formula which i crmaller and
atill provides more mutriento than a half pint of milk,

Eliminate btutter requirement. Children tuday don't like it on
aar iwlhiea,

N

Heh peroentnge of ehildren reject varotables,

109. (A n'ﬂ the vemmedity propream were tn ond, how much eash per meal would
J you need te affset the loos? Do you want the eormodity program to
sentingae?  If oo, hew would you imprave it or change {t9

At least 10 cento would be needed o replace eommodities. .

Mur major citien and large diptricto would prefer cash in lieu- .
of oommoditien,, I gme foado were eover to beesme purplus again, '
tnoue vouchers b sehonlg to purchiage thenm, '

[ b

e




14" _

oo eomt) X . . ;

t ~ T Amprove precent progrom:  Eliminate foodo that have low. )
acceptabllity by regions oueh 44 == rice, dry beans, purple
phuns, olives, raisino, prunes, lamb, oweet potatoes, grape-
fruit Juice, pauer krdut, nnd perischables that reach ochoolo
in unuseable condition.

10. (B) In your spinion, 10 1t poosible for ochonlo to purchage from local
whirlegalers certain foud 1temo ouch ag frosen meato and canned fruito and
vegetablea ao ¢hepply ao the USDA in able to buy them, aoouning equnl
quality? If not, please give an examplo of the'cooz differential for onc
iten. S \

Yea. It hao often been repgrted that ochodolo could have purchaoed
certain fcoda for the oame @r even leoo than the YSDA reported coot,
Cume otorage and kandling coots could alon have been avoided within

" the otpte.
L]
il. What aro yo cjquipment needo for new progr&mu? For exioting programs? How
R " mack to yoyf expert tu rereive for each of theoe thio year?
. )
} ) ' ‘ : fooded Exgcc% o recoive

. tiow profirams . $ 900,000 $ ¥30,765

Ex1ot 1 sprano , o 190,000 604,170

id. What percentage inerease {n participation would you expeet in your otate
1f the gehrol lunch propram were to be made univeroal, at 10 cento per,
tuach for all ptudonto? Under “oueh a program, it 10 asoumed that tho
need for tntally free luncheo would be minimal, %ould you favor ouch a
progran?  Can you estimate the additional monico necded to have oguch a
progran {n your state? . .

Prioodbly 79% increace in Type A lunch. Many of theoe otudento
arée alrcady cating on an a la earte baois in the lunchroom. Don't
beliove the partieipatinn wiuldyexceed 85% of the average daily
attendance, : Le .

A 53 /"\'
Lven with o 104 charre, we . would gtill bo burdened with eligibility ¢
deterrinati o and o vaut amount f recordkeepdng, 4

o . .
Al}nwinn fur the 103 charge and making up the current income looo
fr.o payine children, cur ealculation ohuws an éstimated $189,000,000

©additional would be needed. ’

14, How mueh tine and oeney would your ptate ocave 1 a upiyperoal yprogram rcpiuced
the current proppam, and the current certiffenting and ropurting paperwork
was redured oceopiinely o . .

This fo next t ispoasible to put in quantitative amounty. *Any. cuch
fipure would be lesp than an educated gueso.

%hcre wiuld be uigni?leant worale benefits on the part-of prrincipalo,
teachero, elerieal persunnel and fond gerviece peroonnel heing relieved
L of eurrent excegoive recordkeeping and questionable certification practicen,

s
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~13. (econt.)

o

,,'I‘hpi'e would cex"tpinly be o reduction in pergonnel necded to carry out
precent requirements, especially in large dictricts, even though the
expanded .program would require more perconnel. R .

* lu, What percent of the ochool districts in your state charge the lunch progrom
for the cost of: : :

A} Utilitieo? 5%

Tranoportotion of USDA foqds?  100%
.
School gdmiﬁigtrutive overfiead?  None
mploymer‘h\of rounnel t‘or-nﬁpér#inion duri lundh pericd?

What, {f any, are t.l?e curhqut levels of ctate reimbu [
for lungbes thic year? BreXkfaot? How much hao thip \nercaged™ in e laot,
three. (3) years? VWhat {0 theNsgtal omount of ptate monpy you currently

receive? .

.

fiuthing for direct reimbursement o
matehing requirement of approximately 32‘,606,00@ for 1973-Th.

. Wade D, Dash, Director
Ohio\lepartment of Education
Bgroel Yood Cervice Progran
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L Co. . T,
February 11, 1975 v

- ' - .
. " The Honorablé George Hchvéjn .

B United Staces Senate Lo .. )
wa}gington. pb.c. 20510 = - ) . .
Dedr Senators;. : L
e arconce again honored to- respond to the Committee's telegram concerning
~the otatus of Child Nuericlon Progtdms in our state. Realizing the results
of last year's tclegram, we hope our response will help the Committee in its
‘evaluation of programs we feel vital to the 'youth of today.

1. How many paid for and free lunches, on the average, are served in youtr
seate cach day? Paid: 224,275 Free: 113,243 "Breakfasts? Paid: 4,901
~ Free: 18,427 )

2. What do you eotifffe 15 che average cost in your state of proggz;ng'u

: lunch chis year? 73.35¢ Breakfast? = 29.85¢ How does chis comgare to
laoe year? Lunch: 64,08¢ Breakfases 25.32¢ |, '

. . L . - .

3 3. Hao the students' price inercased per lunch over‘last year? “Yes. Per
o breakfast? Yes. How much, on the average, is thd' increase for each?

. Lunch: 4.2¢ Breakfase: - 1,3¢ W .

B % Lan you-correlate logs of participation among paying students, 1if any,

| with chis increase? Yes. If 80, what ia 1t? We have experienced a

4-5% decreage in paid studeat meals, with Sn increade in free and “
" reduced pricc student mcals.  We feel the decrease in paid meals cdn
‘be ateributed to both, tho dncrcase in price to the child and the

increase in the eligihiliey mcale for froc _and reduced prico moals.
T - ¥ - .

i How nany reduced price lunchea are gerved each day? 4,937. Dreakfasts?
262, How do chesc figures compare with last year at this time? Lunch:
161.57 increase. Breakfases 11.5% decrease. .

5. What hgs been the effect of the expanded reduced pricq program on .,

parcticipacion in your stace? Reducid price garticigaéion has_shown a

. definite increcasec over provious year. We feel che expanded reduced ;
rice meal program is reaching: 1) children who did not participate
bafore because they ecould not afford che full charge, or; 2) children

who participated hofore at the full charge, but did so at a financial
disadvancage. How many school districes have initiated the reduced

price lunches this year? 83 Diktricts '

.E@C ., 120 |
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’ ‘ .
what legialative changen, if any, would you rccommend to help otop ¥
the logo of paying otudents in the lunch program? 1) The teaching
of nutrition needs 4o be ‘expanded, improved and required; 2) Pergonnel
operating the programs must be technically trained; and 3) Dining
facilities nced to be.improved. To accomplish the abovge, money 1o
needed to employ nutrition dducation specialists and fd?\&raining of
gchool foodoervice personnel. Regulations make it difficu to uoe
the money that wao authorized by legiolation. Public inforpation
programs are nceded to create interest in nutrition.

The school breakfaot program hags not expanded at the oame gu:e ao the
lunch program. Why hag program participation lagged: - We fcel all the

‘reagong mentioned below have contributed to the olow progreos of the

program; funding, adminiotrative problems, Iack of public information,
uchool food personnel overloaded, and the "this is the family job"
attitude. ’ -

What changes, {f any, in legislation would help improve thé participa-
tion rate and quality of the breakfaot program? Require, rather than,
recommend that protein~rich foodo be gerved = and how often.  Increase
reimburgement accordingly. - ’ "

~

What , }f any, modificationo in the meal pd:terﬁ should be made to
help increage participation and decreaoe waste in the lunch program?
the breakfasts program? The meal pattern doeo not have to be changed.

We _nced highly trainced and educated people ddminiotering the program.

People who have the initiative and crgativity to offer what studentg
wint within the framework of the Typgfx'fuﬂlh‘ When otudents have a -
cholce and can make a gelection of foods the Plate waote-io adgomatic-

ally reduced. .

A) If the commodity program were to end, how much cash per meal would
you nced to offset the loos? 14¢ Do you want the commodity program to
continue? Yes. If so, how would you improve it or change 1t? By

pupplying practical rather than surplus foods which could be uged more

_offectively.

B) In your opinion, -io it possible for ochools to purchase from local
wholesalero certain food items guch ao frozen meato and canned fruito
ad vegetdbles go cheaply as the USDA 1p able to buy them, assuming
cqual quality? No. 1If npt, please glve an example of the, coot diff-
erential for one,item. : ’

1TEM *USDA MAGCHOOL UIFFERENCE
Frogen Frankfurters .683 ’ .78 .097
. Frozen Turkey L4283 .58 - .1517
Procesn Cheege 77 1.00 .23

A

* Taken from USDA coot list for fitst half of FY 75.
© %% Repregents only one ochool district, located in metropolitan area.
frices do not represent the many omall rural diotrilto 1o our

atate.

What are your cquipment nceds for new programs? None. For existing
programs? $2,570,192. How much do you expect to receive for cach of
theoe thio year? HNew Programs: $2,592. Exioting: $207,878,

’ .



13. How ouch time and woney would your state save -ff a universal progran
) J replaced the cyrrent program, and the current certification and
’ reporting paperwork was reduced ‘accordingly? Approximately 60% statee .
wide. . . P .. .
14, What percent of the ochool districes in ‘your otate charge the lunch
program for the cost of: ’
v Ueilieton: - 5-6% . '
Trangportation’ of USDA Foods: 5-6%
School Administrative Overhead:- 5-6%
_ { Employment of perponnel for gsupervision ) -
C ey - during the lunch periodr 1-2% .
15. What, if’any, off the current levela of atate raimburacmenta you
“receivd fof lunches: this year? .013 Breakfaata? None. How much °
" haa this incrasaed in ‘the laat three (3) yeara? .008. What ia the .
- total amount of atate money you currantly receivei 1975 FY - $825,000. S
. Ad . . .
" 1f we can be ot*Eurther aervice, pleaac contact us at any time, :
¢ % 1 - ‘ ! .
)3 Sincerely, o o ) . .
3 - \ 3
Dk E .
. Fred.L. Jones, Director

School Lunch Sectioen

.

What percentage’ increase in participation would you expact in your
state if cthe achool lunch program wera to.be mada univarsal, at 10¢
per lunch to &11 atudenta? 30% Would you favor, such a progran? Yea,.
Can you eatimate the additional moniea needed to have auch a program
in your atate? Approximataly $21,818,783. in addition to what haé
already been authorized far, FY 1975, e
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" STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

:DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
3 Hayes Street, Providence, Rhode Island 02908

~";u oot

. Thomas C. Schmidt, Commiséioner * : . s

February 3, 1975 L

The Honorable George F. McGovern
United States Senate.
‘Washington, D.C. 20515

: L)
Dear Senator McGovernp:
. '3 .
I have reéewed your telegram requesting information on schqol food service - -
programs in Rhode Island, The comments below respond dlrectly to’ ‘the ques-
N ttons raised m thig communication: .

L ]
.ot

- .1'-', - .. -Public. (ADP) - _Non-Public {ADP) .

: Paid Lunche‘s 33,807° . 2,245 . 3¢ 65
Free Lunches 3r,443 ’ : 3/ 937
Reduyced Price Lunches 2,692 : |
Pald Breakfasts : 497 . . 12
Free Breakfasts 3,982
Reduced Price Breakfasts :‘ - 99

2, o ' FY 1974 . FY1975
Average Cost of Lurich~ .807 } .888 (Projected)
Average Cost of Breakfast 218 s .256
Price of Lunch . | . .45 (El.) * - .45 (¥1.)
. ' .50 (Sec. ) - . .50 (Bec.)

NumberReduced Price Lunches 1,670 (ADP) © 2,839 (hDP)
Number Reduced Price Break- ’
fasts - : ‘ .. 47 (ADP) v . 99 (ADP)

~ Increpge in guidelines brought a sigﬁi‘ficant increase in participation -
however, below the increase anticipated. All school districts offer
reduced price lunghes to eligible children. ¢
. .

N

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




E

,t
-
®..

6.  Universal school lunch would provide some relief to-middle income fami-
. -~ liés and support better nutrition among children in this group. C oy
) ¥7. Increased participatlon in breakfast programs has not been anticipated

because of the inflexibility of transportation and scheduling systems
'which are an integral part of the school program

(NI vLeglslatlon is not indicate‘d as a support for the breakfast program.

9. Modifications in program to reduce waste and increase participation should
proceed at:the. local level

J10a. .10¢ per lunch would probably compensate for loss of commoditigs . However,
our schools prefer to réceive commodities . : ’

-10b. We do net believe it possible to purchase locally as cheaply # USDA and
achieve a product of uniform quality. ) o
11.  Funds received for equipment for new program schools $ 40,065 ".
Funds received for equipment for existing programs 44,368

.

5_ Needs in new program schools - present funds are adequate for claims
"-received to date: S .
Needs in existing programs - claims to date total - $ 187,009
Additional inquiries have been received and claims’ anticipated.
As much as $3 million could be used to develop a costeffective
system for the state. .

o>
.

12, We believe present participation of 72,844 or 43% of ADA would increase a

100% wltl}, the advent of universad lunch. This would increase partici+ i,

pation to about 140,000 or approximately»~86% ‘of ADA. This would increase *
federal funding from about $6.7 million to $18.2 million. To expand pres-
ent facilities to accommodate this increase in participation about $2 mil-

-1lion would be needed in non-food ass{stance funds.
v : ‘

-

‘13, The State would probably save only about $20,000 in a universal lunch
situation where federal reimbursement ipcreased to the actual cost of the
.lunch. Local communities woyld save approximately $500 000 in wages to
cletks, register workers and _personnel &olved with applications and ¢

guidelines. ” g
k4 . . .
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Robert F. Kaveny, Program Business Manager -

is.

3| .

All locally sponsored food service programs
(a) . include utility costs as-an indirect cost of the meal
(b) include transportation as a direct cost of the meal

. {¢) " include administrative overhead as an indirect cost

(d) do not include employment of a supervisor as a cost of the meal

The state appropriatlon for school food service follows I

FY 1973 ' 1,659,273
FY 1974 , 1,975,568
FY1975 ' ' ; 3,371,937

'
P

1 trust you will find this information helpiul. Best wishes in your efforts to
support and improve school food services for the children in our schools.,

Sincerely, _ ' .

+

'

Office of School Food Services

-

RFK:ea

~es
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' PEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

A

' cvaiw suense - N . . - .
STATE SUPERINTENDSNT OF EOUCATION . 2 B
- . . « .
' COLUMBIA ™
Py o Jaduary 237, 1995 -
B . . ’ : ' A
" The Honorable George McGovern . o ST,
" Chairman, U; S, Senste Select Committee : : ’
on Nutrition snd Human Needs -
walhington,’p. C.. 20250 - . : i . "

©

Dear Senater McGovern:

-In reply to .your telegram, I am happy co aubmixbthe'following information
" relative to South Carolina's Child Nutrition Programs in the order which
you have requested, . ' o
1. Number of paid lunches served daily this year ~ 197,334 - .
Number of free lunches served-daily this year - 2#7,053‘

Ndﬁber of paid breakfasts served daily this year - 1,657
Number of free breakfasts served daily this year - 28,731

2.. The average cblt of producing a lunch this year is bpproximltely 68¢.
The average cost of p{oducfhg a breakfast this year is ¢, as compared
to 64¢ and 30¢ respectively for last year. . .-

3. The students' price has increased by approximately 5¢ per.lunch and breakfast
. over lgst year's charge, Since our participation has not dropped, we cannot
correlate price increasg with loss of participation,; T

4; Number ofvreduch.price lunches served daily this year '« 14,766 * .
- Number of reduced price breakfasts served da{ly this year - 876, as compared
o 8,73; lunches and 560 breakfglts served last year st reduced prices.

5. All d¥serides #93)° have tnitiated the reduced price lunches this year and our
overall participation is up by 1% over last year. K . .

6. We continue to endorle‘a universal feeding program for all childrén s0 that
proper nutrition will be available to all atudents, | . e

7. Breakfast program participation has:lagged due to adminiltfative problems and

"thia is the fsmily job". attitude.
‘ S

8. No reconnandqtion. -
9. In view of the Eurfent food crisis, we think that a high achool youngltet'should
be allowed to refuse one of the basic four components, other than mil, , of the .

Type A”pattern,a,d atill receive full Federal reimbursément, Plate Vaa;e in the
breakfast program ia negligible. - . i
T S .

L= ) \

-
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«10A. We heartily andorse tha continuanca of tha commodity program since we balieve
N that 10¢ worth of commoditias purchased by the Federal govarnment would:cost
the school districts no less then 15¢ if purchased locally. Furthergora, we
ara now gearad to affactively adminiatar tha program with warehiouses §nd
trucking equipment. Especially would we lika to receive flour and oils in
future allocaticns, . . . .
» N - LY
108, 'iIf 'the,-cl@.l purchase frozen beans, 30 lb. box, the cost is $12.90
e U.S.D.A. price is $7.83. If the schools purchase canned ‘beans (Blue. Lake
Quality) the price is $9.81 for 6/10's. U.S.D.A.'pzjice is $ZJ.Z\.

11,~ Since 100% of our pubu’é schools participate in the National School Lunch Program,:
A\ this questfon for new progwams does not apply. "For existing pro;r‘lmﬂ, however,
at leaat twice thé current appropriation.is needed to replace obsolete and worn
out equipment in, schoola having over the state average of free and reduced.
price recipients. $275,793 is expected for Nonfood Assistance this year and we
could well use $600,000 for FY 76. P

12, Perhaps 5.7% increase in participation would be expected if the school lunch
program were madg universal, Since receipts from paying students toteled $16
million last year for the school lunch progrsm, we believe that universal

) lunch would cost*an additional $25 millfon in Federal funding in South Carolina.
. "' 1f the cost were 10¢ for all’ children, .obviously many of our current free sfudents
' would not' be able to have lunch unless food stemps could be used to pay for
‘;lynch.  This. may well be the solution to reduce bookkeeping. “I would hesitate
‘to j\el;{n\ute the additional money naeded to have such’a prograf in South Carolina.

13, If a universal program replaced the current program, at least $1 million in .
7. paper work alone would be saved by the local school districtsy not including.
approximately 50,000 manhours spent by local superintendents and administrators
in -dmini-ter}n; the current program. These are conservative estimates.

14, - The, following percent of school districts charge the lunch program for. the cost of!
A (utilities - 35% . : '
) / B, Transporsation of 'WSDA foods - 40%
/7 ] €. School administrative overhead (vary nagligible) )
J D. Employment of parsonnel for supervision during the lunch pariod - None

15, +No reimbursement per meal '1a mada from State appropriation for.lunch or breakfast,
_-Our state matching money for FY 76 will amount to approximataly $3k ;u.nion. :

e

’fh-n moniea are usad primarily for aalarias of local supervisors, atste haalth -
insurance program for all school food service amployeas and a genaral appropriation 'for
- paying neceasary expenditures connected with s¢hool food sarvicas. .

Wa genuinaly appraciate your dedicatad intersat in tha Child Nutr#tion Programs; and
. if ye can be of furthér assistance to you, pleasa advise. = ’

Sincerely, - >

David S, Matthews, Director
Office of School Food. Services
.- DSMigq}-

. ° ’ .
ERIC o
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OETEm : .
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cultural offairs | .

DlvklonolElemnlorudndSecBndoquTcodon m(mlum

Senator George'McGovern, Chatrman
Select Committee on Nutritfon and Human- Needs
2313 Dirksen Senate Building

Washington, 0.C. 20510 . -

Dear Senator McGovern:

The followiﬁg information is in résponse to your wire requesting information
relative to Child Nutrition Programs.

i 1. v?he number of'paiq lhnches\gerVed in South Dakota on the
average dafly is 90;200 and the number of %ree lunches 26.@00.
2. Thg average cost of ptoduciné a Type A junch in our state this
year wili exceed 99 gents.  The average cosé of a non-protein
breakfast is about 33 cénts:' These costs are up about 203
from last year. . ’
3. The students' price per lunch has increased about 5¢ ovef last
“year dnd breakfast‘about §.5¢. If we were not making an extra
effort to 1ncrease'part1c1pation thiﬁ year, our student loss
would probably be from five to ten per «cent, i
4. Approximately 3,000 reduced price lunches dre served daily and
about 200 breakfagts. More than twfce as many students are re-
ceiviné reduced price lunches and breakfasts as last year, The
pride factor keeps many families from applying who would quali-

+ . [ .

fy.
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5. The expanded reduced price lunches has doubled the number of
participants over last year. An additional 32 school districts

or about 15% of the total® in the state have initiated reduced

L
s

price lunches this year. - -
6. In order to, stop Ehe loss of paying students from ‘the lunch pro-

gram the price asked should: be kept below 50¢ per lunch. - ’

7. The“schSOI breakfast program has‘not expanded at the same raté

as the lunch program because of philosophy. Many boards of edu-
cation, who generally are ubper middle income, as are school
administrators refuse to recognize the need for the breakfast
program, Many school food service personnel are overburdened
and theg; are some administrative problems which cause a hold
back.. ) A
There should be much more information from the medig as to the
need for breakfasts for children, The medical profession needs
to get inyélved 1n'nutr1t10n. Educators must be made to realize
that proper nutrition.and learn;;g go hand in hand. Perhaps . -
we,neédrlegislation to sayrthaf if a school has the National School
Lunch Program then breakfast $hould be offered. .

9. ;

-

The modifications in the meal pattérn must be left to the ingenuity
vof the school food service personnél. Th? Type A_battern is a
f%ust unless the nutrient Standard approach can be adapted to the

needs of an average ﬁ?ogram. Stpdents shoulp be offered choices

ﬂ?q should be involved with the programst Breakfast patterns cer-

tainly must include as a minimum milk, Juice and bread or cereal.

.

o ‘
G0e21% ) w 7 we )
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. If the comiodity program were to énd at least 15¢ per meal would

be needed tbo offset the 1oss. The commodity progr}am must cone-
tipue and flour and other cereal products should again be

made available. . ) -
The us;e of bids using standards of quality presently found in
USOA donated foods 1s impossible in 95% of South Dakota schools,
If the quality standards were reduced nghtlly by ‘USOA bids at

Tower rates could more -easily be gotten and passed on to the

.schools. USOA has specific information and research Svailable

on a quality basis 1f they will make 1t available. We need a
change of philosophy by the USOA and a change of leadership. '
Equipment needs for new progra@s are minimal as all but four
independent districts with schools in excess of -100 enrolliment
are in the National School Lunch Program. Ht; cguld use between

$200,000 and 5300.000 for existing programs 1f we could match on

a 754-25% basis. We have been allocated $60,985 this year for

existing programs and $20,823 for no-program schools.

If the school lunch program were to be made a free universal lunch
in South Oakota it shoulld anticipate a 20 to 30 per cent increase
in particibation bringing participation to 85%. At tén cents per

lunch for a1l children we should c‘ntinue t6 have the problems of

_collection and also the 1ow income farﬂilies. l'am completely

opposed to Ssuch a program because it would be a farce to collect

a dime with per lunch costs reaching nearly a dollar.

180" .

<
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. I disagree with. those who maintain tﬁefe is a great deal of
cheating under the present system. Irfegl;gggl South Dakota fami-
1ies who are borderline with the income scale continue to pay for -

- _the feeding of their own children as well as paying the 'qos;ts of
those less fortunate through the federal income-tax.

A federa'.l budget of 3.5 billion along with state and local effort

" would supply the needs of all thdsé who ,wisﬁ to eat at schoo'l__._
This/s a small amourit when compared wi}h a ninety bi111én dollar
military budget.

13; It 1s difficult to ést1mate how much tihe and- money Soutﬁ Dakota

would save if a universal program replaced ‘the current program.

N

‘Ne cann‘ot assume that fedéra'l would pick up the total fgb.
The current certification procedure is not all bad. The economic
conditions- of many families are being analyzed as never before . '
and.so are the children who were born tlo less fortanste circum-
- . stances. Perhaps this interest b'y principals oF other certifiers
who should be humanitariz.ms has centered attention on the underpriv-
~ 1leged child ds never before, —— ~— ‘
14. The percent of school d’fsltrilcts in South Dakota which charge the
* lunch brogrﬂn for the following costs are: v
A Utflities-Sy estimate .
o B. Transportation of USDA foods--paid from state matching funds
' C. School administrative overhead--15% stimate
D. Supervisors dur1n§ Tunch period--20% estimate

Q .
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156, During fiscal 1975 ?n addition to paying the costs of transpor-
SO . 2

tation charges to public schools for USOA foods each public school
will receive abgut one and one-half cents per meal in state funds.
This s :n {ntrease of 100 per cent.orer the past three years.

A Néxt year reimbursement per lunch‘may reach three cents. The
total amount qf money requested from the 1ggis]atgre forifisca]
1976 1s $496,800. To the present time this seems to be acceptable
to fegislators. This 1' one school program for which they can

see tangible results from the money 1nvested

.
1 believe during a period of hard times such as we are now experiencing atten-
tion should be focused on proper nutrition for people as never before,
programs and especially .those which children watch on Saturday mornings could
play a tremendous role, - "Sesame Street" and "Fat Albert" have good followings
yet seldom {s proper eating or nutrition mentioned. Isn't “Sesamé Street"
funded directly from foundations which get tax breaks as, of course. do the
sponsors -of “Fat Albert", . v

) ; know you and your committee have all the facts and need no further input
rom me¢ .

Tha:k you for your continuing interest "in proper nutrition for people and Good
Luc .
/

. S1ncerely'your5.
A\ I
| ‘ Y, ‘ (22(,1(, )4"’%11.“4/&_
| : ‘ Hartfr Sorensen, Administrator
‘ . School Food Services
MS:dn ot
|
\

cc: Senator James Abourezk - .
‘Congressman James Abdnor :
Congressman Larry Pressier

1
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UTAH/STATE. BOARD OF EDUCATION

1400 UNIVERSITY CLUB BUILDING. 136 EAST SOUTH TEMME STREET
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84113 ’

. WALTER D TALBOT, STATE SUPLRINTENDENT OF PUSLIC NSJI\)C,“O'N ) e
L . = ’ January 31, 197'5
" Senator George McGovern , o ' .
T United States Senate » S ./ .
Washington, D.C. 20510 ~ " oo
Dear Senator McGovern: )
Thank you for giving us the q;:gorttfnity to forward answers to certain
questions you have regarding the Child Nutrition Programs. - :
We appreciate your intorest. in the wolfare of our children and 'the'suppo'rt
you especially’ give to tho School Lunch Program. ' . M
Attached is the information yo(x requested, If?_e cah £umish additional
information plcase let us know,
. Sincerely, :
. ) / : R
. Cl% D. éno'w, Coordinator
. o 1 Food Services Program
CDSiag s -
Enclosure
:
An
L]
- , _ i ‘
JAY ) CAMPBILL, Desty Supenitendent ° CLUPE D' SNOW, Adminitrotor
Offcs of Admnayjaton ond Listndion Serviee * Davision of Schoo! Foed Services
i .. Tetephone {801) 378.5471
LR
. 7 ) \f' .
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UTAH STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

1400 UNIVERSITY CLup BUII.DING 136 EAST SOUTH TEMPLE STREET
! ' SALT.LAKE CITY, UTAH 84111

WALTER D TALBOL, STATE SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

Mumber of Paid Lunches Daily . 159,983 156,303
Nutber of Free Lunches Daily _ 24,116 26,646
Number o? Reduced Price Lunchc_s Daily 913 ‘ ‘ 5,751
Narber of Paid Breakfasts Daily ' 600 635.
Méber of Free Broakfasts Daily 1,309 150
Number of Reduced Price Breakfasts Daily - . 0 . 78
Avcragc Cost to Produce a lunch - -~ $.6365 ©$.7135
Avorage Cost to Produce a Breakfast - 3202 182

Average Charge to Siudc;nt Per Lunch , .3619 .4000
Average Charge to Student Per Breakfast - . .1875 . 2313

What has been the effect of “expanded reduced price scale on participation?

8. Increasced number of free and reduced priéc meals. .
. How many school districts have initiated the reduced price Ninch this year?
. 1 3 L
a. 27

What lcgislntivo change.,, if any, would you rccomncnd to help stop the loss of
paying students in the lLunch Program?

a. Charge every child 10. cents per 1unch( M W ﬂlé)

b. Make reimbursements higher én all lunches, rather than stressing the free and
reduced lunch mmburscmnt.

why ‘has the Breakfast Program not expnndcd at the same rate as the lunch Program?
a. Is of shorter duration.

b. Population feels £amily should provide breakfast.

¢. Bus schedules.

JAY J. CAMPBELL, Degruty Superintendent . © CLUIF D, SNOW, Admmisnet
Oftce of Mme;alron ond Ingtitulion 'a'-mm " Dwiten ol Schosl '”‘-;’:Ko'

lho.hm [wll_JllMII‘
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¥hy has brcak/i’qs_t partidpation lagged? = . B N
b, Most famdlies feel breakfast should be provided at. hame. i

b. Breakfast pi‘ogrmns are, successful only ih schools that have a considerablg
number of free lunches. : : : '

. €+ Reinbursements minimm, no incentive.

khat changes, if mi)", in legislation would help improve the parl,ticipation
rate and the quality of the Breakfast Programs? - )

a. Elimindto_scp:imtc record keeping.
b. Do not tie reinbursement to the cost to produce ih_c breakfast.

what, if any modificatiéns in. the meal paf:tcrn of the lunch should be made :
to help increase participation and decrease whsto? o

‘o, limeh Program. Offer cither juice or milk, not both.

We suggest-that the "Type A School lunch Guide to the Amounts of Food
for Boys and Girls of Specificd Apes™ he incorporated as part of the

- type A Tunch-pattcrn regulations. ihe present regulation cndorses the

* adjustment for different age levels but has a limited amount of.food
adjustment. A wider range is needed to meot the varying needs of children.

‘ 7 .
.The type A lunch pattern should be dmng(&/so that a morc realistic volune
of foods is achieved for primary grades (K.- 3), particularly the milk
Tequirement., ’ ,

. In the '"ype Alunch Guide to the Amounts of Food 'for Children of
Specified Aged' the only provision for a reduction in the volumo of foods
scrved for the 6 - 10 year olds (primary grades) is a lesser amount of
cooked beans or peas and peanut butter. Yet the volume capacity for thiese
children may be considerably less than the older children. Experlence

" with our children in Utah tends to indicate that mmy of thesc gmall
children can not congume a full onc-half pint of milk along with the 6ther
components of the type A lunch., The guide should be.reviewed before it's
‘includion in the regulations. - - .

‘Meat/Meat Altomate Section ) ot o

.

R . N .
According to the requirement, in order to be counted in meefing the meat/-
meat alternate requirement the ng,h ‘protein foods must be sorved in‘h
main dish or main Qidh and onc other item. We.fail to see the nutritional
advantage of this for it scems immaterigl where the protein Source is
used as long as the required level is achieved for the total meal. Perhaps

.

. ' [ .
( \ %
. :

L
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v t L4 . - . "
. the allowable serving for the meat/meat alternate reguirement should be
morg equal in protein value, i.e. twdBnces edible melit or three
tablespoons peanut butter, or two eggs. D
To meet one-third of the RDA for 10 - 12 year olds is the gdal of the
type A lunch pattern.  This would be approximately 14 grans of protein
per lunch, It is generally accepted that a two-ounce serving of meat/- .
meat altemate will'yield 14 grams of protein, one-half pint ofunilk ’
§ grams ruking a total of 22 prams which is well above the RDA goal )
witlionit px'cn'c'oxlf;iderin;:),t}no bread or dessert item vhich generally will
. \;',yicl_g! adfitivnal proteing, .

.

~Fnliﬁ “and Vepotahle Sect itn

The fruit amd vegetable scetion of ‘the type A lunch patteyn appears to’

be adequate, however, USDA's interpretatiop in the Food Tuying. Guide, |

vhich 15 used gs the tool to determine compliance, has some inconsistencies
vhidh need revision, explanation and clarification. T3 Py

Dread Section e

From a nutritional stapdpoint, why is rice not acceptable in Hawaii as L.
a bread substitute? It has long been an acceptable substitute (cimilar
nutfitional valur) in hospitals and other types of fond services o that

it shauld be incorporated into the breald requircment for type A unches.. .

Milk Section - -

we feel the previous change te allow ali«‘()']‘:cs f {nilk has increased
parficipation and decreased waste, as well as giving greater student
. satisfaction. The mijority of our schools are using two-percent milk,

: There are inconsistencies throughout the nation reparding the wie of
. . milk shakes to meet the type A reguirchent for one-half pint fluid milk.
‘Since rany companies use a mix made up of nonfat dry 'milk we TaTT to see
the difference nuiritionally in the nee af “fluid” milk as compared to
dry milk reconstituted as stated in the regulations.

‘ ] More attention needs to be paid to the mutritional atanding of the food
and how it fits into the total mgal, Allowing competent nutritionists

to make these deeisions would be more valuable than all the repulating
don2 in Washington; but guidelines cstablished do not hold the weight, of
regulations to adninistrators of prograns, #herefore, the above regulation
changes are necessary to benefit the children.

' . ’ .
' b. Breakfast Progran. Beeawse qf the yoluno of Iiquid, generally hmilk and
juice is too much for the students. R
- Milk and fruit is adequate, but milk and juice sorved together is too much, .
© . .and fruit is not always available! .
s ; )
e . - .
. . ¢
Py —_ A
. '
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.a. Yes.’ : : .

If 50, how would you improve the Commodity Program?

a. No. Not the same quality,
. : '

For existing'prograirls? . .
] . -

‘&, $175,000 - . -

"How much do you expect to receive for each of these this year? .

1

1f the Commodity Program were to end, how much cash per meal would you need -
to offset the loss? . . S : o .
: N . .

a. Eleven to twelve cents per meal. - ' v -
, o .
Do you want the Commodity-Program to continue?

*

-

a. Purchase protein foods, .

b. «Purchase fruits and vegetables of good nutritional value.

c.. Let states know early in the year what foods will be purchased.
2

In your opinion, is it possible for schools to purchase from local Wholésal'eﬁ
certain food items such.a$ frozen meats and canned fruits and vegetables as .
cheaply as-the USDA is able to buy them assuming equal. quality? ° - ‘

.

¥hat arg Ayour equipmént needs for new programs? J} V
a. .- $25,000 T i - L

<

a. Newpmgrams:‘$18,000 ., .. S 2

b. Existing programs: $116,000 .. . .

.

What percentage increase in participation would you expect ifi the School
Lunch Program in your state if the School Lunch Program were to be made
universal? : . . . g .

" -, - . .

-

. . R Va
a. Approximately 25 percent. .

Would -you favor such a program?

a. Yes. * - ) ) W‘

b. Some schodls would £ind it difficult to handle the increased particypation
with their present facilities and equipment. .

'
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- 15. Can you estlmate the additional monies Tieeded to have such a program in .
your state?. - ‘ T B

a. .Approximately $17,500A,00_0 at 10 cents per student meal,
16, How much t1me and money would your state save if a Lm1versa.1 program replaced
the current program?

. a. We do not lcnow how much to expect the state or federal to pay under such -
" a program.

And 1f the current certJ.fJ.catJ.on and reportmg paper work were replaced
accordmgly" : .

a; This item is difficult to determine, Not all districts charge thes
procedures to the program.. There will a.lway§ Have to be records_k

1% What percent of the school districts in you1 state charge the Lunch Program
. for the followmg costs?

a. Utilities? o ‘ e © 1008 S
~b. Transportation of USDA Féods? . e 1003 . .
c. - School Administrative Overhéad? . ' 100%

d. Employment of Persommel for Supetvision in lunch Room? . ° 100%

18, What,.if any, are -the current levels o£, state re:.mbursements you receﬂre for
lunches this year? Vi

o -

"a. lunches? , ~ A e »07 cents
b. Breakfasts? . , o e .
| How much has this increased. the last three years? N
N ) /
a, .01 cent per lunch . ‘
Y o+ 19. Wbhat is th‘e.total amount of state money you cutrently receive? ¢ = - )
& a. $2,500,000 ; ’ L .
~ . e . ° . . . h
" é r ' ' - - - -
« , . T . B
. ’ ' ') D . - »
.o . . - s A\ N
o N o )
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" STATE OF VERMONT
. OEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
_ MONTPELIER - ~

LA , osez .

AJanuary 36. 1975

7

* Senator George McGovern, Chairman : .
United States Senate
SeTect Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs
Senate Annex Building .
d27 C §treet. Northeast *
Washington, D. C. 20510 ’

Dear Senator McGovern' .

" Vermont's Department of Education Child Nutrition- Program staff‘has received
your telegram and offer the fo]]owing comments. . .

1. Average number paid lunches served each day -- 37,681
- ‘Average number free lunches served each day ~- 16,943
-Average number paid breakfasts served each day -- 472
*Average number free breakfasts served each. day -- 511

. 2. Average cost of producing a lunch and breakfast:

This Year Last Year .
» .- "Lunch s ° . . :
N - Breakfast 3750 .2980 -
3., Student price increase over last year: . ; . v "
. ' Ldnch Average $ 06 o 'f;*~-

Breakfast " None

While a loss in participation because of 1ncr!gsed charge to
the child cannot be determined at this time, overall, paid .
lunches have decreased by 4.8 percent; free lunches. served

~ have jncreased by 3.2 percerit, and reduced lunches ‘served
have increased 1. 6 percent y

4, Reduced price lunches served each day =~ - this year - 2 ,687.

RedUced price breakfasts served each day - this year - 35

Reduced priced lunches have increased 90.8% over last year
(Sept-Nov '73: 69,872;  Sept-Nov '74 133,337)

Reduced piiced breakfasts Sérved - 84, 8% increase over last year
(Sept-Noy '73: 746- ‘Sept-Nov '74: 1,379) .

: 2 5 13\] £
O ) : ) "‘:‘1
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Participation in reduced price lunches to total lunches served
has increased 1.6 percent. The State Board of Education's

policy in Vermont requires that all schools offer reduced price
Tunches. - .

Legislation for universal free school lunch wduld have the most

. positive affect to help stop the loss of the paying student.

Low parf'icipatibn_'in the breakfast'progralh is due partly to

.. attitude particularly by school administrators that "this is

1.

2.

. from partic‘ipét'in_g."

the family job." School-Food Service overload is a definite
contributing factor as well as the additiona] recordkeeping
needed, plus the fact that bus‘Sc’heduH_ng prevents many schools

Additional Federal Legislation would not help improve the
participation in the breakfast program in Vermont.

More emphasis and funding for Nutrition Education is neces-

sary for increased participation and decreased waste instead

of modification in meal patterns.

. - Vermont is strongly opposed to ending the conmodi ty program.

A small state such as Vermant does not have the purchasing
power to obtain prices as favorable as those.secured nation-

ally. The Department of Agriculture should continue to
purchase commodities.. . i : )

N t .
Some rural areas of Vermont are not serviced by local whole-

“salers. No local schools n Vermont could purchase supplies

as cheaply as the Department of Agriculture is able to,
quality could not be equalgd. :

$213,000.00 Est'imate;
$ 55,000.00 Estimate)

Equipment Needs:

New Proig.rams,
Existing Programs

FY 1975 Appropriation:

New Programs $29,112.00
Existing Programs - $30,395.00

. QISR , _
Estimated 20 percent would be anticipated in Vermont if the
school lunch program were to be made universal. A universal
program at 10 cents per lunch cost for all students would be
favored. It is estimated that Vermont would need at the min-.

-+ imum, $7,438,523.00. This estimate is based on current per -

plate cost and takes into consideration, state relmbursement,
child charge and school board's recommended contribution.

140
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13. State and local saving wpuld occur to some degree with elim-

¢ ination of some paperwork, i.e. free and reduced policy.
Additional staff would be needed to monitor new and exi st1ng
programs

~ .

14, A1l scheels in Vermont have been instructed to c]a1m 1nd1rect\
: costs. The percentage of schools that are handling this
directive correctly cannot be determined at this time '

- 15.. The current 1eve1 of state reimbursement on lunches this year-
: -~ - $.0250, breakfasts--0. There has been no substantial.
+ . 1increase over the previous three years.. Total state appro-
priation for fiscal year 1975 - 5225 000 00. )

If fhrthe.r-mformatio‘n is needed, please contact us. *
N ’ L S'In\cﬂlely,
_. ) . 7_,_/“ A0t / // o
N _— (Miss) Banba A. Foley, R.’D.
| . : Chief, Child Nutr1 tion Programs
- BAF/ke
o . )
|
| :
“
. : - .
i ) N
¢
. ~
. 7 N Yooa o
: »
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GOMMONWTH or V'RG”\J]Ar

"STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
’ RICHMOND. 23216

January 31, 1975 .

+ The Honoruble Geor;e McGovern, ch.ir-nn
* United States Senate
Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs
Halhington, D.C. 20510 . .
. .
..Dear Senator M&Govern:r . . . .
. in response to the questions in your tele;rnn of Jnnua'ry “23, 1 submit
the tollowm; information; .
1. How many paid %or and tree lunches, on the average, are ler.v'ed
* in your state each day? Breakfast? (Use dnta from the latcst -
uvailable month). :

Average weals per day lmed in .November. 197“

Lunch; Fell Price 400 ,y3642
v Free . 226,284
L 2% .
o i Breakfast Full Price o 34703 : ) .
N . Free - ) 17,569
2. what do you eltilate is_the average cost in your state of
pro ucin‘ 8 Funch this year? A Breakfnt? __How doea this .
combare r.o last year? .

“Estimate ot Aveérage Cost of Producing Helll ‘

- 197374 1974-75
o Lunch . .6069 72
Breakfast ) .273’0-\ .31 .
N 3. Has the ‘students’ price increased r lunch over last year?
s s+ Per Breakfast How much, on-the average, is the increase for
. gach? Can you correlate loss of participation .among-payin
-~ l}udenl’.l_, £ _any, with thi® increase? 1f so what il it?
Average i.ncrene in ‘.tudenr. price for meals: . ¢
a - Lunch .05 o -
- N " Breakfast -.05
There is a possibility that nany schools will i.ncrene the price
" . another S cents before the end of the present school year.
i 1 4 (') R
B tar
o . S 1 Y.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic: : ) R

- .




) B 139 - o
b . .
o . “.
4
K In past years schools have éxperien_ced a decrease of 5-10 percent
. in participation when the price for meals were increased. This year
‘. the average number of full price meals did not decrease significantly.
It is anticipated that another increase this year will result in a
- large drop in the participation of paying students.

4. How many reduced price lunches are served each day? Breakfast?
How do these figures compare with last year at this time?

Average Reduced Priice meals per day (November)

. P 1973 . 1974
- - . ' Lunch 4,384 13,266 .

° Breakfast 86 - 389
5. wWhat has been thc effect of the expfmded reduced price prpgram on
participation in .your state? How many achool districts have initiated
the reduced price lunches this year?

The expanded Reduced Price program has not increased total partici-
pation. Due to the increased spread of reduced price {ncome levels,
school districts were more receptive to offering reduced prices.
Thus, more students become eligible for reduced price meals.

Thirty-eight additional school districts initiated the reduced price
program this year. Of the 135 school diastricts in virginia, 75 are
> now providing reduced price meals. . . -

6. What legislative changes, if any, would you rccommend to help stop
the loss of paying students 'in the lunch program?

Funda bg made available to support a strl'."oAng nutrition education
program \n each school.

Have a un
students.

ysal free lunch program or a universal price for all

Revise the Type A meal requirements for high school students.

7. The school breakfast program has not expanded at the same rate as
the lunch. program. Why has program participation lagged funding?-
Administrative problems? Lack of public information? School food
_personnel overloaded? The "This is the Family Job" attitudo?

Many -admirdistrators have the attitude that breakfast s not a school
tesponsibility. .

Administering the present free nnd reduced price progrnm will add to
problems and paper work. .

Adminiatrntors atate that bus schedules will not permit a breakfast
program. S

-  There LB a fear that the income will not be asuffic Lent to cover the
additiorfal labor and other expensel.

. [}
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8. What chan eé, i any, in the legislation would help improve the
participdtion rate and quality of the breakfast programy, .

Establish a universal program either free or 5 cents, fof all
students. This would eliminate the administrative probklems
and paperwork resulting from the frece and reduced price ‘program.

» L] . .. .
9. What, if any, modifications in the meal pattern should be made o

to - help increase participation and decreasé waste in the lunch
, program? The bieakEast profram? .
- —

_ .The size serpving'of the various componetits of the meal pattern
~ should be reduced fvr children ages 6-9.

Change the vegetsble/fruit requirement to “%-cup for children
ages 6-12. :

10. A) 1If the comd&dtgy program were to end how much cash per meal

would you need to offset the loss? Do you want the commodit -
Program to continue? 1f so, how would you improve it or change o
it?

B) 1In ysur og'inl.ont is it possible for schools to purchase from
local wholesalerd cBrtain food items such as frozen meats and

" canned fruits and vegetables as cheaply as the USDA is able to
bu '

them, assuming equal quality? 1If not, please give .an cxample
of the cost differential for one item.

©A) It {s estimated that schools would need a minimum of 15 cents
per meal to offset the loss of commodities. 1 strongly recommend
the continuation of the commodity program. - -

It would be most helpful if schools knew prior to the opening of

the school term the commodities to be received, the arrival date,
-and the amount. This information can then be used in menu planning,
purchasing, etc.

B) The large school districts can purchase as cheaply as the
U.8.D.A. This is due to having professionally trained personnel

to write specifications bid buying, large quantity purchases, and
haying large storage tacllitiel.l The. smaller districts do not have
tiose advantages. .

The cost of ground beef ranged from a low of .6648 to $1.02 per
pound. The.low cost being in a large division doing centralized
purchasing. The high cost was by a small schoel with 1imited
sources from whicheto purchase. Tt is questionable' that the local
purchases are as high quality as the donated foods.
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What are your equipment nceds for new programs? For existing programs?
How much do youd expect to receive for each of these this year?

All existing public schools in Virginia have food service facilities.
.Non-food asmsistance 18 nceded for equipment replacement and for ad-
ditional equipment to meet program neceds. It is estimated there ia
a present need for $490,000 for this purpose.

" vicginia. has recefved $401,695 unrestricted equipment funds and
$471 in restricted funda, ] ‘ '

What percentage increase in participation would you oxpect in_your
state ifothe school lunch program were to be made universal, at
10 cents per lunch for all students? Under such a program, it is
assumed that the need for totally free lunches would be minimal.

Would you tavor such a program? Can you estimate the additional
monies nceded to have such a program in your state?

Total participation is presently 66% of students in Average Daily
Attendance. It is estimated that with a 10 cent universal program
the participation will increase to 90% of students.

N «
How much time and money would your state suve if a universal program

replaced the current program, and the current certification and re-
port ing paperwork was reduced accordingly? ’
—

It ia gatimatéd that achools and school districts devote 1.25 million
manhours in the printing and distributing of required letter, applica-
tions, and Scale; reviewing and ceitifying applications; notifying
parents of action taken on application; distributing and handling

" tickets; reporting proceedures) ctc. .

The above manhours gepresentsan estimated cost of $7,000,000.

‘What percent.of the school districta in your state charge the lunch
program for the cost of:

%
A. Utilities | = 2%
" B. ‘Transportation of U.S.D.A. Foods ‘ 20%
C. School Administrative Overhead 12%
D. Employment of Porsonnel For Supervision 2% ‘:#'
during lunch period ;
o .

! °
A}

Wwhat, If §hy! are the current levela of state reimburscments you
reccive for junches this year? Bfecakfast? How much has this
{ncreased in thc last three (3) years® What is the total amoun
of atats money you currently receive? . -

tunch -- _Stutu funda paid to achool {iatrictu for lunch'rcimburacmcnt‘
. FY 1973 PY 1975

Por lunch : 0067 .01734
Total Amaunt $768,888 $1,957,110

]: K 3 ALY (3 = T s |t
.
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$2,931,405 is availadle for FY 1976.

Breakfast ~- No State funds are appropriated for the Brehktuut
Program. I B

. . ’
1 this office can provide furtheér information, please contace me.

Sincerely,

* 140
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ISPI " Superintendent ofPub'l'ic Instruction

DR. FRANK 8. BROUILLET * OLD CAPITOL BLDG.. OLYMPIA, WASH. 98604

February 7, 1975

[

Senator George McGovern .
. Senate Sclect Committee On
Nutrition and Human Needs

U. S. Senate Building

Washington, DC 20510 . -~
Dear Senator McGovern: P
v This lctkpg is in rclpgplc to your Fclctypc of January 24, 1975.
1. MNovember, 1974 Freo Roduced Price Paid Total
A Lunch - 80,236 15,062 202,85% 298,151
Broakfast 10,056 765 3,204 14,025

2. Weo estimate the average cost'in our state of producing a lunch at 70¢
and bréakfast at 40¢. The estimite for last year was 67¢ for lunch.
and 35¢ for breakfast. . . )

v § R ) )
. 3. Lunch prices wore increased th 114 school districts this year:
No. of School Districts - Increcase Per Meal
v 8 . Y 5¢
» 25 10¢
' * 4 k) -15¢
1 . 205

-

These school districts roprosent 30.4% of the total purbiciputioﬁ in ,
the program. The average daily participation for November, 1973 was
93,078 and for November, 1974 it was-90,716. This is a decrcase of 2.6%.

Thc:pcrccnt of participation in the lunch program has increased state-wide
approximately 2%,

- Total enrollment has dropped approximately 0.7% (7/10 of one percent).

Breakfast prices wore increased in 11 school districts this yeﬁf:

No. of School Districts Increase Per Meal
© 8 ' : 5¢
k) 10¢

The average daily participation for November, 1973 was 6,300 and for
November, 1974 it was 7,185. This is an increcasc of 14X,
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There is 8 decresse in psrticipstion among the ply1n5 students but it
csnnot be dstermined whether it is due to the higher eligibility guilde-
lines for reduced price meslsdor to anreulel in the selling prices of
mesls.

Reduced Price l;unchea; November, 1973 7,635 pc'r day
November, 1974 15 062 pcr dsy
(Incrcase of 97.3%)

Reduced Price Breakfasts: Novenmber, 1973 ' 278 per day
. November, 1974 765 per day
- (Incresse of 175.2%)

1974 Fiscal Yesr-~16 School Districts Did Not Offsr Reduced ..Pri.co Lunches
255 School Districts Did Offer Reduced- Price Lunches

1975 Fiscal Yesr--10 School Districts Do Not Offar Reduced Price’ Lupches A

258 School Districts'Do Offer Reduced Price Lunches
Refer to "4" for the. effect of the expanded reduced price progrsm.

Increased Section 4 reimbursement. More timely information 6n reimburse-
mont rates snd other Federsl support of the progrsm. This has improved
but there is still a long wsy t{ go. : ’

This is not applicable in the Sthte of Washington.
T
None. . ’ e

Make provivision for milk alternates, i.e., yogurt and commercial lhhkﬁ
mix. Improve the ability of menu writers and cooks. This would help
more than changing the meal puttorn.

A) For the current’ year, 15¢ per meal. In some smaller, remote scho
districts it would be more. Some of the school districts would
rather have cash than commodities.

In many ways, the programs would be casier to administer.if therﬁ
was no food distpibution progrsm, i.e., plsaning would be casier 1if
we were receiving all cash.

B8) The cost of obtaining food depends a great dell upon the size nnd
location of a school district. -

Equipment Neecds for New Programs: 5250,000

. Existing Programs: $185,000

Raseﬁcd ‘Funds~=Fiscsl Yosr 1975:  §79,778
Unreserved Funds--Fiscsl Year 1975:  $5182,892
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12, _Expected Increase: 25-35%. " ‘Our current articipation is 42-43%.
, 3

@urrently, 92.4% of tha public school children\in this ‘-r’fﬁu .
attending schools plrticipltini in th& National\ School Lugth Program.

uaa/f:;—centl (10¢).

13. Besides time and wmoney, we are lﬁ:a thst the ihterest 1:“:hd support
of the food ssrvice programs by school administrators would increase
immcasurably with ‘the elimination of the current certification and
reporting papervork involved in the frse and reduced price lunch
prigram. Voae : .

No, for there are many poor who could not afford

‘ 14. _ The liltéazitell are part of the cost of operating food service

. programs and as such should be shown in the accounting process.”

. . - ‘
Federel reimbursement and children's payments do not cover the o
of operating the programs. Thus, State and local funds mist &lso be
used to support the program.

15. The Suplfintendent of PubIIC'Inltruction.budgct request currently under

consideration by the Legislature for Piscal Year 1976 is $3,836,677.
We hope this intor-ltion 1s helpful to you. ~ ,
. . Very truly yours,

(@ﬁmﬁn’g; u(x{ffé(’
18

. ) Supe or, Food Services

‘.
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Btxté of Went Wirgintn

Bepariment of Ehuention -
o viesten .
RO ¢ 3303 .
OANIEL & TAYLOR
Fare BUPEMNTERSEnT ) I Janusty 28, 1975

OF $CuooLR

o

Tha Honorsbls Georga McGovern, Chsirman

United States Senats Salact Committea on Nutrition and Hulln‘Nnedl
Unitad Statsa Congfass ) c v N

Washington, D.C. /

Dear Senator McGovarn: . S

»

.

Child Nutrition Programs auminiatarad by. ths Waat Virginis Department of Education.
-Sincs this depsrtment sdministars thass\prograss only in the public achools, infor- .

We have recsivad your recent ;Qle;ru %ueulns current information conéernln; the
mation concerning private achool participstion must ba obisinsd from the U, S.

Depsrtment of Agricultura.

. -
Approximately 97,598 Waat Virginis achool childran psy ths full pricas for their
school lunches esch day whila 71,401 hava spplied for and Xsceivs s free lunch.
In the 317 schoola which participats in tha school.breakfast program, 6,179 pay
tha full price for their breskfssts esct®day while 20,871 studsnta hava applied
for snd recaive s free breskfaat.

Currsntly, ths avarags cost of producing s school lunch in Waat Virginia, {ncluding
county wubsidies {s approximataly 85 cents. Tha svarags cost of producing s school
braskfast ia 35 cents. -Thass coats are spproximately 15 par cant higher thau coats

during ths fiscal yesr 'of 1974,

~

!:uden: pricss for tha school lunch-and ths school Breskfast havs increassd by fivs
to ten cants par meal from Janusry, 1974 to January, 1975. Participstion in tha
Nationsl School Lunch Program droppsd by 3,000 studants during the apring of 1974
snd has not increased markedly from this lsvel. £4ncs the number of ‘studanta
spproved for frae and reducsd prics lunchas has incresasd duving this time pertod,
¥s assums that. tha drop in participstion has been a rasult of thess }nctelnnd
pricas. : . . c

Approximately 43,339 studsnts racaive s reduced price wchool lunch sach day while
20,871 receive a reducad price luncli and 17,984 vaceived.a reducad;prica bresk= '
faat. .This marked incresse ia dus to the state-wide sdoption of tha expanded }
reduce price aligibility standsrda. .

.
.

. ' .
Tha numbar of achools participating in tha achool braakfast program has ingrasssel
by 37 from fiacal year 1974. Moat achoola srs hasitant to participsts in the
achool breskfaat program for,ons or mors of ths following rsssons: {ncressad
racord ksepitiy requirements; lack of peraonnel; limitad equipmant and facilttiss;
hasitancy to participate #incs tha "freszs" on breakfsat programs which occurrad.
savaral ysars sgo dus to limited funding. : -

o
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donated foods were discontinued, at least 20 cents per lunch would be needed to

- system in many small counties where perghnnel are not available to purchase foods.

147 - , .

Changes in legislation which, would. help increase particpation in the school food
service programs would be an initiation of a "reduced" price-school lunch and
breakfast which would reduce record keeping requirements and accountability
problems as. well as protecting the anon y of the child. It is estimated that
participation in the sthool lunch prograw would increase to 90 per cent as compared
to the current 65 per cent level of participation. Since, in West Virginia, 55
pet.cent of all lunches served generally are free or at a reduced pricen a sub-
stantdal ‘saving: in record keeping expenses could be realized.

Provision of a supplemental or "snack" meal in the ‘public schools similar to
that used in the Special Food Service Program would increase participation in
child feeding programs at the kindergarten level as well as at the junior and *
senior high school level Ky
In reply to your.request for information concerning the need for government—donated a
foods, this program is essentfal in this state. If the prov&sion of government—

replace this subsidy. This amount wpuld be needed to establish a purchas

In all events, procurement of foods, delivery and storage would be a serious

problem in the more rural areas of this state. @

For the fiscal year of 1976, we estimate that approximately $185,000 will be needed

to establish new programs in 1N\ of the 15 "“no program' schools in West Virginia.

Another $54,000 will be needed for expansion of existing programs and $553,000 will

be needed for maintenance of existi; programs in schools serving children from low

income families. The funds allocaqég for non-food assistance in West Virginia for '
fiscal year 1975 are $18,427 in fun¥s reserved for "no program” schools and $143,128

. for maintenance and expansion of .existing school food service programs. No provision

has been made to assist school di*ricts with séhool consolidation progrqmg . -

'

.

The total amount of state money appropriated as State Aid Eor Cooks Salaries has
increased from $700,000 to $850,000 during the past three years.. A request for
$925,000 has been included in the State's budget request.: Ecr fiscal year 197%6.

We take this opportunity to thank you for your continued interest and support of
the child nutrition programs. Please contact this office 1f we may be of further
assistance.
k)
t
Sincerely, |

thu. 7:1{ /Z/‘ LLve L Ly,

. Faith Gravenmier, Director
_ School Food Services

e

FG/n o » '
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. . . - . Barbara Thompson, Ph.D.

* LY . . . . State Superintendent
) '. . . - N .
F_f_ebruary 10, 1975 o . . R =l ‘ 0;;?:: Stevens, Ph. D‘

DI VISION FOR SCHOOL BOARD AND ADMINISTRA TOR SERVICES
Donald E. Dimick, Assistant Superintendent

The Honorable George McGovern Chairman
U.S. Sensate Select Committee on” Nutrition .
and.Human Needs . - -

Weshington D.C. . L -

Dear Senator McGovern:
C . . i . @

The .folloving date is provided in response to your .telegram request -
for information sbout the National School Lunch, School“Breskfast,
Special Food Service and Commodity Progranms opergting in Wisconsin's
public schools.- The operating date 15 for October, 19Th.

' ‘ih./\‘

327,531 . .

1) a) Peid for lunches served dlily e s e s e

" 'b) "Free lunches served ' dsily . . s+ « + + « « « 78,729 -
c) Paid for breskfassts served daily. . . ... .. 14,955
d) Free bre-krut's- served d-ily'. e ee 00 . 3,557

¥ . T >, . . .
2): 'a) ‘Estimated sVersge lurich cost {197k~ Sl T .
' b) " Estimated aversge breskfast cost (1QTU-T5). ‘37.95¢ T
c) Average lunch cost (1973-Th). .*. .\ . . . 65.10¢
: d) Aversge bresdkfast-cost (1973-Th). ./ . . . 34.50¢

3) a) Student lunch prices have increased over last year . -
by sbout O3-cents a.lunch on a'statewide -average. o o
. b) The breskfasst program is rather 1nsignificant; the
) state average price incresse was Ol-cent.
c) On a stetewide basis, the number .of psying students
. in October, 1974 was ’.30 per cent,less than in
October, 1973. The decresse may have been caused
by the 1ncreue in the number of free -nd r&duced
price lunches. . .
« 1) a) Reduced prige lunches served daily. . . . . 3,018
: b) Reduced price breskfasts served daily . . . 54 T
c) Reduced price lunches served dsily (Oct., '73) 532 :
d) Reduced price breakfasts served daily (Oct.,'73) 20

5) The expanded reduced price program from 150% to 175% has not
* | " produced any significant change in reduced meal participation.
The number of school districts offering the reduced price meal
hes slmost doubled this year. 61 public districts (sbout 15%)
are nov participsting in the reduced price programs; last year
34 offered reduceéd price meala to the students.

®

126 Langdon Street, Madison, Wis 53702

o
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6).

8)

Students not eligible for free or reduced price meals
will participate when the established charge is sbout
the same as the food cost for the meal served. I believe
ve need lepislation that would eéstsblish 8 maximum meal .
charpe based on the school's aversge per nesl food cost
end which would authorize genersl. cash assistance funds
to offset locsl district costs beyond the sversge per
meal food costs. The escalation of mesal costs and the
attitude of most school suthorities to operate s "break
even" program will eéventuslly reduce the Child Nutrition
Proprsms to welfsre programs if present pricing and
funding formulss continue,

Breakfast progrems are not expanding in Wisconsin for

8ll of the reasons noted. However, I believe thast
administrative problems and school food Personnel

overlosd are the two main ressons for the lag. Certeinly
the "this is the family Job" response is evident but

it often sppesrs to be 8 cover-up for the other reasons '
given. ) . . '

One could quickly respond by saying that incressed

funding would help but participstion is not as hiph es
expected in the "especially needy: school breskfast nrograms.
Also, in the larger city schools, mauy sdministrative problems
must be overcome. It would 1x4volve nepotisting with as meny
@g five unions in some school districts to chanpe, the working
times and duties to 1mplenent @ breskfost propram, I don't

-believe the problem can be golved Ly legisletive chenpes .

short of nand ing the breskfasst progrsm and fully funding
it which I sm no% retommendinf;. .

The Type A psttern should be retained in the elementary
levels, but a nutrient standard type of » meal psttern
should be offered in the secondsry levels, The nutrient
standsrds would allow grester flexibility in menu desipgn .
to reflect student preference and esting hebits. If
students do not .acquire a tasteé for 2 particular food item
by the time they sre in the junior or senior clsss levels,
it is genersally recornized that they will not be accepted .
so why continue to proville such items, We experience little
vn?t'e in the breskfast programs. ’

A) Wisconsin schools are dqing some bid purchesing of
foods on a regional besis., I don't believe there would

be sn economic loss to the schools if. cesh was provided

in lieu of commodities. Furthermore, schools could buy
what they really wanted to satisfy their particular student
tastes. ' Sthools now buy 80% of their food needs. The
emphasis should be on better purchasing practices and
procedures. The: Stgte Agency Food Service Bureau employs

. .

-




. . - .
T ‘s School Food Procyrement Consultant to provide this -
service to the schools.. - :

It should be noted, too, that the uncertesinty of the
' Commodity Prograsm csuses many problems. It becomes
more difficult to maintsin an efficient and economic
disgribution system when kinds and smounts of food . &
fluctuste. It becomes most difficult to distribute - : .
foods snd to utilize foods advantageously when the
users are numerous snd small, such ag is the situation
with the growing numbers of institutions.

v B o N
It is a resl problem to the State Agency consultants to
. make kitchen fatility and delivery system recommendstions.
. Wisconsin hsd about 90% of the participating schools ’
1 : baking breed snd/or rolls. The flour snd shortening
’ ‘“cutback is causing meny to reduce or discontinue their
beking progrsms. Should we be reconmending baking
equipnent snd floor space in new kitchen plens that
school districts sre presently building? Schools
purchesing prepared meals from industry csnnot utilize
the.commodities effectively. And while sone processing
»‘contracts heve reportedly renerated sovings, we cannot
N overlook the State Ag®ncy coet to implement and monitor
these progrems. No, I dou't want the ‘Cormodity Program
to conwinwe., I would prefer the cash for the Wisconsin
schools., ’ -

B) Yes it is. As I indicsted in (A) sbove, most schools .. . .. -

“need help in purchosing. It b better to enphasize s ~
savings on the 80% of food purchase¢ thast the local schools C .
must do. Presently schools cen buy ground beef cheaper :

locally then thet purchased. by the USDA. Also, flour snd,

other items when the per pound instste delivery cost is

added to the government purchsse price.

11) Wiscousin has a greater need to updete and help schools
maintain their program operation than to provide for
new programs.: We should have ‘sbout $300,000 for new
schools and $500,000 for ongoinp program schools. We -
expect to receive {264,727 regerved funds and $237,051
- \unreserved funds,

12) There i no doubt thst participotion would imcresse by . .
-T5%. -I would favor puch 8 progrsm but would prefer a :
o “universsl lunch progren snd eliminste all the other
schoolfood service programs, including the Specisl -
Milk Pr¥pram. The 104 progrem would reguire sbout
$70 M additionel moniesa.for the stste of Wisconsin.

.
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13) The Ststs nmetching and educstion sids pi"ymenu' of
spproxinstely $2.5 M would be eliminsted, I can't
- estimste the locsl educstionsl sgency cost redugtion
N if certificstion snd reporting psper work vwss reduced
by the provision of s universsl lunch progrsm. No
doubt it would be substsntisl, It would hsve little
fiscsl impsct on the State Agency in thet regsrd, -

14) A) .Nons
B) A L
C) None ' P -
D) Lasss than 10% .
‘15) Up to 20-csnts per lunch served free or st s reduced
. price to help defrsy production costs thst exceed the
- sveilsble, fedsrsl reirharsements, lone for breskfssts.
e No incresse in reimbursement rstes in psst.three yesrs,
"Sl.\?l ,464 wes sppropristed directly through. Stste Aid
thi¥ yesr, Schools will receive sdditionsl sids through
the genersl educstion sids to defrsy spproximstely hof%,
on the sversge, of the progrsm operning lossss experienced
during the yesr.

- . Sincerely .
B8 [t///

EIWARD J, POST, DIFECTOR - - - S SN
Bureau for {Jchool Food Services : : - o

EJP:krt

. \) B : .‘
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THE STATE OF WYOMING

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION a
STATE OFFICE BUILDING WEST R Y
« CHEYENNL, WYOMING 82002 m‘“ O, SCHRADER

January 30, 1975 - . [N, -

“'~‘ R . ’ . .
Senator Geoirge McGovern, Chairman .
U. S. Senate Select Committee on
Nutrition and Human Needw”

United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510 ’ : S e

RE: Telegram_dated January 23, 1975 LA 3
#.”ﬁédr Senator McGovern: »

. o . . .
I certalnly appreciate the opportupnity to reply to the following .
questions concerning Child Nutrition Programs. I feel that it is
most importafit for the state agencies who are intimately involveds _ .
with the local achool food service programs to be able to provide infor-
mation to your committee in order for needed revisions in legislation
to be made copcerning the Child Nuqritipn Programs,

The. answers- td your questidns are as follows: -~

1. .How many paid for and free lunches, on the average, are served
in your state cach day? Breakfast? (Use data from the latest
available month.) " : )

Lunches per day (September through November, 1974{

PUBLIC SCHOOLS T PRIVATE .SCHOOLS)J )
‘Paid ' Free - ' Paid ree
32,896 5,557 778 289 Cn

X Bfeukfuuta per day (September through November, 1974)

© PUBLIC SCHOOLS : PRIVATE SCHOOLS N
Paid " Free " paid Free
32 . 360 9 119

2. What do you estimate is the average cost in your state of
.producing. a lunch this year? A Breakfast? 1How does this
compare -to last year? . L

PUBLIC SOHOOLS Aver&ge.annudl'cost per lunch through November 1974,
B is 69¢ compared to an average annual cost of 65¢ for
the 73-74 school year. .

[
@
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PRIVATE . SCHOOLS Aﬁeragd annual cost of 57¢ last year compared to.
an average annual cost of 57¢ this year through
November, 1974.

-

PUBLIC. SCHOOLS=~BREAKFAST Average cost per breakfast 63¢ through
: -‘December, 1974, compared to an average annual '
average cost of 62¢ for last school year.

. . _ i v ..

PRﬂVATE SCHOOLS-BREAKFAST Average cost per breakfast 47¢ through

A -December, 1974 compared -to an average annual cost
© of 40¢ per breakfast last school year.

3. .Has the student's price increased per lunch over last year? .
‘ " Per breakfast? . How much, on the average, is the increase for
each? Can you corrclate loss of participation among payihg
students, if any, with this increase? If so, what is it?

»
PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Price per lunch last year 45-55¢, Price per lunch this year
50-60¢. Price per breakfast last year 35¢, Price per broakfast:
this ycar 40¢% : A )

. \ -

. ) * PRIVATE SCHOPLS : - "

rrice per; lunch last year 30¢, - Price pof lunch this year 35¢. ;,r
. Price per breakfast. last year 20¢. Price-per breakfast this year 20¢,

PUBLIC SCHOOLS

\ . Participation is up. this year 39,170 lunches per day to date compared
, to 38,281 lunches per day for last year. :
L[4

PRIVATE SCHOOLS

’

1,047 lunches per day last year cbmpured ;o 1,070 lunches per day
this year. . '

4. How many reduced price lunches are served each day? Breakfast?
How do these figures compare with last Yyear at this time?

PUBLIC . SCHOOLS

Reduced Price Lunches Pexr Day Reduced Pricc Breakfasts Por Day
This Year 716 9. ’
Last Yeay 497 T : . 8 - ’
PRIVATE SCHOOLS *
i b R oo . . - . .
Reduced Price Lunchesn Per Day Reduced Price B;edkfuata Par Day
‘This Year® 3 ‘ IR -0 . ‘ : .
‘Iast Year 4 ) . 0 . .
[+
11) (

. O ‘ . L
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5. What has boen the effoct of the expanded reduced price program
on participation in your state? jow many school districts have .
initiated reduced price lufiches this year? .

' Since our total participation -(public and private) is up 2.27% and.
our reduced price lunches are up 30.11% this year, we can assume that
the expanded reduced price program has helped expand -the program to
thoge children in need of a reduced price lunch. \

Note: A factor that should be conuidcrod'is,khat Wyoming is experienc-
ing an approximate 2% annual growth rate in school enrollment.

. We have had eight additional districts initiato the reduced price

program this year. i, : : *
6. What legislative changes, if any, would you recol
stop the loss of paying students in the lgnch pr

- ®"We would suggest increased reimbursement ratos under Section 4 f
all Type A lunchoo in order to defray the cost of lunches and thgre-
fore cnabile the districts to reduce the price to paying children

L]
~\3. The School Broakfast Program has not expanded at the same rate
ao the Lunch Program. WHy has program participation lagged?
Funding? Administrative Problems? Lack of Public Information?
Schgol Food Personnel Qverloaded? The "This ia the family job”
attitude?

N

- The School Breakfast Program has lagged due to apathy by children and
parents ~ no interest in participation on their part.

8. what changes, if any, in the legislation would help improve the
. participation rate and quality of the breakfast program?

Wé have no suggestions on legislative changes. for the Breakfast Progrum.

9. What, if any, modification in the meal pattern should be mado to

help increase participation and decrease waste in the lunch
program? The Broakfast Program?_ T

The following cgmmont does not pertain to meal patterns. -Make funds
available for schogl lunch room improvements (appearance). Decrease
the institutionalizcyd atmosphere of the cafoterias by allowing school
digtricts to use Mon=Reserved Funds for changes in building structure
and painting, etc. T

.
.

\
- 10.  (a) If the commodity program were to end how much &aah per meal
would you need to offset the loss? Do you want the commodit
rogram to continue? If s0, how would you improve it or chuE
i¢? (b} In your opinion, is it posaible for schools to puro
from the local wholesalers certain food items suych as frozen
~

go =
ase
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- o moats and cannod fruits and vegotables as cheaply as USDA 15
- e« able to buy them, assuming equal quality? .If not, please give .
. an exumplo of the cost differential for one item.

(a) Apptoximately\10¢ per moul is noedod to offset the lous at present,
but will continue®t® increasec duc to inflation. This factor would
¥t roquiro an oscalator €laudse. . o
B -v(:p--q,’—

COmmento from schools suggest that they would ruther continuc .on_ the
prosent Sommodity program. then receive cash. _ o
ohlp more thun one item per shipment to save trunuportutiqn contu.
” i Inuuro that a vuricty of commodities are available.

Buy foodo ecarly in the school year and distribute duringvthc year and
- -do not purchase late in the schoal year as the commoditics will sit

in the ochool's storage Encilitiea over the summer months. :

Try now food items (e. q. peunut granules-children really like them.)
Maybe pizza propared sauce -and douqh. ) . N
. )

-~ . (d) Tt is not posgible to locally purchase° these goods as cheaply as
USDA. Example: School districts pay approximately 89¢ per pound
. " . s for, hambyrger compurod to USDA purchasg of hnmburqor at 63¢ per ?
’ -"pound.

* . 11, ‘What are your equipment noeds for new programs? For}oxistiﬁg
programs? How much do you expect™to receive for cach of those
L. this yoar? o .

Our nced for equipment for new programs is not overly great but an
in¢rease in funding io needed. The need for reserved funds is
continually increasing due to impacted arcas in the State of Wyoming
bocause of increased industrial activity. This.impact is resulting in
-construction of many new schools to serve the personnel building the 4
coal generating elegtrical plants. Our neceds for existing programs
are great and we will not be able to assist all those schools in need
of asoiotance thio fiscal year. Due to inflation eating away at
aschool diotrigcts' budgets, the schools do-not have uufficiont funds
- to maintain their cafeterias. . .

k]

our allocation for new programs is $24,238 for fiscal ycar 1975.
.- = Our allocation for oxisting programs ix 324;335 for fiscal year 1975.

We nood to roceive more assistance for existing prog#ma and ‘ .
rcaorvcd funds for the drastic impact on the schools in Wyoming.

' . *
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12. What percent increase in participation would you expect in your
state if the School Lunch Program were to be made universal,

~at 10¢ per lunch for all students? Under such a program, it ig

asoumed that the need for totally free lunches would be minimal. .

Would you favor gouch b program? Can you estimate the additional L

monies needed  to have such a program in your state? -

. EEE e .
We would estimate a 50V increase in participation if a universal program ¢
© were to go into effect with the child paying 10¢ per meal. We would
-, definitely favor such a program. We would estimate $10,068,300 would be
needed in order tqgpreimburse the schools for meals served assuming that
a meal would cogt 70¢ per meal, the child would pay 10¢ of this cost 4
and a 50\ increase in participation. o ‘ . .

;it—a—unf6:tual

am, and its current
was reduced accordingly?

13. t#low much time and money would-yout.utute
d program were to replace the current pr

certification and roporting paperwor,
1 would guess it would be in excéos of $50,000 state-wide. M -
14. What percent of thd uchoolu districts in your gtate charge the

lunch program for the coot of: ' (a) utilities, (b) ttanupotta~\

tion of USDA faods, (c) schoql.administtutive ggprhequ {d) .
\ employment of pergonnel for gugervision during this school \\

. period?

(ay At the pregert time, diﬁttibta.fﬁ Wyoming, do not charge the lunch-
program for utilities, however, we are implementing a new food ser

- ‘accounting system that will charge all lunch.pregrams in the state
for their applicable utility cost. .(b) All districts charge the
lunch program for the cost of tranfpdrting USDA commodities, (c) At
the present time, districts“do not wharge the School, Lunch Program
for gchool administrative overhead. stated above, with the new
accounting system in the future all school lunch programo will charge, .
the lunch program with ochool administrative costs: (d) At the present -
time, digtricts do not charge the lunch program for employment of . I
personnel for supervision during the lunch period. As gtated in (a)
above, with the new accounting oystem this charge will be made to
the food gervice in the future. — oo

15, What, if any, are the current-levels of state reimburgement you
receive for lunches this year? Breakfast? How much- has this
~ increased in Ehc lagt three years? What is the total amount of
gtate money you currently receive? ’

"No stato appropriated funds are used to reimburse for lunches and
breakfasts served, We use the State Foundation Program as state
matech for Section 4 funds. Total state funds available for adminig-

- ttat§0n of the state office currently is $67,475 (two year period of
time) . ‘

N N
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If additional information
tliis office. We will be
information.

Sincerely,
v

‘.,'q\(ﬂ‘ ‘ C. LL)L‘M'\LM

Sidney C. Werner
State Director

_*Child Nutrition Programs

scw/ém&Qb ' -
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is needed, please do not hesitaievtd contact
more than happy to furnish additional needed
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GOVERNMENT OF AMERICAN SAMOA - o
PAGO PAGO, AMER|CAN SAMOA " e reple veler tas
DIPARTHENT OF EDUCATION
s CHOOL H.NCH PROGRAM
: s Februery 6, 1975

George Mc.Govern . R

Chairman, U.8, Senete

Select Committee on Nutrttion
and Human Needs.

-

Yollowing informetione ere.in ntorence to your,
toleqrum deted, January 23, 1975,

1. 6,400 lunchee eeived free , . \
A 2 5,600 free breakfast earved

\

\ 2. Average cost per lunch . '!% 'ﬁizs

. . Average coet per breakfeet -' .11

. ‘ 3. M., d

‘ 4, N.A, ‘ .
5. N.A. ror
6., ‘'None, All ente. in American Samoa are

: eerved wic unchee and breakfeet. .

7. Lack of tocnttin
8. _No changee
9, HNone - '
10, We don't hlvo any'Market or Nholnnlorl to
purchees Commofiities in American Samca,
. But we prefer to con!:!.nuo roeoivinq comnodit:ho
for our program.

, o 11, =Equipmente needes Iloct:ﬁu rangee, refrigeratore, -
s . ) . freezere - $10,000 for one year., '

12, American Samoa are feedin 100‘ £
- and breakfeet to ot:udcnt:o? Fee lunches

13. ‘This will only an eetimate of, ms of time and

Mondy eave if t:hh is reple
ovige My op ced from the univereil’

1 ' : 14. None
| 15, None oppliod.»

~- . o UA.OID
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» . SUMMARY OF ANSWERS TO SURVEY

» PR

Increase in price of meals to studonts, 1973-74 to 1974—75
. .Lunch FS replies): .
‘ No'increase: 6 States. _ ”
voe o Less than § cents: 4 States. N
L 5 cents: 19 States. , LY
" . 6-9 cents: 3 States. ‘
07 10 cents: 4 States.
*  .More than 10 conts: 1 State. - ; ' .
. No paid meals: 1 State, °; ’ s .
. Breakfast (33 replies): -
' = No increase: 10 States. - . s
Lesy than 5 cents:-8 States. - " . v
b cents: 12'States. S .,
.6-0 cents: 1 State. : o™
: 10 Cents: 1 State. ' ) .
’ More than 10 cents: No State. ‘
No paid meals: 1 State. :

Averﬁge gost of producing. menls, increase 1973-74 to 1974-75: y
ync " o .
1973-74 (32 replies) : 68 conts
) 1971‘/75 (37 replies) : 76.6 cents.
" Incr@ase: 13 percent. .
- Breakfast: - S
1973-74 232 replies) : 32.7 conts : - _
1974-75 (37 replies) : 38 cents. . *

Increase: 13 percent. : -
- oo (159)
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Stute support per menl above required matchmg (31 replies) :-
.. None 7 States. L. ‘ 4 .
o “Lesh than 1 cent: 2 States. \ oL
.- 1-1.99 cents: 8 States. . S
. . 2-2.99 cents: 3 States.. _ ‘¥
e « ‘. 3-3.99 cents: No State. ‘ . o :
4-4.99 cents: NoState.. : SR
- §=5.99 cgnts: 2 States. . ) e
6~6.99 cents: 2 States, ‘ .
.7-7.99 cents: 1 State, -~ . .. ] T
8-8.09 cents: No State., : .
9-9.99 cents: 1 State. . ..
10 cents and more: .2 States. -
.. For free and reduced price meals only 3 States.

Equxi‘)ment needs: - .
o fof'new programs (32 rephes) $11,192,000.
. \Fouexlstmg programs (32 replies): $22, 324 000.

" NUMBER OF LUNCHES stmo PER om )

d Reduced 3
(35 upl'h.:) (36 .up'!)l'u) 35 upfl:.n;.

N umb« ol States)

~3
.

2
a
7

L2 X 12T 1 2 Y- )

AP 73 Ca3 O 02 Y K e 0t 0t
-1-1-T- " T o] =)

LSomae States reported all lunches; some only lunchu seived In. publk: schools. When both were upomd, the loul ol
. pubﬂc lnd private is shown.
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NUMBER OF BREAKFASTS SERVED PER DAY !

Reduced .
. Paid price Fres .
. < , o (33 repliss) (35 replies) (33 replies) -
Breakfasts: * (Number of States)
" None : 1 3’ g
' Less 5 21 2
. §00 to 4 -7 ‘3
- 1,000 - 5 &4
s 2,000 1 . .0
* i e 0 1
Y. .a‘ 5: s 4. 1 - 2
10,000 2 1 2
' 15,000 0 .0 3
* 20,000 1 0 ' 12
. \'.Som.o Stztos’n.‘ortod all lunches; some. only iunches served in ‘publi.c schools, When both were reported, the total
. of public-and private is shown, . ) ‘ e
- I'.NC'REASE IN PARTICIPATION IN EEDGCED PRICE- MEALS FROM SCHOOLYEAR 1573—74 TO.SCHOOLYEAR 1974-75
R ' T Lunch  ~ Breakfast
¢ . ~(32 replies) (30 replies)
h—— - . - -
M Increase: - '\\..' - - (Number of States) *
t 7. 2 : 10 -
i+
, 0 2
1 0
. 11 4
3 0
1 0
3 . 6 0
. . 5 0
0" 1
2 3
. - .
[
Y: - 'y
- 'v ’ . .“
o, s
. . B . A o .
" [ - -
” . .
~ . - N - + .
o e \ ¥ ’ . IS
» : .( - [
. . e .. ' o
\ - . -
' v o
N ?
v 2
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‘Budget M’éssage-
Proposes Ending

EFFECT OF ADMINISTRATION’S BLOC GRANT ‘ON
NUTRITION PROGRAMS -

)m

[From Communrty Nutrition Tnstitute Weekly port, Vol. V, No. 6
Feb. 6,1975] 4 .

Child Nutrition Programs

' ,The Ford Administration ignited a new firestorm
° in the nutrition area this week by calling for the
_abolition of the school lunch, school breakfast,

‘special mifk, equipment assistance, day care;
summer feeding, supplemental feeding, and wo-
men, infants, and children (WIC) programs.

The Administration said it would seek legislation
designed to replace all existing child nutrition pro-

grams with a single program of block grants to -

states. The announcement came this week with

‘the unvejling of Presid¥nt Ford'a budget request

-for fiscal year 1976. s oo
- . . 1 .

The block grants would provide $600 millior to .
$700 million less in food assistance in fiscal 1976
than would the continuation of existtng,programs.
‘Ehe principal ‘gavings would result from termjna-
tion of fedéral suppqrt for school meals served to -
non~poor children. - b4

Pregnant and nurs'ing women who now réceive food

" supplements under the WIC and supplemental food
pp pp

programs would also be cut off entirely. Block
gr.nt funds would be available for the provtston of

"meals to children only.

- Mock Grants Propoud

Under the*Administration's proposal, states would
be able to use block grant funds to provide meals
meeting one-third of the U,S, Recominended Daily
Allowances (RDAs) of basic nutrients to children . &
froin, families with- fncomes’ up to 125 percent of

the poverty line. The children could receive their
meals in schools, day care centers, summer®re-
creation programs or other institutional setttngs

The propoeal would knook out about $650 mﬂlton
n yenr in federal support currendy provtded to

*

. (163)..

schpols to help defray the coSts of breakfasts,
lunches and milk served to children from fam-
ilfes above 125 percent of the poverty line. Wil-
Iiam G, Boling, manager of USDA's child nutrition
division, predicted that the prices charged for
school, lunches would rise about 22 cents if the
_block grant concept goes into effect.

State allocations under the new proposal ‘would be

determined by multiplying $202 (90 Tents per meal

! times 225 days) by the number of children in the -
“state ‘who are between the ages of one and 17 in
familiestbelow the poverty line. Part of a state's
alloeation would be withheld, however, if the state
had poor children in schools ‘with no school food
programs, The funds would be released only if
the state used them to establish food programs in
these schools.

The. proposa.l is gure to meet vigorous and probably
insurmountable opposition in Congrees It would
require families of four with incomés above $5, 640

Congress Votes Freeze
The House on Tuesday voted 374-38 ¢t
freeze food stamp prices at currenthvell
until the end of 1975. The Senate was ex-
pected to follow suit on Wednesday. ¥For
further details, see story on page 3. °

a year to pay an average of 65 to 70 cents for each
child. This aspect of the progrum wtll be difficult
to sell on Capitol Hill. .

n:addttton. an increase of 20 cénts or more in the
prit:e .of school lunches would drive several mil-
lion:paying children out of the program,  The Sen-
ate Nutrttton Committee estimated in 2 1973 re-
port £ that each increase of one cent in the price of
school’lunches causes one percent of the paying
gtudents (or about 145, 000 chlldren) to drop out of
thc prbgram.

{continued on next page)
K *
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If the nur*er of children purchasing lunches de-
clines sharply, per-lunch preparation costs will
rise, necessitating possible further increases in

meal prices and further dislocations in the program.

-

Organizations and agencies involved with non-school

food programs also are likely to oppose the Admin
istration proposal. Day care and summer feeding
programs would have no assurance of receiving
funds from state officials who would control the’
block grants, and WIC directors would see thelr
new programs dlssipated nlonst entirely.

The proposal hag already drawn a bitter blast
from Senator George S. McGovern (D-S.D.}, Nu~
trition Committee chalirman, who declared within
hours nfter .release of the budget message that he
was totally and implacably opposed to the block
grants proposal.

"1 am certain Congress will not allow 30 years of
progress in the fiealth and welfare of our children
to be destroyed because of misguided vnlueu "

~

USDA administfators have little optimism about
théir proposal'é ¢hances in Congress.' At a press
briefing on the budget request last Saturday, USDA
budget director Jerome Miles noted wryly: "There
are some who think this won't pass."

Elimination of Programs

Even'if the block grant proposal is defeated, how-
ever, the Ford Administration will seek to termin-
ate the school breakfast, summer feeding, day
care, WIC, supplemental feeding and special milk
programs. 1 egislation governing all these pro-
grams except supplemental feeding and spacial
milk expires June 30, and tike Administration an-
nounced this week it will not seek to have these
programs renewed.

In addition, while authority for the supplemental
and milk programs does continue beyond June 30,
the Administration is requesting no money what-
soever for these programs, whether or not a block
grant proposal is enacted. Only the school lunch

program, equipment assistance for schools, and
McGovern declared, - .

g .~ Food Assistance Programs - Fiscal Years 1974-1976

{Program Level - Dollars In Millions)

N , 1976
\
. . Under Under
1974 1975 Exinting Proposed
Brogram Actual Estimate Leglulation Legislation
. CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS: .
LEN 1. Cash Granta to States: -
1. ; ' (a) School Lunch (Sectten & . , . ., . . . $ 4121 3 44404 $ 4080
&) Free & Reduced Price Lunches, . ., . . 6873.2 . 855,00
fe) School Breakfaste . . . . . .. .. §0.7 oenonns )
(d) Nonfood Assistance , , . . N 29.1 28,0
te) State Administratlve Fxpl.‘nscl PN a1 . L.
{t) Nonschool Food Program. , . , , ., . 0.4 cememan)
(@ Grants tn leu of Comnuadities, - , , ., eeeeen - ' 71.0)
2, Commndities tn States , , , . . e 47,8 165. 2 .
3. Nutrltlon Tralning and Survey and 1282, 54/
' Operating Expenses . . ., . . ... . .. 1.1 14,9
SPECIAL MIL K PROGRAM . . . . . . 120.0
SPECIAL_SI PPLEMENTAL FOOD pgmm\u. . 1271
TOTAL . - 5093 31,682,520/
FOOD STAMP PROGRAM . . . . s 1,703 0 3,641,887
DIRECT DISTRIBUTION TO FAMI. ms . .. 12,30/ 2,88
" DIRECT DISTRIBLTION TO leTll‘E‘I_'IOVS Ce 22,1 EEE P
FOOD DONATIONS PROGRAM . . . . . .'. . . ORI 5,08/
ELDERLY FEEDING . . , . . . 5.6 6.0
) SECTION 32 OPERATING EXPENSES (AMS & FNS) | 7.2 16
NUTRITION EDUCATION (E.xkonllcn Service . . .
Administrative E: 47,4 L AT.4 47.4
TOTAL FOOD ASBISTANCE . .+ o v v o . o 4.8 T8 $5,771.0 35,300, 0
s Includes $84 million for day cnre h-edm and ‘8527 muu,,,. far summer fcding.
b, includes $6.4 milllon for supplemental feeding,
c. Hoth the $2.6 n:lillon under "Diroct Distributlon to Families™ and the $5.0 milllon under "Food I)unltlonl

Pragram’ are for comniodity distributlon to need¥ familles nn Indlan peaervatlons, -

d. 1SDA ia proposing ta substltute & camprehensive block grant progFaim for the present child nutrltion pro-
grams, special mllk, speclat subplemental food (WIC). and cammodity supplemental food programs.
$1,682.5 milliom Is being requésted faor the block grant program in FY {876,

e U'SDA 18 proposing fo Himit cgat-of-food adjustments tn all food programa to 5 percent over the 18 month

'perlad from January 1, 1975 to June 30, 1078, This prnposal would reduce food nmrnp expenditures bv
$217.3 milllon to a total of $1. Hl :6 mitlfon.
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Child Nutrition... -

commadities {or schools would be atlowed to cen-
tinue into fiscal 1976, under the USDA budget re-
quest, if the block grants are not implemented.

The Admintstration {5 also proposing to termin-
ate all commodity deliveries to orphanges, chil-
dren’s homes, homes for the aged, and other in-
stitutions. These institutions are recejving $22, 3
refllion in comimodities during the current fiscal
year,

4 - A background paper on the budget prepared by
' the hudget division of USDA ‘s Food and Nutrition
Service notes that the “general theme'' of the fis-
cal 1976 hu}lgcl for food programs is "the need *
10 redyce federal spending. ' The paper also
Hbserves,that USDA (s assuming no growth in par-
| ’ ticipation inthe food programs. "In fact, declines

the paper declares,

: .
Five Percent "Cap"”
In addition to a wholesals dls’mnnllinu of the child
nutrition programs, the Administration is asking -
. for new legislation to limit cost-of-food adjust-
ments in all federal food Programs to 5 percent
‘over the 18-month period from July 1,.1975 to
June 30, 1978, even though food costs may rise
20 percent or more durlng this period (see CNI

. Vol. V:5).

Fom{ stan.p hnusehnlds would be especially hard
: hit by thig proposal. USPA offietnls say that the
food stamp allotment for a family of four, cur-
; rently set at $154 a month, would be allowed to
-, rise only to $158 a month on July 1, 1875 and .
‘ would not be permitted fo increase at all on Jan-
‘ uary 1, 1876, {f the 5 percent limit ig enacted.

Without the 1imit, the food stamp allotmient for a
family of four is expected to rise to $164-this July
and to $172 next Janvary 1, according to USPA.

B The 5 pergent limit would also hit gchool food pro-
- grams -- if these were allowed to continue instead
of the blocK grant. School food reimbursements
already rose more than 5 percent on January 1 of
thia year, Consequently, there would be no in-
. crease at all in reimbursements again for 18
monthg -- until July 1, 1876, .

The reduction in foad stamp allotments and school
food reimbursements would be permanent rat, er
than for a one+year period, because the perg nt-
age increase that would be allowed in July-1976
would cover only the preceding six months rather
than the entire' 18-month period, There would be
no "catch-up" to bring food stamp allotments and
school frod reimbursement rates up to the levels

. . +

- FRIC
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are expected to result from tighter adn.inistration, "

. be compoged entirely of food Jtems that are in sur- -

R - .
they would otherwise bave attained during this

“period. . .

This means that food stamp allotiments would re-
matn permanently nearly 10 percent below the cost
of the economy food plnn. the cheapest food plan
caleulated by USDA. The Department's own studies
show that over half the fanilies spending at the full
ros the economy plan-still have’poor diets .
d that anly 8e out of ten families spending at

this level gets N3O percent of the RDAs for the

seven most bast) nutrients.

Commodity donatikna to schools and elderly fecid-

ing programs wouly also be limited to a 5 petréent

increase, The dondtions, whirh currently total

10 cents per meal, -Would be limited to 10,5 centa

per meal in flgcal 176, Similarly, reimbursge-

ments in the spectal Milk program would rise to ot
only 5,25 cents per half pint of milk next year (ll'

the wpecial milk prugrnm is continued).

Commodity Programs ) .

In the area of commpdity progranis, the new bud-

get shows that the Ford Administration, like the

Nixom Administration before it, wishes these pro-

grams would largely disappear. The budgst con-

tains no money at &1l for the provision of com - -
modities to institutions. ln-addition, the donation .

of commoties to schools and other child nutFition
programs would be ended by the block grant pro-

posal, .

USDA qfficials sald that commodities could still

be made available for schools from time to timo,

but the romniodities would have to be paid for

with'the state's block grant money, (The budjjet

does show that if the block grant proposal and the

5 pereent ceiling are hoth rejected by Congress,

USDA expects to provide about §. 48 gents {n com- '
modities and about 1,87 cents cash 0 lien of com-
moditien for each school lunch serv ed in fiscal

.18178.)

USDA also plans to provide $8.6 million\in con -

modities for Indian reservations still distributing
commodities to needy families and $6 millior in
cbmmodities to nutrition projects for the elderly,

¢« However, the elderly feeding eommoditich would ’

plus, USDA's authority to pul"(‘haBP non- nurplus
commodities at market prices-for sehool food and
elderly feeding programs expires ‘Julie 30, and the
“Department will not seek to have this authority re-
newed. The seleetlon of commodities available to ™~
elderly feeding programs in fiseal 1876 could be A
extremely limited as a result.

The budget also shiows that USDA plans to spend
only $28 miltion on equipment agsistance for -
schools in figcal 1976 if the block grant proposal
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s not nccepted. The $28 million figure is the
same amoum spent on this prégram in fiscal
years'1974 and 1875, representing somewhat of a
decline in real support for this program when in-
flation is taken into account. A USDA survey re-
leased last March showed school districts report-
ing a need for $177 million in equipment aid.

" Summer Feeding Affected -

While Congress {s likely to reject the Administra-
tion's legislative recommendations in most child
nutrition areas, one program -- summer feeding

. == could still suffer substantial damage in the
coming months. Proposed regulatidha for the

. summnier feeding program generally come out in
¥February, and handbooks and spplication forms
usually follow in March. This year, however,

. USDA. will apparently issue no regulations or hand-
books because it is seeking to abolish the program.

If summer feeding sponsors are forced to wait for
enactment of new legislation extending the program,
they may find themselves unable to begin any prep-
aration for this year's program until the summer
is almost updn them. The result would be admip~
istrative chaos and a program that renchel-on&u
small number of children.

Another program whose future now appears ﬁn-
certain i{s the women, infants, and children (WIC)
feeding program. Congress is unlikely to adhere

'WIC progrsm in fiscal 1875.

to USDA'l request to let this program expire on
June 30, and the WIC program probably will be
extended. But what level of funding Congress will
choaose to provide for the WIC progrum is now un-
clear.

At present, USDA is required by legislation and

by court order to spend about $125 million on the
In order ¢o spend
this amount, the Department has been awarding
large numbers of pey . grants and allowing case-
load increases durihg'(he course of the fiscal year,
If all WIC projécts ‘that have now been funded were
to operate at full capacity for a year, the cost of
the program could run close to $200 million.

Since USDA can be expected to oppose any efforts

to secure funding of thig msgnitude for WIC next
year,-a major battle over WIC fundirig could develop '
this spring. .

Food sump Estimate

The budget messsge requesta only 83.86 billion

for the food stamp program in fiscal’ 1976, but this
estimate wss based on the mistaken assumption .
that Congress ‘would allow the Administration to
raise the-price of food stamps on March 1. 1f
Congress succeeds in blocking the food atamp

price increase, the projected cost of the program
in fiscsl 1976 will rise to nearly $4.8 billion. -
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* DOCUMENTS AND LETTERS FROM CONCERNED GROUPS .
AND CITIZENS .
/ ! ) .

\

MR WENOELL TAwNER

) L Corricutom Biocter
. . MR L NARANLE
COUNTY 80AND MEMBERS S i . Vikiting Tescher
rostnt moons, cuarmsan ., Cuffee County Hchools - Slce's Eoeai "
DONALD McCALLUM, VICE CHAINMAN h T ems cammonl ot
DONALS & HINKLAND CHARLES C. MORGAN, JR,, SUFERINTENDENT Communicalion Courgingtor
‘;:‘n’-’::::::l;::, e, . .0, 30X 159 MRS JaCH ) TaVLON
‘ . R 8 . T Sembeeper
Bouglas, Georgin 31533 uas cuames mosxats
- y
. MAL OANNY W (OURION &
70!
. - MAL TOMMY SwAiD .
. . Secre

MBL KARL X SOCKEAY
February 13, 1975 wetent e
Poseral Progrsmm

Senaton George NeGovern
United State Senate
Washington D. C. 20510

Dear Mr, McGovenn: - o

1 have nead with interest and regret that Georgla Schools may Lose between
© thirteen and (ifteen million dollars in {ederal {unds gon school Lunch programs.

- A Well fed chitd is content, and & content child is able o neapond £o_stimu-
Lation and Leamn, .We {eel our Lunchroom program provides nutritional foods
for our dchool children.. 1 Lt were not for our dchool Lunches, special milk

. programs, commodities and the other programs that ane financed through these -
funds our children would not be afforded these nutritional oppontunities, This
would Lead Lo the sale of snacks end enpty-calorle food, ,

The middle class famity would suffer most from this eut’back in funds. With the
commodity prognam and the other inanmclal asplstance which we are presently recelv-
dng, our middle class {amilies eoutd afford oun predent charge for Lunchés; however,
we feel that & unlversal Lunch for every child is the answer Lo. & good nutritional
program.  Due Lo the present economic conditions 4n oun gommunity, oun middle class
families are finding Lt more difficutt £o afford school Lunches. : .

':uay'u,appu:c 20 gou 20 ‘exent every efdont ta maintaln these funds for our Lunch -

 programs,

. e f/ 0 B Sincerely yours, . ) .
Chantes C, Mongan, InY . Wirtie 8. Dockery . 7
County School Superintendent : Lunchroom Supervlson

© coMfse . . .
L : - (167) R
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DAY CARE CENTER

] LINDA K JONED |
Oireetor

2/19/75

Mr.-Alan Stone I
Senate Nutrition Committee

. Washington, D.C, 20510 -
> Dear Sir,

The Carver Day Care. Center is reeimbursed annually at a
rate of about.$5,000 for monies spent on food. It is our ]
ginderstanding that all future funding for that re-imbursement
program has been neglected,in the President's budget,
effective June 30, 1975, . =

We provide daily care for 35 children of Working parents,
or parents who are enrolled in vocational training programs, ’
Through the re-imbursement program (United States Department. 3

of Agriculture, Fopd and Nutrition Servicg, via Chtld Nutyi-

tion Program) we are able to serve our childrén breakfast,
lunch, and two. aupplements daily, - The children are receiving
the nutritianal basics daily., Our budget has been submitted and
. approved for 1975, we do not. hsve $5,000 to spend on food; .
A\l . .

a

Pleasc do all you can as soon as possible to revive the
funding for this essential program for poverty and low income
choildrcn. c ] .

e ’ -4
,- = e AT ik
& | - \m% E ?";"Jnm. < / .
' NI ) ”(\‘\“ . Carver Community Center
: . ) Board of Directors °

- : A

-

", 700 CRAIG STREET « SCHENECTADY, NEW YORK 12307 « TELEPHONE 374-8466 h

. /
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(INCORPORATEO)

CHILD DEVELOPMENT DAY CARE. CENTER
20.22 CLINTON AVENUE
ALBANY. N. Y. 12207
. TELECPHONE 403-8878

February 19,.1975

Senator George Mchovern
Senate Office Buildings = .
Washington, D.C. ’ ? ..

Dear Senator McGovern:

The Special Food Program foy Children is to expire on June 30,
1975, . Our Day Care Center is funded for food, by this program, and
w¢ have no other source of money for| food for the children. -
: Since nutrition is perhaps the most basic component of -Day Care
for 3-8 year olds, it is unconciable 'to think that & program to feed
American ¢hildren will be terminated, Life depends on food, and it
is not unrcalistic to say that childrcns lives night be terminated,

- =8 a result of this,

: _Our program serves hreakfast, lunch and two gnacks in a long day

©  7:30 - 5:30. For many families, the children's food requirements are

’ met at the Day Center, a saving of necded money in the home budget, for
the parents of our children.

.

I- am fearful of the effects of no food money for Day Center Children
and I ask your continucd support to extend the life of the program.

If you have any suggestinns that wo could carry out, parent lettets,
parent signatures, or even participation in committee helringl, we would
be glad to help. .

quy truly youss,
N Ao b
- M. Jane Ritz, Dix,

. .
. : )




OFFICE OF THE MAYOR . v -
City or West HaveN___ '
' CoNnNKcTICUT

R ROBUAT A. JOWNSON o . o>
- . KevOR

.
February 28, 1975

v

. L
The Honorable Senator George McGovern ’ .
Chalirman-— .
U.S. Senate Select Committee on
Nutrition & Human Needs -
0ld Senate Office Building By .
Washington, D.C. 20;;6, )

-
~ .

Dear Senator McGovern:

It was wlith gome alarm tha+ I learned that the United
States Department of Agriculture will be terminating four
very important foid (nutrition?) programs. They are the
Special Food Service Program, Special Milk Program, School
. greakfaut Program, and the Woman, Infant and Child Supplemental
rogram. . .

. How anyone could posslibly conceive ‘of such an idea \
R with the times being what they are is almost unbelievable.
.o The unemployment rate for the City of West Haven is presently
L v~ 8.4%.° Lord knowo at what point it will level off, never -
‘mind drop. Ifithic alfne is not reason enough to continue
"these food programo, I cannot think of greater justification .
at thlas time. I do know, however, that these food programo

. certainly inoure our children come measure of nutritional
benefit. - : o
* ’ A large number of Weot Haven children receive lunches

at reduced prices during the school year. We wish to

follow through, as we did laot year, bﬁ providing a sumfer
feeding program. In the summer of 1974 we nerviced

chlldren with our lunch program esch day. This summer, )
because so many<people are out of worky-we feel there will “
be a greater need to extend lunch benefits to more ,
children. To lose such an invaluable service in our city

would have dire consequences for the health of our children.

- I atrongly urge your support for the continuation of
these food programs at least at current levels of funding
© after June 30, 1975 by Continuing Resolutions of Congreas
ponding enactment of new legislation with .adequate
appropriationo. &

. [

[E[<j}:". . , ; ‘f -1’;’1‘ : , ~«/
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If behalf of the citizens of Wegt Haven, I thank

you and rely on your continued. support.

Sincerely,

Tt '

Roberti#? Johnoon-

MAYOR

RAJ/mam ’ ®
cct .




OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR EDUCATION & TRAINING
. SUITE 18R UNIVERBITIED CENTER .
- : IBES MIDOEWOOO MOAD ’
VACHBON MISOIBSIPRt 3020

WILLIAM LOWE WALLERA

GR MILTON aAXTCA
VUYEANOR P

) ~ EXECUTIVE OIMECTON. . |
March 6, 1975 s N ™

Honorable George McGovern )
United States Senate . .
Senate.Building

Washington, 0. C. 20510

Dear Senator McGovern: - o
The Mississippi Child Development Council views with grave concern the cut in
-the child nutrition budget. The elffnation of the Nenschool Food Program
will affect adversely thousands of eligible preschoolers in day care and
Headstart centers across Mississippi. The c¢hildren, many severely malnourished,
have been receiving well-balanced meals in centers whose budgets will not allow
adequate feeding without assistance with rising food costs.
T P

The rapid phys{cal and intellectual growth of the preschool child s more easil}
damaged- by malnu;rftion than is the case with the older child in school. .

We earndstly request.your support for keeping the Nonschool Food Program going,
in behalf of our manf”Young children who cannot gpeak in thefir own behdlf, but
who will bear the marks of e¢r[y poor nutrition for theé rest of their lives.

K

-zSincerer;
Pebar S

Reba Southwell, 0.
Chairman, State Child Development Council

RS:vb

@

we. o e
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OF HARTFORD -
t\ll' ;'( CMMMUN COL i
' “ws n\hc,.uuut
HARTEOLD. CONNIC T
Ltk .
, March 10, 1975 Robert ) Gatlivan
NS TRaAR ~
ACTEPHTEE W L 1} Y
Mm \l Il [
Gatog,
. An n »\ \I un
. ‘\h.u-\ h*w;Thic ig to certify that at a moeting of the Court of

Common Coungil, March 10, 1975, the following RESOLUTION
was passed.

4

- .
WHEPEAS, The School Braakfast Program providas the day's mosat
inportant mcul to youngoters who would othc%wioc lack thig vital .
nourighnent; and

\IHEREAS, President Ford'u propoged 1975-76 budget providcu for
elinination of the School Braakfast Program; now, tharefore, be it

RES OLVLD That the Hartford Court of Common Counoil does hereby
go on record as rejecting the Ford Administration's elimination of the
Gchool Breakfast Program and urges that the program be continued at Jea .
at current funding lovels after June 30, 1975, by continuing Congresciional
reaolution(s),pcnd ng the enactment of now legiulution, with adequate
appropriations; an be it further \ .

. PESOLVED, Zhat' the Town Clerk- is hereby directed to forwapd ooples
of this rcsoludgon to President Ford, the Conneoticut Congressional
dblegation in Washington, D.C., Senators George McGovern and Hubert
Humphrdy , Congrcq.mon Charles A. Vanik and Carl Perkins, Dr. Richard
Felter, Ascisctant Secretary, U.8. Department. of Agriculture, and

Mr. William G. Boling, Director, Child Hutrition Divinion, Food Nutri{ion
Service, ¥.S, Dapartment of Arrlculturc.

' . . .
Attcat: . Y

‘ -
. Robert J.(jullivnn,
Ccity Clerk.

Q 25 0 - 59 e 12 1,7 5 o "'
: T - L7v |
. . R
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CITY OF HARTFQRD' ‘
COURT OF COMMUON COURLIL : o, !
0 . ' 0 MAIN ‘Tlll’lf

HARTFORD., CONNECTICUT

Cheh
Rutwst . Gatlivaa

{riaim.a ~ -
o A )
Rahitd M fowa . March 10, 1975
Nohnta b Carlming . . )
. o hdn ) Cuenvem, o
Wil A [N Ulls ’
 Maiv A Hoala . . : .-
Gy Layens D
Abyo A Musm

B34, This 4o to cortify that at a moeting of the Court of
-Common Council, March 10, 1975, the following RESOLUTION
‘was pansed. . . .

-

YHEREAS, The Speeial Food Services Program for Children providoes
ecosontial year-round day care and summer foeding gervices “to children
who might othoruwise be denied vital care and nourishment; and

WHEREAS, PFGoido™ Ford's proposed 1975-76 budgot provides for
olinination off the Special Food Services Program for Childron; now,
thorefore, bea it

s b

o

j . . o
RESOLVED, That the Hartford Court of Common Council doos hercby

flo on record as rejocting the Ford Administration'oc elimination of the

Gipocial Food Service Program for Childron {year-round and cummer- foeding)

and urges that programs be continued at least &t current funding levelo

. after June 30, 1975, by continuing Congressional resolution(s), ponding
the enactment of new leginlation, siith adequate appropriations; and be it

. Lo pombsitot S8

furthor :

) RECOLVED, That tho Town Clerk is horeby dirgctoed to forward copies
- of this rogolution to Prosident Ford, the Connoeticut Congressional
dolegation in Washington, D.C., Senators George McGovern and Hubert
Hunphrey, Congrenosmen Charles A. Vanik and Carl Perkino, Dr. Richard
Foltor, Asoistant Socrotary, U.S. Department of Agriculturc, and Mr.
William G. Boling, Dircctor, Child Nutritution Division, Food Nutrition
FLervice, U.5. Dapartnent of Agricultura. -

Attoot: = - m g ] .
- Fobert J. ;hllivan,

. City @lerk.




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-ERIC

- ) 4 e L f
CEDARBURG PUBLIC SCHOOLSwacmuma- -

&3 Nerth Rvergrosh Drive .
CRDARBURG, WISCONSIN 88018 ;f""f
RAYMOND H BENNKE .oru x‘nm-v..h.uumm . n~ DAVID WRITSON
High Senool Principal - . ’ Business Mansger”
. ' March 10, 1975 v
e O U o et s

Conator GfFrge MGovern
3£2.01d Senate Office Bldg. :
Waohington, D.C. 20510 . .

Sear Cepator MeGovern;

1 would like to expresa my oppocition to the proposed
budget cuts in funding for Lcheel Luncl Programs. Ao
a Focd Service Director for a omall ochocl-district, I
forgee the total elimination &€ this and many cimilar
prograns., . . - v

Cedarburg, like many othor'ugpcr incomC communities,

has relatively few free lunch participants. By forcing .
mg to increage the price of child's lunzh to 70¢(a very .* -
conservative estimate) Prosident Ford would be condemming

this program to extinction. Participation will be cut o

-

.o by 1/2 to 1/3 the present lovol Egd our few ncedy children

.

The most disturbing:- aspect of this 15 the long~range
nutritional implication that it could have. ' An long as
good, nutritious food is inexpensive, children will :rb

.

wisely. If on the other hand, the costyof a glass of] milk
ogggla ; soda, you can guess the choice the young pefgon
w make. . :

N ’ MBS §

Please Senator McOovern, help us fight to continue Schobl .
Lunﬁh to all children--not just the needy. Thank you very.
much., . . ) : * L )

4 i

Singerely, -

Yactves At K1)
Patrice K. Bootwick, R.D. 3

Food Service Director _ :
Cedarburg Public Schools Y
.

-

. . ' . ¥




- T S 37 10 Aveline
o o e T " Yuma, Ariz. 85364 " -

Senator George McGovern »

‘Dear sir: . T R ’

a . 0

P I have several grandchildren that egtkluncﬁ at -school -
in Arizona and other states. ' C .

. . . ‘. ) o : .5
K I know heré, in Yum#,.# we would have lots“pf hungry
o children if we 'had no School Lunch .Program. . - _—_—

So I hope, you will vote NO on the proposal to "repegl
. the School Lunch and Child Nutrition Programg, R

X " o : Also, it would put thousands o §chbol lugch people 6pt N
C A of vork, e o (
AR
v N - .

S i Y Be_st,i'egards., o

. _ : - Ruth Lewis '

! o S . : - ) - ‘Yakma Wash,
. T . L March 12,-1975 . . -

‘Honorable George McGovern , C

PR " . .
Dea):.str; . - . “~ _ L
o . ™ ‘. 4 iy
I hia January 3 budget message to Congress, Brgggené" -7
Ford stated that legislation would repeal and supersede all e
- -existing ¢hild nutrition legislation. After 30years ‘of ;bufdd- ’
| ifig 8 School Lunch Program to where it ig at the present time,
- . this would be one of the saddest mistakes of the fut:ure.i,

< . .
S Why take this mess this country is in st present outﬁi}g
" the children? ) : THeBET

N

. Many children  in our area b}ly get the one hot mesl per
' day. Otherwise it's only junk foo that ‘they may get themselves
becayse “mother sleeps in," "mother snd daddy have to entertain’,
L - friends,” or money-is fiot available to buy ®ehool lunches.

Please held us to feed these hungry children! I LooK into
over 600 1lit

T receive for Zbo}‘g;ng this food ($2.82 per hr.) but the sati#fac- -

\ s ’ tion of watching them enjoy a balanced, nutritional meal at

) _ least once 4 day. . -t e ‘
T This lunch p_rog:;ambmult not go down ‘the drain. .

e

Respectfullp ‘ T

A A Mrs. K+ P. Rines _
: . ) " 4415 Terrace Dr. ’
. - Yskima, Wash. 98901 '

» ‘ ;//' i . ‘._v' . . .
ERIC . Lo T e

le faces daily and it's sure not the salary I~ W oy
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- oo T e o 684 North-Limeoln DE, ~ ~ 7T T T
| . Lt o . .~ Pasadena, Calif, '91103 )
o - . .
) o . C Mareh 13, 1975
The Honorable George McGovern R . .

» - United States Senate ’ o N . . ‘

: v . ' Washington, D.C. 205I0 :

N
Dear Sir:

L3 * 1 disagree strongly with the decision to cutback the
: Head Start food budget. You are not the one to suffer from
this decisien, it 1s the children.

-~ " 1 have wat:ched t:he learning progress of the children
— in my area and have watched the improvement that :they have
RE ~ made. A main reason for this improvement:. is good .nut:rit:ion.
} . : : i Therefore, I strongly prot:est: agaimt any cutback in . ~
| ' - the Head Start, food budget: : .
, .
| Sincerely, =
. . Mrs. Gloria Wilson ‘ )
' ~ B Head Start parent . -~
- - - . ‘ . a
A T o
: 7 - \

11% t; 37th Street
_» Milwaukee, Wis. 53208

March 17, 1975 .
Senator George McGovém, -

© As a middle-clus family and mot:her of eight children, I : ‘?'
‘would like someone to try and do something about the ridiculous N
. changes planned for the School Lunch Program. It is bad enough
. trying to feed them now, but at the new price for the garbage.
planned it is impossible and who would even pay for ie!
T
' We spend enough' feeding other countries while olir own 4
people are going hungry. You can be sure none of thos
count:ri,es will con* to our aid if needed, K

¥ ’ It j.s ‘time to dut down on some of t:hnt ridiculous
L government spending and, ‘at least, help our chilg'ren have some
v decent food. . : .-

Thank you,

L

. ' - : A Mrs. Ernst Spaltner
F

VA o

» N

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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N * ' MENTOR PUBLIC §CHOOLS  + A S—I 4
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICS . 7060 HOPKINS ROAO, MéNTOR. OHIO 44060 -

TELEPHONE - 216 - 255 - 4444
March 17, 1975

Senator George McGovern ! ' *
U. S. Senate :

1203 Dirksen Office Building ' . o
Washington, D. C. 20515 _ A

«

Dear Senator Mc¢Govern: . » ’ . N

“ .

It would be appreciated if you would look into, with concern, President Ford's
proposed legislation substituting a comprehensive bloc grant program for the .
présent over lapping child feeding programs. My concern-is that if this legis-
lation were to be passed, school food service in fact, would be almost non-
existent in many areas.. I urge you to ""NO" vote Pregident Ford's proposed

R " legislation for the following reasons:‘

1. Impact of the admenistration's proposed legislation is so far reaching
- that' if passed, it would change the face of school food service completely.

2. School lunch prices would increase ubovg:the means of the middle class ~
income. Starting prices 80 cents per meal and in thany areas $1.00 per
lunch. .-

3.  Deprivé a large number of children from the opportunity of receiving a
hot nutritional meal in the middle of the day when it is mostly needed.

4. Nutrition standards would decline and consequent ly result in a rapid
" rise in malgutrition. - . L
. 4 . ) .
5. There would be no national criteria of any type for meals served to
© paying children afd results would promote combinations of snacks and
. ) bad eating habits. .

6.. School food sgtvice personnel would be out of work and incfease the
" country's unemployment rate.

7. A-gfeav’tgduction Lf dollars into the food—tndqgtry.

.

8. The needy.would be {dentified ;nd reverse discrimination would occur. ' g.
: N . ¥ .

>I urge you to get ehlnd the House Education and Labor Committee and the Committee

fon Nutritional and uman Needs to- increase |u§htant1u11y the subsidies for the

. achool lunch,progrum\go achool children will not have to pay more than 25 cents

Jfor a lunch. ® N -

. . . . 3 o

Youg ésgistunce izﬁggggliﬁi;;‘and supportisg counterﬁcting legislation to Presi-
dent For'd's propot conceérning this matter would be greatly appreciated by all

. .of your constituents.

Sincer

£
'f Food Service

8JS:mhk & - -
)
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concern over ,the proposal of the President of the United - -

States-to-reduce the federal food subsidies' program to
the school lunch program. ' .
\. ' BE IT RESOLVED BY ' THE HOUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE STATE
OF SOUTH DAKOTA THE SENATE CONCURRING THEREIN'
- " WHEREAS, the Congress ‘of the United States isvcdnsidering ‘-
a proposal made by the Pre51dent of the Un1ted Statks to Co
" reduce the federal funds and food subsidies to the school .
lunch program by $600 mllllon, and
WHEREAS the federal funds’ and food sub51d1es received
. by the schools of the state of South Dakota are of primary
importance in providing children with nutritious schoo;ﬂ
innchee; and . 1 o ,
-,HEREXS, the Preéident'e éropoeed reduction of the school
lunch.program wouldvresult iﬁ:an estimated twentybfogr percent
decrease in Jdunch program particigation by need&Ichildren:
land o - " ’ ' ' . . ) rv
¢ WHEREAS, 1t has been recognized that a child's educatidn‘
and 1nterest in school is enhanced by the serving of an
adequate meal during the noon hours; and

‘ WHEREAS, South Dakota has many rural students,gttending

gschool at attendarice centers many milee from home: :
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the House of
'Representatives of‘the4FiftiethrLegislatdre of the.state of
- ,édpth Dakota, the Senate concurring therein, that the ' § Qi
iegislative aesembly of the state of SOuth‘Qakota petition o
the President of the United States to continue the federal

\ school lunch program in its present form; and S~

«

Qo - N 2 :
ERIC ST L e

: . Sy , ] .
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. . . : . . \ ¢
v ——=—BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that copies of this Concurrent’
-3 . | .
‘Resolution be transmitted by the Chief Clerk of the South
Dakota House ofiRepresentdtiQes‘to the President of the

Unlted States, to the Secretary of the Unlted States

'Department of Agrlcul&g;e and to each ‘member of the South

Dakota Cong:esslonal De egatlon.

A . \

Adopted by {he House, o March¥33, 1975

Concurred ipn by 'the Senate . March T8, 1975

Barnett ] - . Harvey Wo
r of the House ’ - President!

au -y
Chief Clerk of the House Secretdry of the Segnatle

S

.
TIN TESTIMONY WHEREOP, I have

hereunto set my- hand and
~affixed the Great Seal of
the State of South Dakota

 at the cityvof Pierre, the
Capital, on the ZQ day

: - A

of M 19755

s

\
Lorna B, Herse -

Secretary of State AN
Stafe of South Dakota

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




" o4mn CONGRESS -
.' 1871 SESSION 850 -

IN 'r'Iip:,smiATE OF THR UNITED .‘TATES.

Fenrvany 26 (logmlntuo dn), I‘nmlAnr °1), 1975

Mr. McGoveny (for himself, Mr. Cran, Mr, Putwr A. Harr, Mr. Husteriney,
and Mr. Kexzeny) introduced the following bill; which was read twice
and referred to tlw (‘omnnttoo on Agrienlture nnd Forestry

b .Y . 5
-

Y

@ - ‘.‘\
L “

To amend the. \utmnal School Lunch and ('ln]d Nutrition Acts
in order to extqnd and revise the special food serviee pro-
gram for children, the special supplemental food program,

) and the school breakfast program, and for' other. purposes o
- related to strengthening the school luneh gnd.child nutrition

progr‘ams . ' .
{ 2
' Be lt enacled by the Smmlo an(l Llouse o{ Ropres('n!a-

BN -

tivgs of !ho U m!od States of America i m ¢ ‘ongress asvomblod /__.

That lh)s Act may be cited as the “Vahmml School Lunoh

B W

and Clnld Nutntlon Act Amendments of 1975”. . - iy

SCITOOL BREAKTAST 'I’ROGR’\M ' ¢

<

6 Ske. 2. Section 4 (a) of the Child Nutrition Act is
7 amended by inserting after “and June 30, _1975,” “and
8

subsequent fiscal years”.

- ¢

KTC' | | 184, L
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T 8ec. 8. Section 4 of the Child :N’n(l:ition Act of 1966 is

“amended by adding the following subsection:

“(e) As a national nutrition and health policy, it is
: : . :

the purpose and intent. of the Congress that the school’

breakfast program be inade available in all schools where it

is needed to proyide adequate nutrition for children in attend-
ance. The Seoro‘mry‘ is hereby directed, in cooperation with
State edieational agencios, to earry ont a program of infor-
mation to the schools in furtherance of this policy. Within
ninety days after the enpictment of this legislation; the Secre-
tary shall report to the committee of jurisdiction in the Con-
gress his plans and those of the oooi)ernting State agencies,

to bring about the needed expansion in the school breakfast

E4

‘program.”, : v |

MATCHING

i

Sec. 4. Section 7 of the National School Luneh A¢t is.

. 1 ‘
sentthee at the end of such

nmendod‘hy adding the follow
seetion: “Provided, vhmr-m'er,. 4 t the u;ml State matching
of 83 for 81, as required in tig third sentence of this section
with adjustments for the pe ita income of the State, shall
not npply with respect to the payments made to participating '
schools under sectien 4 of this Aet for free and reduced price

meals: Provided further, That tho‘f’o}ogoing proviso does

* not apply in the ease of State level matching as required

under the sixth sentenee of this seetion.”.

185

a
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INCOME GUIDELINES FOR REDUCED PRICE‘LUNCHES

QSE(‘. 5. Section 9-(Ab-).of the National School L'unch' Act

[FUN R

-~ is amended by deleting 75 per centum” in the last sentence

4 of said section and substituting 100 per centum.”.

«f

NONPROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOLS
SEC. 6. Section 10 of the National School Lunch Actis -
amended to read as follows: “If, in any State, the State

educational ngencyﬂié not‘permitted by law to disburse the

e o A o

funds paid to it under this Act to nonprofit private .schqols
10 in the S;ut'c.,. or is not, permit&ed by law to match Federal
11 fands made available for use by such- nbnproﬁt privaté
12 gchools, the Sccretary shall disburse the funds directly to

'13  the nonprofit private schools within said State for the same

14 purposes and subjeet to the same conditions as are authorized
15 or required wntfl respect to the disbu.rseménts to ‘schaols / _
16 within the. State by the Stute.edu;'ntionnl agency, including/
17‘, the rcquirement that any sucil payment or payments shuﬁ
v 13. " be matched, .in the propoftion spegified in‘section 7 for such
F o 19 State, by funds from sources within the State expended by’
20 nonprofit private schools ‘within the State participating in
21 the school lunch program under this Act. Such funds shall |
| 22 not be considered a part of the fﬁnds constituting the match-
\, , 23 ing funds under the terms of section 7: Provided, That
_;) T - 24&/1 beginning with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, the

» ¢

kY
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Secretary shall make payments from the sums appropriated

- for any fiscal year for the purposes of section 4 of this

A('t‘ directly to the nonproft privaie Selivols in such State
for the same purposes ;md subject to the sanic conditions
as are unthorized or required under thib Act with respect
to the (lwl)um:umm I)) the State educational agencies,’

- MSCBLLANIOUS PROVISIONS AND DEFINITIONS .

SEe. 7. Section 12 (d) (7) of the -Nationnl Schiool Lunch
Act is amended to read as i'ollowQ: ““School’ means any
publie or. nonprgﬁt private school of high school grade or
under and any public or li('('nscdVnoh‘l;roﬁt pi'vi\'ute residential
child earing inbstitmion, including, but not limited to orphan-
dges, homes for the mentally retarded, l'i(’)‘mc_s for the emo-
tionally disturbed, lmm('.;x for unmarricd mothers and lhoirﬂ
infants, temporary shelters for rurinwuy ¢hildren, tombomry
shelters for abused ehildren, hospitals for children who are
chronically ill, and j Jm enilo (lotontwn centers.”?

| COMMODITIES

Sue. 8. Section 14 of the National School Lunch Aet

is nmcn(lod by striking out “June 30, 1975 und inserting

in lien thereof ““September 30, 1978” and by uddmg at the

end tlwreof the followifig pamgmph

“(35 Among the prodncts to ~be - 1mlt1dcd in the

food donations to the scliool lunch prop;mm shall be such




185

cereal and._shortening and oil products as were provided

in the fisedl year 1974. Such products shall be provided

to the school lunch progrant in he same or greater quanti-

ties as were provided in"the fiscal year 1974 and shall be

in addition to the value of commodity donations, or cash

in lieu thereof, as_provided for in sogtion 6 of fl)is Act.”.

Sec. Qéflet'tion 6 (e) of the National School Lunch Act
is amended be ndding the ‘following language at the end
of S;id section: "‘I,’rm'idé’(l*furlher, That not less than 75
p(-r centun of the assistancé provided hunder this subsection
shall be in the form of foods purchased by thé United States
Department of Agriculture for the school lunch program.,

Sec. 10, Seetion 6 fu) (3) " of the National ‘School

Lunch. Act is amended by adding the following at the chd

. _ i .
of said section: “Tle value of ,assistance to ¢hi]dron under

. T ,
this Act shall not be considered to be incomg or resourdds

iy
!

for any purposes under any Federal or Stutos laws, inclut:

“ing laws relating to taxation and welfare and! public assitt-

, \
nln(-(- programs.”, < o \ | Lo
|Act of 1968

i

. ] :
Src. 11: Segtion 3 of the Child Nutrition
is amended by deleting the second sefitence xlmd inserting

in lieu thereof: “For the purposes of this section ‘Trnited

States” means the fifty States, Guam, Puerto Rico, and the -

District of Columbia.”. .

o



SUM‘MMQ FOOD PROGRAM
SEc. 12 becuoﬁ 13 of the Nnnonnl School Lunch Act
ls amended by deletmg subsectu)(l 13(g) and rensmg sub-
sectmus 13 (a), 13 (b), nnd 13 (¢) (2) to read as follows
(n) (l) There is hercby nuthomed to be nppropx mtul
‘such sums, as ure necessary for the fiscal yenrs endmg J une
30, 197() and June 30, 1977, to ennble the Seerelary to
: formulate and uu'ry out a progrqm to nssnst S‘tutes thrpugl)
grants-in-aid and otherfmean.s,‘t(') initiate, muinta;in, or ex-
pand nonprofit food service programs for".c!;ildl;ell }u service. -
institutions. For purposes of thi.;x section,-‘the term ‘service -
institutions’ menns public mstlmtlons .or private, nonproﬁt :
institutions thnt develop special summer progmpm providing -
food service similar to that nvmlnblo to chlldren under the
national scliool lunch or school breukfnst progmxm during the
" gchool year. To-the maximum extent feasible, consment with
the purposes of this section, special summer pmgmms shal
utilize the existin@~qod service facilities of public and non--
profit private schools 1y ehglble institution shnll receive
the s summor food program upon its request
(2) Service mstlt.utnons ellglble to pnrtlcnpnte under
‘the progmm-authonzed‘ lunder‘ scction 13 of the National
School Lunch Act shall be Tmited to those which condact o
regularly scheduled program for. children for dreas in which -

poor economic conditions exist and from areas in which there

183
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al n.m a hlgh concemrntmn of wmkmg mothem Summer ‘camps

.
t\.‘/-

tlmt otllorwno qunhfv ns institations under this qulm-ctlon
- 4 -

shall he (‘llgll)l(‘ for the snmmer food program if attending

W

) c-hildron are maintained in continuous residenee for no more

5 - than one - month. R .

.

»

.

o “(by The Se(‘retnry qhnll publish propmed regulatmns ¢

L B~

. rolnhnglm the unplemenmtlon of the swmmer food progrnm

by January 1 of each fiscal yéar, and shall publish final regu-

(5= T

lations, guidelines, applieations, and hundbooks by March 1
10 of each fiseal year.”.
: .

11 “(¢) (2) In circumstances of severe need where the rate
. * .

1

[

per menl established by the Secretary under subsection
13 (e) (1) is insufficient, to earry on. an effective feeding pro-

14 gram, the Secretary may authorize financinl assistance not

H,
(311

- to_excced 80 per eentum of the operating costs of such a

. ¥
. 16 program, including the cost of obtaining, preparing, and

-3

17 serving food. ‘Non-Federal cuntnl)utnons may be in ('nsh
18 or kind, fmr_ly evalunted, including but not limited to .equnp- PR
. 19 mment and services. In the selection of institutions to receive .

20 assistance under this subsection the State educational

ot

2 ngencv shall reqmre the npphcnnt lnqmutmm to provnde
v22 ]llﬂtlﬁ(‘&tlon of the need for such assistance. The mnxnmum
| O 23 - allowable reimbursement for servnce institutions authorized
24 to recenvo assistance undef thls subscctlon shall be set at

: 25_ 80 cents for lunches and suppers gerved, 45 cents for break-
{ e X . ]
. , ' x 19V
. Q ] ‘ i ! ‘
ERIC
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1 fasts served, and 25 cents for 91_0411 Slq;i)lom'onts served, /
2 with the above maximmmn amounts heing adjusted ecach = )
3 -March 1 to the nearest one-fourth cent in accordance with
4 (-h.m'gcs for the twelve-menith period ending t.ll(, prior Jin-
: 5 yagy 31 in the su_@s for fmﬁl away from home of the Con-
\v ~ ¢ sumer Drice Index pnl)hslwd by the Buorean of Lnlun Sta-
. 7 tistics of the l)(-pmtmont of Labor. The initial sluh adjnst-
8 nwnt shall be made on March 1 ,°1976, and shall 1'0ﬂo¢'t ﬂw'
' 9 (lmngo in the series foid away fmm home (lmmg the pe-
10 riod Junnary 31, 1975, 40 Jmmur) 31, 1976.”.
11 . SPECIAL I'OOD SERVICE l’ll()(l]h\.‘\l
12 Sec. 13. The Nutimml‘Svlugol Lunch Act is amended ;
13 by adding the fdllowing section: - ~ 0 -
) 14 . “Sec. 16 (a) (1) There is hcreby anthorized to _be |
. 15 appropnutcd snch sums as are necessary to enable tlw Bec-
' \\V 16 -retary of Agriculture to formnlate and carry ont a pmgmm
17 to assist Stﬁgos. through gmnts-inﬁid and other means* to
18 initiate, mzﬁntnin, or expand nenprofit food service programns !
! , .
19 for needy children in institutions providing child core. Any
24 * -

- ;B0 funds appropriated to carry out the proyisions of this section
. o2f  shall remain available until expended. ‘
/ - .
29y “(2) For purposes of this section, thi term ‘institution’
L A e

. \
93 means any public or private'n ‘\oppmﬁt orgahization where

24 children are not maintained in pmmnnont rcsxdem)e including

o 25 - but not lmuttd 'to day ecare cel\rrs settlement houses, rec-

ERIC - el
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reation centers, famdly day care denters, Ieadstart centers,
and institutions providjug day care services for handicapped

children: No such imtitution shall be eligible to participhte

in this progmm unloaq it has olthor local; Sitate, or I1 ederal

]1('en~nhg or appro\ al as a child-care institution, or can satlsfy
tho Seuotnry that it is in (-omphxulcc with the appllulblo :

Lcdeml Interagency I)uy (‘are Roqmremenfé of 1968 Pro- -

vided, however, 'l‘lmt l.'wk of tn\ o‘compt status shall not

prohibit (-hglbﬂltv for, zmy mshtutmn under this section. The

term ‘State’ m(mm any of the fifty ‘States, the District of

(lenbm. th(- Commonwealth of Pacrty Rico, the Virgin

Islandﬁ (iuam, Amm(-mr Bamoa, and the 'lrmt Territory
‘of the l’n('lﬁ(' Islands. Any - msututmn shall reeeive the special
food serviee program upon its x:oquoqt. o

- (b) (1) APPORTIONMENT TO THE SrATES~Tor
cach "I;n;;(ml year beginning with -the fiscal year ending .
June 30, 1976, the Sceretary shall mnka special food serviee
pt;ymonts no less froquontly than on a monthly basis to each
State educational agency in an nmount no less than the sum
of the product obtained by multiplying (a) the number of
breakfasts served in special food servico programs \Vithi;l that
State by the national average pu:yment rato for broakfasts
under section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 as
amerided, _(b) ‘the number, of breakfasts served in special
food servico programs within that Stll:to to children from

: )

J
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12

, breakfg,sts under seotion 4 of the Child Nutrition Actiof 1966
a8 amended (e) the number of breakfasts served ui

. ©190. e

- families whose incomes meet the eligiliility criteria for'free

sthool meals by the national average payment rate for free

special |

\
_ food servnce programs within that State to chﬂd+n from /

fmmhes -whose. mcomes meet the-eligibility - eriteria for re,

duced priee school ‘meals by t.he national x{verage payment

" rate for reduced price school breakfasts under section 4 of/ the

-Child. N utrmon A(:t of 1966 as amende

, (d) the number -

of lunches and suppers served i in specl ] food serv'lee'pro-

grams. Withm that State by the. natiortal average payment

I

rate for lunchés under section 4 of the yé ational School Lunoh

/

Act, (e) the number of lunches and suppers served in specisl *—~

food service programs within that State .to children from

~ families whose ineomes meet the eligibility criteria for free

school meals by the namonal -average payment mfe for free

school lunches under section 11 of the National School Lunch

‘Act, (f) the number of lunches and suppers served in special

food service programs in that State to children whos:e families

meet the eligibility criteria for reduced pnee school meals by

j the national average payment. factor for reduced price lunches
‘ under section 11 of the National School Luneh Act, (g) the !

] number of snacks served in special food service programs in-

that State by 5 cents; (h) the number of snacks served" in
special food service programs in that State to children from




| semm.nnually to the nearest one—%ourth éent\by h}e Secretary

_That the‘ 'ix'litin‘l such adjustment shall be effective J anuary

191

families whose incomes meet the ehglblllty crlterm for free

school meals by 20 cents (i) the number of snncks served -
~in special food service progrz[ms in that State to children

from families whose incomes meet the eligibi]ity criteria for
reduced prlce school meals by 15 cents. The rates estabhshed ‘
pursuant to subsecmon (g) (h)., and (i) shall be ad]usted

to reflect the changes in the series fol fo_od awamm home

of the Consumer Price Index published by the. Department
of Labor Spatistibs of the Déparﬁnenp'of Labor: Provided,

1976, and shall reflect changes in the series food away ffom s
home during the period June through Novembet 1975.
Reimbursement for meals prouded under thls ubsectlon or

under subsection (2) of this section shall fiot be dependent

upon collectlbn of moneys from ;yr{ pating chﬂdren _
“(2) For éach fiscal y! 1{ eglnnmg with the fiscal .
year ending June 30, 1976, the Secreta;y shall make further




. - 192

1 shall incl'u'de the full cost of obtaining, handling, serving, and

(]

preparing food as well as supervisory and ‘administrative

costs and indireet expenses, but not including the cost of

W W

equipment prt‘ovided for under section 18 of this Act) and
W .- . F
the respective rates for such meals specified i%éubsection
. 28 —
{1). . ' . ;g‘f’ L
“ (3) No later than the first day of fach month, the :

Secretary shall forward to cach” Stute an # ndvance payment

S &~ & »

for rnezrle served in that month_purs,u/aﬂt to subsections (1)
10 and (2) of this section, which payment shall be' no less
11 than the total pnyme‘nt made to such State for meals served -
v 12 -pursuant to subsections (1) nnd (2) of this sectien for the -
o i3 most recent month for whrch final reimbursement clmms

‘14 have been settled. The Sccretury shall forward any. remain-

15 ing payment due pursunnt to subsectlons (1) and (2) of

16 this section no jater thaif ‘thirty days followrng receipt - of

17 valid clims: Provided, That any funds advanced to a State

\ .18 for which’ valid 'claims have not been estublished within

' ig ;nmety days slmll* be deducted from the next appropriate

.© 20 monthly advance payments unless the clarmant requests a

‘ !' _ 21 'ﬂletmng with the Secretary prior to the nmetreth duy . . °
!t <
- i 2 “(c) Meals served by 1nst1tutrons partrcrputmg in the,
1[ 23 {program under 'this section shall consist of a combination of | ‘ (
94 [foods and shall meet minimum  nutritional requirements. pre- -
o 95 |scribed by the Secretary on the basis of tested nutriional (
e ‘ / ] | , C
5 ) //' ' s
ERIC /.,
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1 research, Such meals shall be served free to needy children,

2 No physical segregation vr other discrimination agaipst any — ©-

3 child shall be ‘made beeause of his inn.l)ility to pay, nor shall
4 there be any overt identification of any such child by vacinl
5 tokens or tickets, announced or published lists of names or
6 .otl;('r means, No institution shall be prohil)i.t('d from serving
p

7 a breakfast, lunch, dinner, and smu-‘lg to each eligible child
8 cach day. |

9 “ (d) Funds paid to auy State under this section shall he
10 disbursed by the State “agency to institntions approved for
11 participation of n no'n‘dis(-riminn(()r)' basis to reimburse such
12 'insgimtions for all” costs including Inhor and administrative
13 '.o;:ponsos, of food service operations. Al vnAl'id claims from
14 such inyi_tulﬂuw shall be -paid within thirty days. o
15 o ("(') Irrespective of the amount of fands appropriated
i(i_ nngter section 13 ofthis Aet, foods available under seetion

17416 of thel Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 USC. 1431) or

18 purchased under section 32 of the At of August’ 24, 1935

19 (7 US.CL612¢), or seetion T09 of the Food and Agricul-

‘

20 ture Actof 1965 (7 US.C. 1446a-1), shall be donated by

-

91 the Seeretary of Agriculture to institutions participating in

s

92 the specinl food service program in accordanee with the needs

23 as determined by authorjties of these institutions for utilizn-

. - 1S
24 - tion in their feeding proggumns, The amount of sueh cammod-
LN

Y
o .

25 ities donated to each State for ench fiscal yoor shall lnﬂ

194,

N s

. .
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1 & minimam, the amonnt ol)miuod.by multiplying the number
2 of lunches served in participating inst'ilu;\iuns during that
3 fiseal year by the rate for congmodities and (;nslr in liea there-
of established for that fiseal year in accordance with the
provisions.of section 6 (¢) 8f the National School Lunch Aet.
“(f) If in any State the State educational ageney is not
permitted by law or is otherwise unable to disburse the funds

8 paid to it under this section to uny‘sor\'i('e institution in the

®

) State, the Seeretary shall withhold all funds provided under

_ 10 this section and shall disburse the funds so withheld directly

"e

11 to service institutions to the State for the same purpose and

12 subject to the same conditions as are required of a State edu-

13 cational agency disbursing funds made available under this.

14 gection.

15 “(g) The value of assistance to cliildren under this sec-

16 tion shall not be consi(!ur(-d to be income or resources for any

-

17 purpose. under any ™eral or State laws, including laws re-
18 lating to taxation and welfare and public assistance programs,

1

-

' Lxpenditures of fitnds from State and local sources for the
20 maintenance of food programs for children shall not be dimin-

21 ished a9 a result of funds reccived under this seetion,

a3 “(h). There is hereby authorized to be appropriulcﬂ for
23 ~auy fiscal year such sums as may be necessary to the Secre-

#4 tary for his administrative expenses under this section,




8

—t
oD

1

—

17°

o ' 19

10

3

“ 1’95 v
’ 1

“(i) States, St,nt‘('} educational agencies, nud_service insti-
tutions participating in programs under this section ‘shall, k,eep
such u(-count.s: and re(-urdq as may be nécew‘lry ta enable the

becrotxlry to dotennmo whether there has been compliance

\thh thls qe('tmn nnd the regulntwm hereunder. Such ac-

connts and records shall at all t_lmos be nvmlnble for inspection
und uuqiit by representatives of the Sceretary and shall be

proqorvod for such period of time, not in_excess of five years;

S

- =g~as the ,‘Socrotnr\ determines is necessary.”. .

\fX‘ 14. Tho \’unonnl School Lunch Act is amended by
adding the followmg so(-tmn. o . » -
. f‘SL(* 17. As a national nutrition and lwulth policy, )t is, -
thls pnrposo and intent- of tllo Congress that tlw specia] food
_service progrum und th(- suminer. food program be made
mallal)lo in all service institutions where it is necded to pro-

vndo udequu’u‘ futrition fur (-lnldren in attendance. The Se('-

retary is horoby dlru-wd in roopomtwn with. Nutc cdnm-

. tional and ('luld-(-nro, agencics, to carry out a program of -

information to the schools in fuftherance of this poliey. Within
ninety days after the ¢nactment of this l\f;gislution, the Secre-
tary shall report to the committees of jurisdiction in the Con-
gresq -his plans and, those of the cooporutmg State agencies to
bnng about the needed e\pamlon in the. qpccml food service

and summer food" progrum

N -

1967
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S N().\'l"(‘)()l) ASSISTANCE -

.

< See. 15, The National Sehool Lun(h Aet s amended

by nddm;: the follu“ ing section :

D anmsrene <

H8ee, IR, (l) Of the sums appropriated for any fisenl

3 . year-pursuint to the mnh‘?r;zntidﬁmf seetion 13
and section 16 of the Aet, $5,000,000 shall be n\'xlilnhl(- t(.) the

7 Seeretary for the purpose of providing, during each such
\H fisenl year, nonfood assistance for the special food serviee
] pro;mun, and the summer food progrmmn, pursunnt to the

~ 1 provisions of this Aet. The Seeretary shall apportion ;miong -
11 the Sth during each fiscal yenr th(; aforesaid swn of $5,-
000,000 Provided, That nll(h an upporuomm-nt shall be -
made according to 1hmfrmnoug the States of tlu- number
) of children lu-low age 6 who are members of houscholds
which- have an annual income ot .above the applicable

j. fumily size income level set forth in the income poverty

17 guideline preseribed by the Seeretary under seetion 9 (h) -

18  of the National Sehool Lunch Aet.

19 “(2) If any State cannot utilize all of the funds appor-

k&3

0 tim‘wd to it under the provisions of this section, the Secre-
21 tary shall make fu;'tlu-r npportiomm»nts to the remaining
) Htmox lmn(-ntu to any Hmw of funds_apportioned under
2 1110 provisions of s uulmvctlon for any fiseal year shall be ¢
94 made upon condition that at least one-f(mrthN cost of

// : 25/0qnipmvut financed under this section shiall be horne b§ " 4

o T, 199
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1 funds from sources within the State, except that such condi-

2 tion shall not apply with respect to funds used under this sec-
. L od

3 tion to assist institutions determined by the Stato to be espe-

/ 4 - cially needy.

5 *(3) For purposes of this section, the term *State’ shall

6 mean any of the fifty States, the Distriet of Columbia, the

7 Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Viigin Islands, Guam,

8 Amcrican Samoa, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific ~

9 Islands.

10 “(4) If in any State the State educational ageney is not

. -
: 11 permitted by law or is otherwise unable to disburse the funds

\ 12 paid to it under this seetion to any servico institution in

13 the State, the Sccretary shall withhold all funds apportioned

14+ under mis section and shall disburse the funds so withheld

15 dircetly to service institutions in the State for the same pur-

16 pose and subject to the same .conditions as are required of

. 17 a State educational agency disbursing funds mado available

18 under this section.”..

.

14 SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM ’ 8

4 2 81e. 16, Beetion 17 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1960

21 18 revised to read as follows:

PR “(a) The Congress finds that substantinl numbers of

Y ! 23 pregnant women, infants, and young children are at special

24 risk in respect to their physical and mental health, by reason

] 25 -of poor or inadequate nutrition and/or health care. There-

200 . | '
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@

fore, it is the intent /’of this act .to provide sup.p]emental
nutritious food as an ndjunctoto : good health lfare- during
these eritical times of growth and dowelopment in order to
prevont the oceurrence of these health problems |

“(l)) For each fiscal year the Sceretary shall make.
cash grants to the health department or comparable ngcn(‘y _
of cach State, Indian, tribe, band or group roé.og'nizcd by

the Departinent of the Interior; or the Indian Health Servico

o "the l)e'pnr‘tcmnt of Health, Education, and Welfare for -

the purpose &f providing funds to local health or welfare
agencies or private nonprofit agencies of such State, Indian
tribe, ‘band, or gronp reeognized by the Department of the
Interior; or t.hc Indian Health Service of the Department of _
Ucalth, Education,® and Welfare, serving local health or
welfare needs to enable such agencies to carry out health
and nutrition programs under which supplemental foods
will be made available to all pregnant or lactating women and
to infants dot(-n;linod by compoté_nt professionals to be
nutritional risks because of iﬁndequnte nutrition and inade-
qunfe income, in order to improve their health status. Such

program shall bo carried out without regard to whether a

food stamp program or supp]emental food program or a

‘dlrect food distribution program is in offect i m such area,

“(c) In order’to carry out tho program provndod for

under subsection (b) of this section dum}g ench fiscal year,

201
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L3

the Socretary shall use 83()0,1)0()000 out of funds ap-

proprmtod by section 32 of the Act of August 24,1935 (7
U.8.C. 612 (c) ). In order to carry out Suchprogram during
each fiscal year, thoro is authorized to be appropriated the
sum of 8300, 000 0()0, but in the event that m‘umfhs not
been npproprmted for such purpose by July 1 of each ﬁscnl

year, tlw Secrotary shall use $300,000,000, or, if- nny

-amount hus been appropriated for such progmm, tho dlf- -

ference, if any, between the amount directly appropriated fop
such purpose and 8300,000,000, out of funds appropriated
by section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (’.7‘1/{80
612 (¢) ). Any funds expended from such section 32 to carry

. out the provisions of subsection (a) of this section shall be

reimbursed out of any supplemental appropriation hereafter

15 enacted for the purposo of carrying out the provisions of such

16
17
18
19
20

21.

)
Lt

|
B

]
(<]

subscetion, and such reimbursements shall be deposited into

tho fund esmbhshcd -pursuant to such section 32, to be nwul-'

o

able for the purpose.

“(d) Whenever any*program is carried ott by the Sec-
retary undbr authority of this section. through any State or
ldull or nonprofit ngency, he i authorized to pny admifis-

ative costs not to exc ced 25 percentmn of the projected pro-
giym funds provided to each State under the authority of this

section: Provided, That each henlnt'h depariment or compara-

ble agency of each State, Indinn tribe, band, or group ‘rcE:-/

c Zolz
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3 Welfare receiving fnmh from the Se¢ r(-mr) nnder this sochon

<A shall, by Jimnxu_v » each year, for approval by him as a pre-

1

H roquml(' to ro(‘('lpt of Mmnds under this qo(llon, qubmlt a de-

6 .wnptu)n of the manner in which administrative funds shall be

2e. 4

~3

spc‘nl,‘im'luding, Dut not lihited (o, a deseription of the man-

" : H l;‘ M * . .
8 ner in which nutrition education and “owtreach services will

9 be provided. Outreach funds shall be used to search out those

0 most in need of the benefits of this progeam. The See rem‘v
1 shall take aﬂlrmulwe action to insure that programs b('gm in
2 arens most in/{w('d_(rf special supplemental food: Provided
3 further, That during the first three months of any program,

+ or until the progiam reaches its projected caseload lovel,

-~

5 whichever comes first, the Secretary shall pay those adminjg-

6 frative cosls necessary to successfully commence the program,
7 “(e) The' chglblllly of persons to pnrtncnpalo in the
8 program provided for under subsection (a) of this section

9 shall be determined by vofnpol(-nt professionnl uullmri(y

0 l’nrlwlpnnh shall be (-\uh'nlq or members of pgpulahonq

21 served by clinies or other hcamWrmmed to

22 Imve significait numbers of infants and’ pregnant and lactat-

23 ing women at nutritional risk.
24 () State or local agencies or groups carrying out any
25

5" programs under yhiso«-lit)n shall maintain adequate medi-

1 ognm'd by the T)epnrtnwnt of the Ifite rmr‘ or t!u- Indiany=-~

*
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1 cal records or the 13:1rt:i17ipuhtmm.~i~ ul to cnable the Seere-
2 tary to determine and evalnate the benefits of the nntritional
3 assistance provided under this section. The Sv—(-r(-mr\' shall
4 convene an nd\horv ('mmmll('o made np of representatives
5 from lie Maternal and Child II(mllh l)nmon of the I)opm‘l-v
6 ment of Health, ‘Edueation, and \\'vlfnr(‘ the (('nl('x‘ for
7 Disease ( ‘ontrol, * the 4\«001::(101) of State and . Territorial
5 DPublic Health Nutrition l)u'k( tory, the American Aeade "ty
o “of I‘élmm( %, the National ivn(lcmy of Science—National
10 Research C'ouneil, lll'(' .\m(\ru'ﬂn Dictetie Association, ‘the
' 11 \lngrwnn Tublic Henlth .\wovmh(m, the Publie Ilmlth'
12 Svr\u(- and ollww ny the Segr vla?» dedms npproprmlo. This
I3 connmittee shall study the nmlhods available to sneeessfully
14 and cconomically cvaluate in part or in total,” the lwnhh/
15 l»(-m-ﬁlq of the np(wml suppl(-m('nml food program; Their
16 K?ll(]}' shnll consider the usefnlness of the medieal data col-
17 lected nnd the 111('111()(l;)f()gy used by the Department of Aghi-
18 culture and the (‘}unplrollvr General of the - United States
19 prior to March 50, 1975, Their study shall also include the
\2()' nppli'vnbilily to an evaluation of the special supplemental
31 food program of Federal and State health, woli'nro, and*nuri-
92 tion assessment aml suchillnuvc projects eurrently’ being
93 condueted, The purpose of this advisory committee ghall be
a4 ta determine and recommend in detnil lmw,‘uﬁing accepted

a5 scicntific methods, the health henefits of the specinl’ supple-

g - o N 2(.)'1
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1 mental food: i)rog:rzim.mai’y best Be evilyated and a'sééssed. '

LI 2 This g\dvisory} committee shall report to the Sebretary'ﬁo

| . 3 Ylater than December klv, 1975. The Secretary shall subnit
4. to C’ongmqs ilis_ r’ecoxxllilendations based' on fhi_s astudy no

-5 later t}lgﬁ‘Mm:'ch 1, 1976. I | _ . /rj

.

4 terms used in this section— > o

¢ “(g) Deﬁn;t},ﬁ
7 - “1) :Pr‘é "ht’and lactating women.’ when used in
A e, \tef'ue ‘at nutritional risk’ iﬁclude.s mothers
- : ths}gségartum from l_o'\v-incpme pol;ulntvi’qns:'
: 4\ 10 \_vl:1.9 demo; grate i_mé’ 0\1' tnore of .t'he‘/;fo'llowing character-
11 isties? kno_;v" _,_ig;idéquate fhutritional pattefns_, unacceptably
o 12 -high incidence of anemia, ]iig‘h pr_em'aturi‘ty.r_ates,.ﬂo_r inade-
‘ ‘-13 »duate pzitterixs of jgyowth (uhderwéiéllt, oﬁe;ity, ‘or stunt- -
14 ;ing)..é;lcﬁ tex.'r'.ﬁ (whg\ 'u“sed in.-c‘('n;‘l,l-écti(f)n' with the "term " .
_‘15 ‘at. .putxjitipnai - risk’) ‘H-a;]S.an includes IO}Y;_J;_E!C‘?""E . indivi«lualﬁ '
. .16 wli().;ha\"'é;va‘ _hi'st(‘)'r'y‘_ of hl‘gh-nsk pregnuncy‘as éﬁd_ehcpd_
v 17 « by a'lb.orﬁ(')n, I;rexgamre Birt-h, ;)r severe anem'ia.; _, ) N
8 _“"(ny ;"vInfax\xt';t'esz_l,len _ﬁs_ed. i .c‘(;nnecti'oxf‘ with the term EE .
©.'19 ‘at nut.l'i'ti'ont);llrl{k"' ineans-childfeg under'ﬁve years of ége .
'.i)“ : . .201. .whov are ii‘n‘,.low;.ih.comé p(’)pu’izi‘tions. which bave shown a
‘ o1 d;'aﬁcient pif‘ttgrn of g’r_bwfh,‘ by iminimally accépt_able 'stqm.l- :
i _ 22 m;d/s; avs"réﬂéc,tév:d byan e.x'cves's._ number of “children. in fhe
| - 23 lower perqeljtilesy-(éf_ Béighg-'gnd; weight. Such tel_*mxjwhen ~
" 24 “used.in connectig‘x'\‘with ‘at ;)ﬁtﬁiii'()hal risk’, mdy also iﬁcludgj_,

=95 childrén,_unde‘? five yedrs of age who (A).are m the ﬁararﬁf :

LY : ,
. - . . Coav K .
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populations where nutritional studies have shown inadequate

ulations at nutritional ri.sl'{‘s and, in.particular, those foods = ‘\\
- and food I;roducts coutainihg high-quality pretein, iron, cal- N

‘infants, The contents of the food package shall be made G ..

,.-cmns numtlomsts reglstered nurses, dietitians, or State | Jor'

referral, operatlon, momtormg, nutrltlon educatlon, genera] . -

'StateWICoﬁice . | e

eter of mnutritional anemia, or (B) are from: low-income

infan diets. Any child participating in a nonrésidential child
care progrant shall not be excluﬂed" f_rotn pa_rticipating irt
the WIC program,’- ' — o

- %(3) ‘Supplemental feods -shall mean those foods con- R ;

taining nutrients known to be lacking in the diets of pop-

[P

cium, vntamm A, and vitamin C. Such term may also mclude
(at the dlsnretlon of the Secretary) any' commercmlly for-
mulated preparatwn speclﬁcally designed for women or

e : o TN o
available in such a manner as fo provide flexibility based

on medlcal necessnty or cultural eating patterns. v

“ (4) ‘Competent professnonal uuthonty mcludes physi-

local medlcally tramed health oﬂ‘icnals é’s bemg competent '
professnonally to evaluate nutrltlona,l I‘lSk R L uge
“ (6) ‘Admlmstratlve costs’ mcude costs for outreach '

administration, startup,i c¢linie, and admmlstratlon of vthe,

1

“(h) (l) There is hereby establlshed a councll to be'.

known as the N at_anal_A(_lvlsory Council on -Mgtemal, Infant, '

-.; E Lo . i . . ‘»."; ; ‘ . /;
- 2006 ‘ ' .
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food p"log'ralﬁ (or the equxvalent thereof) , one member shall

vpr(;jec\!;\ director of a speﬁial supplemental food program in a

N , , e
rural area, one member shall be a Stafe public lealth nutri-

“he parent”xiecipients of the special supplemental faod pro-

members shall be oﬂicors. or empldyecs of !the Department of’ :

o 3 _
7 204 r

Y - ¢
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: < R
and Fetnl Nutrititon (llt-rciuafter in this soctiou referred to as . '

°

the ‘(" ()Ull(ll ) V\hl( b shall be (omposed of fifteen memihers
L
appomted by the becretmy One ‘member-shall be a Stato‘
4 &
director of the special supplementul.food‘ program, one jnem>

~

ber shall be a Stat’e-ﬁscal direétor for the special supplemental

be n State lealth: officer - (or: equivalent theleof) , one mem- -
ber shall be a pro;ect director of a -special supplemental '

food program in"an urban area, one member shall he a.

tion director (of equivalent thereof) two members ‘shall o ,
gram,"»onc member shajl be a pediatrician, one membor -
shall be an obstetrician, one }nombox shall be a pemon ins "
volved at the letall sales level of food in the spe( ml supplc-

mental food plogmm t\\o members shall be oﬁicens or on:- , ’
ployoos of the ])epartment of Iealth, Educutlon, and Wel- !
fare, specially quahﬁed to serve on the Council because of .

their educatioh,' training, chperience, aiﬁd knowledge in mat-

ters relating to mu&rnal, infant, and fetal nutrition, and two

Agriculture, qpecfally quahﬁed be(auso of thelr educition,
trummg, experience, and knowledgo i mutters relating to

mutemal, infant, and fetal nutrition,
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“ (2A)"The' eleven members of the Council ap‘pointéd i

from -outside the Depurtmont of Agriculturé shall be ap—.

pomted F6r: terms of fiifen - years, except the

+

members first nppomted D the Councrl shall be appomted ﬁs

follo“s Threequembers shall be uppomted for terms of thlee '

..
[}

6 years, three members shall be uppomted for terms of t\vo."
'_ T | ye‘xrs, and three members shall be appomted for terms of~_
'.8 “one year Thereafter all appomtments shall be for*% termﬁ
9 of three years, except that ., person appomted 6 fill an _
10 unexplrcd. term shall serve only for the remainder of such»
o 11 'Atcrmv. Members nppoirrted from the Department Of'Agl'iClll- :
. - 93/ ture %lmll serve at the pleasure of tlre éecretary C |
. 1 o« (3) The Secretary sha]l deslgnate one of the members \

14 to serve as Chauman and ong to serve as  Vice Chpn;man

(

3 « 15 of the Council. - ‘ S e o
o -+
T “(4) The Council shall maet at the call of the Chmrman

R T Dbut shall meet-at least once a year -5 - N

A & S S "
o~ s, Y(5) I]wht members qhall conqtltute A quorum nnd n

19 vncgmcy on. the -C/ouncnl shall not affect its powers. :&\ .
Ve “(6) It sl;'al'l._-be the function of the Council tﬁmnke a\‘, ‘m_.; :

21 continrxingl study of the opera"ti('m ef the spec(al- suppl&-
.2" mental food progmm and any related Act under -which diet*!
- 23 qupplomontahon is provided to women, mfnnt% nnd children, -

' : 24 with a view to determining how such programs mny be im-

y o e ‘ . *

5 proved. The Council shall 'subm‘lt to the President and the -

¥
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"1+ Congress a'nnunvl!-y a writtéh report of the fesults of its study
‘ | ” o
2 :together with' such recommendations for administrative and

legislative c;hangce as it deems appropriate .

3
N

“(7) The Se('retan shall provide the ('ouncil Wlth such

5 techmcal and other aqqlstance mcludmg secretarml and cler-

6 Meal assistance, as may bc mqmred to carry out its fanctions

under this Act. o
«\\

“ (8) Members of the (‘ouu(‘nl ehall(;erve wuthout com-

9 pensation but shall receive relmbursement for necessary

110 travel and subsistence expensessinaurred by them in, the per-

11 formn_nce'of the dug 5 of the Council. S

. Ld
12 » “(i) On September 1, 1975, the Secretary shall for-

" 13 ward to cach-State an advance payment for the month of -
14 September pursuant to subsection (c) of this seetion which
15 shall not be less than, the total It)ay'mont' mna(ie to such State
16 for the month of July 1975, pursuant to subsection ((‘), of
17 this qoctlon and the hecretnry shall forward any remﬂmmg

18, puyment due pursuant tofvubwcnon {c) of this section for E

19 the month of Soptcmbe)\l 5 no later than tlnrty days
20 following the reompt of valld clmmq. Thereafter, on thc first

| 21 day of each month the Seoret»ary shall, in a slmllar manner, |

.
forward an ad\ ance’ monthly payment to-cach Stntzg_(vursuant’

.ctlon _(c) of this scction which shall not b6 less than

the ofal payt ment madg ’to fzuch State in the second prcqu- '
Q «1? P
1onth pur%nant to sul)qeotlon .(c) of this qeotlon and tho




10

11 .

- Seeretary shall forward any remaining payment dué pursu-

ant to subséction (¢) of this seetion for such month no later

than thii‘ty‘ duys Tollowing receipt of valid claims: Provided,

That any funds advanced to a State for which valid c]uim;.
have heen established \vithin ninety days shall be deducted
from the, next nppm[:rinte monthly :;dv:_mco ,pi-ly'mont, unless
the claimant requests a lw;.nri"ng with the Se(?;'otary p}ini' to

the ninetieth day. On each July 1 and on each January 1 |
t]w'Socretnry shall publish in the Federal Register the
amount of advance pnyments' -_ to be ;mnae to each State

pursuant to this subsection for that month.”.

e .

[}

3
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‘more years.

--_tlcipation- by tens of t _
‘helped. keep _total participation levels equal to the year before, as

. went up. T

N Y~

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF S. 850

-

.SCHOQL BREAKFAST PgOGRAM

- .
o

- (SECTION 2) -
This section merely extends the School Breakfast Program for three

’

* (SECTION 8) '

This section directs the Secrgtary of Agriculture to carry out a
rogram of information to Statés in regard to the School Breakfast
rogram. National participation in this program is 9y 10%. of the

School Lunch Program. Some schools may be uninformed as to the
availability or the benefit$ of this program, and this section is an at-
tempt to reach them and bring them into participation.

MATCHING

(SECTION 4)

This section makes a technical change in the $3:1 State matching
requirement under the National School Act. It is needed because
the pature of the School Lunch Program is changing slightly with more
free meals being served. The result is that, States are unable to meet,
in every instance, the matching requirements as much of this money
has come from paying children. This change will not affect the améunt
of appropriated funds needed from the State or local level. :

, .. ‘
IncoMmE GuipBLINES FOR REDUCED PRIcE LUNCHES

7

(SBOTION 6)

This section increases the eligibility for reduced price lunches to
include more children from middle-income families. Last year thig
provision was aldo slilg)htly‘expnnded,-nnd resulted in increased par-

ousands of children daily. In many States, this

mahy other Eluying children dr(:gped out of the program as food costs

is section is specifically intended to help those lower-
middle incomé families who have felt the pinch of greatly increased
food prices and have children in school. By expanding the eligibility -
for reduced price lunches, childreh from families whose incomes aren’t
so low as to qualify them for a free lunchi but who comé from working
faimilies with not a great.deal of income, will be.able to participate in
the School Lunch %ro ram, instead of dropping out. This section
%hould help stem the flow of millions of paylng children who have
dropped out of the program in the last few years.

(209)
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Non-PrgriT PrivaTe Scno(,s

" \sEcTION 6)

~This -section makes‘a technical change, deleting some matching
~ language that is no longer neetled as a result of the newer performance
funding requirements of the Nitional School Lunch Act. -

NIISCELLANEOUS Provisions AND DEFINITIONS

(SECTION 7)

This section changes the defirlition of school to include licensed nion-
.profit private residential instithtions such as orphanages, homes for
the mentally rotarded, etc. -

Currently only 9.3% of children in institutional care participate in
the National Scliool Lunch Program. The rest ‘receive some federally
donated commodities and some milk assistance. However, they:
receive nothing approaching the benefits of the School Lunch Program,
in commodities or per meal reimbursements. - .

The vast majority (80%) of these children would be eligible for the
School Lunch Program-if they resided at home. The purpose of this
section is to give them the same valuable nutritional support through
the School Lunch Brogram as other children thejr age receive, wﬁo

v live at home and attend school. In their bloc grant proposal for all -
child nutrition programs, the administration provides in their bud®et
for per meal reidxbursomonts to institutionalized children. This
seetion does the same. . . )

' CommoprTIES

A i
i

(SECTION 8)

This section cxtends per meal cofnnlo(lity donations for the School
Lunch Program/ These commodities provide the foundation for this
. important progfam, and-help support our agricultural market. School

lunch-mlmmist/zntors and personnel are overwhelmingly in support of

. this extension,/Without it.gchool meal costs would increase drastically,
- because many school dis 1tts cannot get commodities ut the same
price the Department of Agriculture ean, nor could ‘they inspect. or
grade the foods with the.same efficiency. If schools lgst the commod-
tties and lwigh prices went up, a large number of tlie 25 million
children,receiving meals each d ay would either pay higher prices than
they are now paying, receive inferior meals, or drop out of the program.
In agldition to maintaining commodity support for the School
Luncl - Program; this section restores to the .School commodity
- program flour, oil and shortening. The Dopartment of Agriculture
Ens-—_withlleld these commodities this entire school ‘year while in- .
creading shipment of them overseas. As a result, théy are unavailable
t(r"’ak’h_m)lchiﬁl{;on for the first time in. many years. 'I‘l)l’(‘it‘—lOHs' has hurt
local school districts that had facilities and employees intact (o preparoe
foods ifor them, and the children who had {)oon receiving them for
years, Their loss has also been a factor in the increased prices paid this
vear by participating children. This Section merely restores those
ceren, shortening, and oil products which had previously' been
nvnil’ixble to the schools. ) : l .

AR .

b
#
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CoMMODITIES

(SECTION 9)

This section continues the current practice of providing the bulk
of the commodity assistance to the School Lunch Program in the

" form of food, not cash to purchase food. USDA and Nutrition Com-

mittee studies show the purchasing power advantage-held by USDA.
If assistance under this section were given to schools in cash and not
commodities, the local school districts would be presented with an
added fiscal burden, as purchasing the same foods as USDA _would
cost them miore, thus driving up the cost-to children and driving some
from the program. Authorization for this practice ends this year.

»

(SECTION 10)

This section makes a very minor addition to the National School

wdeinch Act, by excluding benefits of the school lunch program from

R

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .

L 4

computation of income under. any Federal or State laws.
L — (SECTION 11)°
This section makes Puerto Rico eligible for the Specigl Milk
Program, . :
SumMmEr FEEDING— - — o

- (SECTION 12) o

The summer food program is extended for two years with minor
changes. The scction places a ceiling on reimbursement rates that
may be paid for meals served in especially needy institutions partici-
puting in the program, with a provision that this coiling be adjusted
annually in accordance with chapges in the food away from home

“serigs of the Consumer Price Index. (This is the same adjustment

formula used in the school food pro raing.)
© The ceiling for lunches sorvo(i m neddy institutions would be set

at 8O cents, a level 9.59, above the 73 cént maximum set by USDA-
for last sSummer’s program. ' L . '
This section would also make the profram available to short-
term residential canps for low-income youngsters.” When Rop.
Charles Vanik (D.-Olto) sponsored the legislation that crented this
fogram in 1968, he stated on the House floor that the intent of the
K';:islution was to include such cumps, but USDA has arbitrarily
bafred their participation by regulation, y :

SrEciAL Foop SEnrvicE Program
(3ECTION 13)

This section of the bilk weukl bring the Special Foed Service Pro-
gram for children (under which reimbursements are provi(g(l to
nonsresidential child care institutions for meals served to attending
children) into accordance with the same procedures and requirmagri&g
that apply in the school lunch and breakinst programs. As in"the
school” programs, participating imstitutions would -be required to
collect income statements from parents or guardians, and institutions

0. C2le

ey
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¥ would then receive the same per meal reimbursements, and the sameé
per meal amounts of commodities, as are provided the schools in the
sehool food programs. . v :
This shou’{d éad to more cffective and efficient, o ox’ution of the
program.’ At present, States are hindered by an m'cKuic appongion-
ment formula under which some Stdtes never have enough mdney
and other States return funds unspent each year. In addition, at N
present some poor clildren are bm’rmf from the program solely because
their day-care center is not locatgd in a hard-core poverty aren, while
non-poor children within a poverty area receive as much reimburse- v
mg¢nt_per meal as poor vhildren. The procedures of the school food - q
pyograms, which have proven effective for providing reimbursemnent ‘
oh golmlf of cach participating child in accordance with the income of
hé ¢hild’s family, would resolve these inequities and greatly strengthen
and sregularize programm operations, : .
Reimbursements woul(Y continue td be available for the serving of
’ suppers and meal supplements in that small percentage of participating
: institutions which provide these geals. : S
This section also makes the speeial food service program available
for the first time to licensed, non-profit family day care centers, which
are currently excluded from the program solely on the basis of Agri-

PIEN

culture Departinent regulations.
(SECTION 14) '

This section acknowledges the intent of Congress to make available @ -«
the Special Food Service Program and the Summer Feedings Program o ’
to all cligible children. The Secretary 8 Agriculture is directed to -
devise a plan of information to the States, to educate them as to the
availability of thesesprograms.’ . ‘ o

Nox-Foop ASSISTANCE

A {SECTION 1) .

This section directs the Secretary of Agriculture to mnke available
and apportion among the States 5,000,000 for equipment assistanee
to the SpecinkFood Service Program and the Summer Food Program.

) Botl of these programs, according to administrators who have testified
before the S('E'(-t Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, and
according to GAQ, have suffered from lack of money for equipment.
This section for the first time mandates awcertain amount of equipment
money for these two programs, and should assist them in providing
clean and profossionull) nutrition delivery programs.

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL Foop, Prograx
(suc'rIoN 16)

This section oxterids and expands the Frogram known as WIC
{(Women, Infants, and Children). . . : °

This programt provides high-protein diet supplementation to low
income women, infunts, and ('.hi{dron found to be at nutritional risk.

,
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, «
The'idea idea behind the original pilot legislation was to reach people
during those critical . periods when nutrition intervention would do
the most gpod for them and therefore give the, taxpayers the best-
return on their tax dollar. ) o
~ This section makes WK ®a permanent. program. The response from
the States warrants no less of a cominitment. |
This section attempts to correct many of the problems
been discovered during this initial implementation pe
. Mlects extensive input from WIC administrators and gafficipants which
* has been received by the staff of the Select Compfittee on’ Nutrition
~and Tuman Needs. . B
The medical evaluation component has been rdvized so that some
of the problems of the early evaluation which haye Bgen discovered
und discussed by the GAO can be corrected. Tie newevaluation
. component requires the Secretary to meet with a group of~experts
i the field of maternal, fetal, and infant nutrition. Th group will have
studied the origingl evaluation, taken a look at exisNing health and
nutrition assessment mothods; and developed a plan for implemtnting
u specifie evaluation geared to the WIC program, and/or a plan for
using WIC data in other assessients, if either is*easible. This way,
there is a potentiality for using the acceptable data gathered in the first
evaluation and devising new methods. It is hoped a smaller in-depth
study over a longer period of thme will be possible to determine the
impact of this diet supplementatjon. o .
}I)'his seetion also inceregses the pdreent of total funds available for
administrative expenses and includes within that inereased monies
for nutrition education and outrench. The nevd for both an inerease in
administrative funds and provisions for nutrition education have
been emphasizéd repeatedly by WIC administrators as neecessary to
smake the program work effectively L -
The components of administrative expenses aro clearly spelled out;
start-up costs are allowed in sufficient amounts to allow any. program .
« to get atself off the ground; women are allowed to continue to receive
foods for six months after birth, as opposed to six weeks, in order
to allow them a longer period to catel up from nutritional depletjon
resulting from childbivth; children are allowed to participate t{l)rongh
five ¥&ars of age; not four, in an attempt to expand slightly their
nutritional coverage during the preschool years; lllm food puckage is .
made flgsible enough to cover cértain medical needs or cultural eating -
pullm‘(i%: advance payments to the States are requirved; and, o Na-
tional Advisory Couneil is established for maternal, fetal, and infant
nutrition.s . : B '
This Couneil will be composed of administrators, health professtonals,
nutritionists, State and local WIC directors, and WIC participants.
They will meet with the Seevetary of Agriculture-on a regular basis as
an advisory panel, and issue a report once a year. This report will"-
include the results of their oversight, and reeommendations for the
improvement of maternal, fetal, and infant nutrition programs.

. . - . (%

213 - .

14

o - S T .
ERIC R |




