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Magun 17,1975.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
. of the Union and ordered to be printed
~.

Y
Mr. Pererxs, from the Committee on Education and Labor,
> submitted the, following

REPORT N

RN S — - - -

together with

ADDITIONAL. MINORITY, SUPPLEMENTAL and
 INDIVIDUAL VIEWS

{To accompany H.R, 4222]

¢

The Committee on Education and Labor, to whom was referred the
bill (H R. 4222) to amend the National School Lutich and Child Nu-
trition Jcts in order to extend and revise the special food serviee pro-
gram for children and the’school breakfast program, and for other
purposes related ta strengthening’the school lunch and child nutrition
programs, haying considered the same, report favorably thereop with
amendments 4nd recommend that the bill as amended do pass.

The amendment to the text of the bill strikes out all after the en-

acking clause and inserts in lieu thereof a substitute text which appears

in italic type in the reported bill. . .
The title of the bill is amended to reflect the.amendment to the text

of the bill. .
' Poreose or THE LEGISLATION —

The ptincipal purposes of H.R, 4222 as ameided by the Co;mmxtéee
on Education and Lahor are—- e T U S
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(1) to extend the school breakfast program beyond its current
; expiration date of June 30, 1975, to permanently authorize the —
., program and to encourage an expansion of the program, 1‘
* "~ (2) to roll back the prites students must pay for a hot school |
lunch from their present inflated levels to 8 maximum of a 25 |
- cent charge to any child, =~ b

, (8) to provide automatic eligibility for iree’meais to children
. of unemployed parents. . s e
(‘i). w. exu'xuuw u.ud [=>-9 TCI ) vitouital x I ]
,care institutions and-pre-school programs in programsauthorized ' ;

S

(5) to expand eligibility for uced-price lunch,
. (6) to require the acquisitionfand distribution of certain com-
modities for child feeding programs at previous levels, and .

(7) to extend fhe highly successful special supplemental feed- .
ing program for women, infants and children and to expand its
authorization in keeping with the increasing interest in and re-
questg for program assistance. ~

History oF Scroon Loxcu axp CHILD NTTRITION PROGRAMS

Over the last 29 years, the -Scibol Lunch Program-has grown frem- :
A program involving an expenditure of less than $100 million to a 4
+ program with an annual ral cost of over $1.4 billion (cash and
commodities). In additigh, more than $300 million is now expended
on aid that did not exist in 1947, such as the School Breakfast, WIC,
Special Milk.and Nonschool Food Service Programs. M
. Millions of needy and nou-needy children have been brought into )
the program and Federal subsidies for free and reduted-price lunches
for needy children have risen dramatically to a current average level of
well over 70 cents per lunth—paying close to the full cost of preparing
Aunches for these children.. . . :
- But, the Federal aid granted to subsidize lunches to paying chil-
dren (the majority of children in the program) has shown an overall v

decrease when compared to the cost of preparing a lunch.
In 1947, when the School Lunch Program began ‘operations, the
Federal subsidy covered abou he cost of preparing a

lunch for any child in the program. However, because the cost of pre-
paring lunches has risen myeli faster than the basic sybsidy erate
for,Junches served to paying children, the share'of lunch costs covered
by Federal aid for paying children is down by almost one-third to
~gbout 21 percent for fiscal 1974.

.
- . S 4T — .
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 *FEDERAL FUNDING-FOR SCHOOL LUNCHES

"

1 ¢ oo,
.1 These figures include cash and commodity assistance. They are the expenditures for paid, free, and reduced-price
nches.
3 Preliminary, - .

Prior to the enactment of the School Lunch Program, some schools,
as early as 1932, received Federal loans‘,and agricultural surpluses
for lunch programs. In 1935, the USDA. initiated a direct purchase and
distribution program to provide donated farm surpluses to school lunch |
programs in an effort to dispose of these commodities.and aid schools
i providing nutritious, low-cost.meals to 4 studenis. This and later
expansions of USDA assistance to school lunch ptlgmms.(in 1939 and
1943) used spechl discretiondty authority granted in a 1935 amend-
ment to the Agricultural Adjustment Act (Section 32?5.

In 1943, the USDA instifuted cash grants to schools as a means of
assisting school lunch. programs. This cash aid enabled schools to
purchase food locally and, from.1944 throligh 1946, the Congress au-
thorized $50,000,000 annually for cash grants and donated food to
school lunch pro R : . Co

In 1946, the school lunch program was permanently authorized b:
the National School Lunch Act ‘SBublic Law 79-396). It éstablishe

cash grants to States-that enabled them to aid nonprofit school lunc@

Lorans

: programs in public and private schools. Payments to States were mad
. on's matching hasi§'and acca¥ding to a formuls that took into accountv”/
‘the degree of need in each State. In addition, the USDA was author®
o ized to continue providing Federally donated. food commodities to
’ supplement cash asgistance, - = - S R

- - - e MR o

. . Federal share of ,
'l;ohl Federal funds ndnt:te?stot lonch gjt d‘t!or
or unches preparing 3 lu paying B
i (miltions)? 4 (@3 (percent)
: o . 368 0.4 .. 3t .
. 8 - 3. ~ 31
.. 5 36. 30
10 37, ki
-, —— 8, W
Sl 98 36.9F ¢ o 2 N
T IrTCrTTITY rrTeves 33 40; » =
P 75 <3 ¥ 30T
[ AT ~ 182 40,4 " .~ 25
! : 22 - A3 26
tey LN .31 . A5 2
t 00 s 5
288 6.7 ' 2
74 46.3 2 .
a1 48.? . 24
@29 48, 23
L 316 49, 24.-
. A2 5L 27
316 48, 21
« 338 52, ]
435 8. 2
475 5, 2
- 565 62.2 19-
R L M. T W
A 1,023 63.2 21
*1,184 3.8, 2
1,43 8.5 21
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The cash and comimodity ajd established in.the National School
Luneh Act could be used for food purchase and for rionfood assistanee
th:;f, wonld help expand the program to schools without equipment.
All lunchgs served Ej partici at.mf schools were subsidized (as long
as they met USDA, standardsg ‘a.n“ the price to gll participating stu-

Anvigily,. -

-In its year of operations (fiscal year 1947) the School Lunch ™ *
Program provided a Federal cash contributionof 8:2cents-per-meal ——
and commodities worth LI cents per meal. Jhis provided & tofal 3id

_package (9.3 cénis) that subsidized about-31 percent of tha cost of
preparingeachjunch:— - T :

The first major addition to Federal child nutrition programs came -
in 1954 when the Congress established a Special Milk Program grant-

. ingcash subsidies for milk served in schools and child-care institu- .
tions. By thig time, Federal cash subsidies for school lunches had -
dropped to 4.8 cents per lunch and the value,of commodity assistance
had climbed to 8.1 cents. But although the.tofal Federal schiool lunch
‘subsidy had jimped to 129 cents per lunch, it covered only 30 percent
of the cost of preparing a lunch; ~ T R

i 1008, tho Congecs 1y twobatagti hebges i thedchoal, * ]

AW 93), the Congress made two su tial chat in the ) ‘

& Lunch Program. The formula by gvhich Federal funds.were allechte
to the States was re-worked so that each Stdfe would receivs fu
based on its rate of participation in the program, along with its yeed
for assistance. And a special assistande program (seéction 11 of the,

.'Att) was established to sid schools in'providing free 4m.reduced-

" price lunches to needy children, , > . R e e

By adding spgeiad assistance for meals fo.needy students, the Con~

gress established-a new Federal commltm&;g for child nutrition. Until

the special assistance program’ svas first funided in 1966, there was no

special provision Yot Federal aid to enable schools ta proyide free-and

reduced-price tneals to neédy students. Federal Subsidies were confined

to ;/rnergl-aasz'stanée for oll lunches (authorizedunder section 4 of the

n

Act) and commodities, which provided a standard amount of aid for
cach tunch served. In 1962, the total Federal aid package for school
lunches consisted of 4.1 cents per lunch’ (in csh) an {“;?5 cénts pér

lunch (in donatéd commodities). This p
sidy 116 cents ger_ ‘]im%f;z that covered2:
preparing a hmch—a substantial, drop fro
-prlggiram; o P [ Y

By 1966, Tederal subsidies for school Ifnches had dropped to 10.2
cents per lunch fin cash apid commoditifs), representing 21 percent
of theltostyof prepariny ¢ach lunch! Less than half of this subsidy was .
imctish (6 cents permeally. - .- A
+« But in 1066 two changes expandéd Federal child nutrition, sssist- ,
‘ ance: Special-assistades for fres and reduced-price mesls to peedy -
. 2 se children reccived its first appropriation (Speggal assistance fanding °
ettt did not becorne-substantial. unitil 1968). The ‘Comyt: ,ﬁi"egactéd the

Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (Pyblic Law 8% Wwhiéh established

the Schonl Breakfast Program,’extended and expanded the Special -
Z"f\h'ﬂ%aéld li}"opdfotzdf (e?iqulpmen Aﬁibr?cﬁh Programs, and provided
. Tor Federal aid to feed pre-scHc Iren-through schools and to pay.
 tertain Stabélaﬂxqinistgs{)tivgm‘o@ et addopay

- i - - e

.a total Federal, sub- .
pereent of the ¢ost of
the earlj)geé,rs of the-
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These two changes added t gvbréll Federal support for child nutri-
tion and boosted the average, Fdera] subsidy per lurich: However,
Federal aid for lunches to hon-needy Students continued to detline as
a percentage of the cost of préparing lunches—as the cost of preparing
meals grew. For example, by 1970, Federal aid for paid lunches to
non-needy students had Qeclinedfo 19 percent of the cost of preparing

tha-menl
VIIU 111V ke

In 1968 » profision giving Féders! aid for meals to children in non;
~ s hool sitaations was added to the National School Lurch Act (sec- . *
tion 13). Public Lat90-302 provided for grants to States that woald
ble thenr i ay-care cenfers-and her non-residefitial insti- =~ = -
, _tutions servn§ lmeafs. to children. Summer Teedilig programs cowd
.- "Nilso be assisted iinder this program. . .
- Furthermore, in 1988, the problem of insuring adequate funding
for the child nutrition programs authorized under law '(es ecial}iy
. special assistance for- free and -reduced-price lunches) was first ad-
‘ dressed by the Congress. In approving H.R. 17872 (90th Congress),
the Committee and thé ¥louse authbrized the direct use of section 32
funds (permanently appropriated under a 1933 amendment to the
Agricultural Adjustmient Act) fo.provide cash aid in child nutrition
programs. And, since that time, siction 32 funds have become a '
. major.source of financing Federal cash’(and _commedity) assistance - 7
+  for the School Lunch dnd ofher child nu¥rition programs.” ». ' | -
Publi¢ Law 91-207 authiorized the use bf section 39 funds to supple-
ment child natrition appropmniations in fiscal yeat 1970. Publie Law 92-
32 authorized the use 6f sectioh 32 funds in fiscal 1971 and 1972in order
t;) c]arry out free auﬁ reduced-price meal assistance provided for in
the law. R . '
Later, Public Law $2-133 authorized the use of section-32 funding
.o supplement regular appropriations for child nutrition and Public
Taw 92-433 authorized the use of section 32 funds to jricrease Federal
school lunch subsidies, dirgcted their mse it financihi the newly
established Special Supplemental Fee(fiflg rogram for \Women, In-
- fants and €hildren; and juthorized their use for ngnschool programs,
. In the 94th Coﬂgx'a;ss, Publi¢ Law 93-13, %?uli ¢ Law 93-150. and
Public Law J3-828 directéd, the fisd of sectign’ 32 funds in making,
“eash%iv’:liien of commBdities™ payrients, in maintaififgadequate levels

nem-10-8581S5-QGa Y

of cotpmodity &ssist;‘mcé,_ anid dn ﬁng'ﬁ(;'ihg".ﬁhé‘, eftended’ “TIC" ‘
" prograp Mol Tyt e e - SAMES
‘Pub,

- that n

L M i

o Law 91-248, enactéd in 1970, clarified the intent of Congiéss
.néétly_children reéeive free or reduced-price lunches by adding

specific. guidelines. for determining elingibility Jor free and rediiced-
. price linithes. It also required:that there be ng diseriipjnation against - )

needy children recejving free-or reducedl-pricé menls and, increased T
State’afdlocal mgtdhing réquirements. R N
In 1971074 1972, & series of e’na'cg:ntg (Public Laws 92-32, 92-35,

92-158 aid, 92-433)° made & major Meak with the old system of pro-
_viding ajdifor school lunches and breakfasts. They also extefided and
expsnded ‘the existing programy authored in the Nationsl School

s Tl

| Lurteh Act:¥nd gre @iil’diﬁ@Eﬁim} Alct and established ohé faw pro- j
« . pram—spedinl Suppleméntal Feeding Progiam for Wémeh, Drfants, =~ |
- wind CHIARER: (WICH 775 7 - o720 & e typr s NG/ s oo
. B P N U A
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A éuamnteed minimum ‘Federal subsidy fop each lunch served
(“performance funding”) was established gﬁrst‘at 6 cents per lunch,
. then increased to 8 cents per lunch), Additional special assistance for
free and reduced-price funches for needy, children was also guaran-

. . teed (at a minimum of 40 cents per free or reduced-p;ice'luncélj.u Prior .
to this chan%:bin the law, which in effect entitled schools tef cortain
minimum subsidies based on the number of meals served, hm,ﬂi.l,u.nch‘ —_—

. funding had heen Hmited by the anonmt of the amommt i E—

‘The same pripciple of _guaranteed minimum subsidy per meal (“per-

- ~—— Program—thoughatlowerlevels, .~~~ .. - -
e e b 197320819745 an0thot sorics of laws {Public Laws 93-13,93-86, _ — -
93-150, 93-326, and 93-347), increased Federal child nutrition assist-
ance. Guaranteed minimum subsidies for school lunches and break- ,
. fasts were increased and the USDA was mandated, to, adjust them
every 6 months to reflect food price changes. A guaranteed minimum
_subsidy ‘was mandated: for the Special Milk Program. Commodities
. (or.cash 1n lieu of, commodities) were guatanteed by setting & mini- |
mum level and granting special purchaging authority to the USDA
to allow it to.purchase sufficient commodities, But, despite’these mini- _, |
mum subsidies per lunch sexved, the Federal share of the cost of pre-
paring lunches for paying non-needy stydents has increased only
glightly over the 1970 rate. In 1970, the Federal percentage was 19
percent. The most recent figures available (fiscal 1974) indicate this

. has risen by only 2 percentage points to 21 percent, only aboyt two- e
. thirds the rate in 1967 SPETERS ARy R :
* "t . % Masor Provistons oF THE Bfiv. -,-"‘\-j-‘ o,

,* Limitation” on Price of Lunch to Paying Students T .
" Ashag already been shown, from its inception iri, 1946, the National
. School Lunch Program J;%s‘ had the singlé purpose of improving the

, _ »nutritional s{:aths'offa;‘s;i’c{:l dren in>school. ‘Through all of the years
. sinca 1946, Federal assistance in the form of cash payments and Fed-
erglly donated foods has béen provided by Congress in order to permit™
the sale of Junches well below pglfaqation costs to'any child wishing' ~ |
to participate, fegardlgss of family ihcome. Provision was also made”

_. in the program for the service of free or reduced-pridw lunches to
children unable to pay the regular lunch price charged in pagticipating
sthools. In addition, the program has been available to.any public or

i non-profit private school regardless of. the income of itg students or

- . con""muni‘ty; - b - \; '{' - - . . E . oo ar -

. —_ From11946 until 1968 the. rogram;};:eratgd ithout basic change.

) Expansion to thousands of additional. ' place and the annual

4

4

growth in participation of children averagediive to seven percent.
ﬁOWeyer, the intént of Congress as ekpressed i the original dct and

. in the 1962 amendments to the Act to provide free lunches to needy ;

froLT, 'ch,il?ﬁ'g_rpsvasnotbeingcarried\out; RV S ¥ T A

, Accordingly; in 1968, the Congress first authorized substantial
.~ -Special fiinding for free lunches. In 1970, Iandmark legislation was
" enacted to mandate free l?{ng}x&q for any: child qualifying under
poverty‘income guidelines. Sulccessive Acts of gqngress since 1970 have
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increased Federal funding for free lutiches to the point that such funds
, now cover nearly all of the cost of providing lunches to needy children.
In addition, Federal funds are providing for the cost of free break-
: fasts and free milk for needy children. . .
+_The results of these efforts have been striking. Prior to 1968 only
about thres million needy children were regeiving free lunches, As °

. &ven higher later in' the year because of increased. unemployment.
— —— —In-contrast; there-has beena marked reverse trend 1 the humber
ol children pay. for their Junches. 1n'the live years since IJ(0,
| ©_ the number of children purchasing’lunches daily has declined from _
= ”““{gmmt@%mﬂ D7 million children. From Jan- -
uary of 1974 to January of 1975 alone, the decline was one million
children, This overall decline of 2.7 million children in five,years has
occurrell despite the fact that since 1970 nearly 4,000 schools with .
. an _enrollment of 2.3 million children have entered the program.w“{
* . Progréssively, in recént years, the cost of producin% nutritionally
balanced lunches has risen because of sharply higher food and labor
cobts as well as costs of other items such as utilities, transportation
and sufﬁlies psed in preparing and serving lunches. Since 1967, the
cost of producing lunches has increased g nearly 70 percent, as
‘megsured by. the Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index of
- ‘the cost of food away from home, In the past year, the increase has
been well over 12 percent. ... - :
To meet this situation, school lunch programs have been forced
to increase lunch prices with the result that more and more parents
_are sm;ily unable to stretch the family budget so that their children
can eat lunches at school. Furthermore, in this period of reduced in-
comes because of shorter work weeks, as well as of constantly in-
. creasing prices and other cost factors, the number of children paying
for lunches at school will in all likelihood continue to decline sharply.
Ms. Josephine Martin, Director of the school lunch program for the
Georgia Department of Education told the Committee, on March 10,
“of the increased costs involved in providing school lunches in her state. *
She stated that because the Federal payments have not increased in
proportion to the increased costs and use some of these increased
costs have been handed on by school districts to children in the form of |
higher lunch prices, many students are dropping out of the program.
Ms. Martin pleaded with the Committee to enact emergency legisla-
:tion_to Correct this problem: As she stated: “Admittedly, the school
lunck program isTiot the only segment of .our economy which is. ad-
versely affected by this situation. However, the school lanch, program
.. is directly concerned with Protecting the nutritional status, health, and
welfare of the nation’s children. In this period of uncertainty asto our
future, we must look first.to the needs of our children to see that their ..
. opportunities for gfowth and development are not denied because of
«- poor nutrition.” A " S
., Mrs. Dorothy. Van Egmond of the food services program in the-
PrinceGeorge’s County, Maryland, public schools testified before the
Committee on March 10th on the increaging cost 6f the school lunch

N .
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program in her State. She testified that in the State of Maryland the
rice of producing and serving a school lunch has increased.27 cents
etween 1972 and this year, but that the Federhl Government's contri-
bution has only increased by approximately 5 cents a lunch during that
time period. The price charged the chil accordinﬁly has been in-

creased to make uyi the difference, with the result that thousands of
~chi Tt the program -

Mr. Richard O. Reed, Director of the School Lunch Program for
S  New. € -1 L

~tho sharp dectine i the number of paying students in New York State.’

. Those statistics follow: . e e oo o
— o e e e e - " T s rS e
" <. ' NEW YORK STATE SCHOOL FOOD SERVICES ! - - v
z ’ * School year— ’ .
> 197213 - 1973-74 ¢ 1974-75
N ) . ~ . Averags’ Percant Average  Percent ‘Average  Percent
* Statewide I “perday  of fotal | perday - of total per day of total .

e = = - ¥

A IUNENES . eeeevoteeeccnraaaes 917,79  55.6- - 769,712 5.8 725,208 4.9
' Reduced price tunches..... oremannane 9, . .6 " 11,265 .8 , 819 1.6 .
tes lunches.__..._..JLLIY I 3B B8, kM2 A4 053 50.5 .
Total lunches. ... boeriapen  LEAZ 631 i 1,513,088 .......... -
e - Tolalschools in program....c e foeor -~ — u T, 1 /. I
Avecage daily attendance.... ... ~eeos o 3,185,760 - 3158100 ..........
o Paidbreakfasts. .o oeoeen...o.. 23,745 1047 9.1
- Reduced prics Bieakfasis .11 — 1,132 5,875 5.1
Frebraktasts. ..U = 0,350 . 83,721 85.8
. otal breakfasts. ... o aeae 98,227 . \....... XL S 115,038 ....,...-
T T pr'o':r"gqt; ...... froere ”’_4;2 P 575 11T 660 2221701
Y TAWfigures from Octobyr relmbiirséent caims,  © - . !
7 T ’ )
This chart shows that there has been a decline of approximatel]}{'
192,000.paym% students in the school lunch grogram in New Yor

. State from 1972:t6.the present, Only 56,000 of these students shifted

to the five and reduced, price program. The remaining 136,000 students
simply dropped out of the program. -

A. result of this decline in the number 6f paying students in the
State has been that a number of school districts are discontinuing their
school lunch programs altogether, with the result that both middle

income and poverty students are being enied a school lunch. As Mr.

. Reed stated :

YA drastic example is Hicksville, Lo
“school year, this district.averaged 2,160

Island. During the 1972-73
e A meals daily. Cost in-

creases forced a

price increase for the fall of 1974 of 20 cents per

. 12th pointed

lunch. Participation dropped to 400 per day. with the result that all
“of the elementary school programs—some dropping to as few as gight
megls per day, six piid and two free—were forced to discontinue the
program."Today, only the Junior-Senior High School provides meal
service with the emplrasis on a la carte. The families of this district, a
so-called affluent community, cannot afford to pay the 70 cents required

to.purchase a.Type A.linch,” . AN i .
L,{{js. Lillie E. Herndon, President of the National P.T'A., on March .

to the declining number of students who are partici-

¥
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pating in the school Junch prograr'n 4s an example of how the health
of many children is being imperiled, The National P.T.A. has taken
a strong position in support of legislation similar to that reported
by the Committee in FLR.4292. .

FLR. 4222 contains provisions designed to reverse this serious down-
ward trend in participation by paying children and to pyovide a sound

as1S I0T 1l e 1U H o-a1<¢ (e
A principal probvision is that no child would have to pay more than"

propranricacanyd R118 B 4

23 cents for a school Tunch, - N

g U S

will have o important benefits e

5.cenitJaneh-priceswould equalize the appo nity for
paying children to take part in the program. At present, children in .
elementary schools are typjéally paying 385 ta 45 cents per lunch and
in high schools between50 and 60 cents, with the consequence that
many high school students do pot participate in the program.

(2) Many low-income families which now, because of pride, refuse
to accept free lunches for their.children will find it possible to afford
the new price of 25 cents per lunch.

(3) Schools now losing participation would experience sharp gains,

_With increased volure, production costs will be substantially reduced.

According to a USDA study publishdd on September 10, 1974, the
cost of producing a lunch would be reduced’ by 8.2 cents under a 25-

cent lunch program. The same study estimates that maXimum pattiei (7

pation of paying children would increase by at least 20 percen} with a
lunch price of 25 cents.

(4) With increased volume, jobs would be created for an additional
50000 employees in the Tunch program and local nierchants would
benefit from 1ncreased business. ‘ )

(3) The presenf trend toward conversion of, the National School

_Lunch Program, designéd to impFove the nutrition of all ¢hjldren, to

‘a straight-out welfare program, would be reversed. As lunch prices

. P

,continue to increase and participation of paying children contirueg to

decline, the point is reached where it is no longer possible to sustdin a
food service program even for needy children. Thas point has already
been reached in the case'of a number of private or patochial schools,
who have no outside resources, and in some cases, public schools as well.
(6) A 25-cent lunch would help middle income young families the
most, families especially with several children in school. This amend-*
ment could mean more to these families thisi the much discussed pro-
posed tax rebate. For example, at a saving of 20 cents per day, or $1.00
per week. a family would save $36 per year per child. This money
wduld be used in the community teodgurchase other goods and services.

In other words, the lunch cost redtiction would ‘nof only benefit the'

middle income families, but the community in general,

(7) There are still some 18,000 schools not partici%ati'ng:.in the Na-
tional Shool Lunch program. Many of these have been reluctant to"
come into the program because of unsure Tunding. Of this total, 8,000
are private or parochial schools with an enrollment of 2.3 million chil-
dren. With the 25-cent: lunch, it is expected that thousands of these

small schools.will particlgate. Such-an addition will provide nutri-
tional and economic benefits to children, families; and communiti
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‘ PARTICIPATION TRENDS, NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM, 1970-75
{In aullipns)
: y Total participation
. A ~(patd, free, and Total +  Total free
X . Month of January . reduced) paid ~y or reduced

180 4.5
— \ 24.5 18.0 6.5
4.3 16.5 7.8 \
- 246 3 . .23 —
— 2247 15.6 91
— 5.2, 15.3, 9.9
B

Eligibility of Okildren of Unemployed Parents for Frae Lunches -

It is of concern to’the Committee that the increasing number of
children from families with unem loyed parents are not receiving the
benefits of the free Tunch program.pHypot retically a ehild of an unem-
ployed parent can obtain free lunch, since an application for such
benefits’is allowed at anytime in the school year and current income
may be considered by local authorities in deciding whether-the low
income test is plet. As a practical matter, however, existing procedures
and differing-focal school policies frequently work ageinst widespread
participation of sich cﬁildren. Accordingly, the Committee has
adoptyd an amendment which provides automatic.eligibility. for free
~ " TungH for children of unemployed parents. The amendment is intended
. to’provide a child with a free or reduced price meal during any period
in which the child’s parent or guardian who is responsible for'provid-
in%his or her ‘?rincipalsu ort is unemployed.

ing the principal support of\the child, and such child should not be
declared ineligible for the pryvisions of this section by virtue of the
fact that another member of the family is employed on a part-time, or
temporary basis. The word “unexaployed” for the purposes of this sec-
tion is intended to mean “being \Without a job which pays wages or
.salary? . AL - ’
Nutritional Requirements . -~
Section 7 of the bill modifies the language oh nutritional require-
ments prescribed in Section 9 of the National School Lunch Act. The
concern prompting the amendment was related to reports of plate

waste in some schools. The Committes is concerned with the proble
of waste, and hopes that retary of Agriculture WE{;

__init ion with State educational agencies evelop

administrative procedures designed to cut down on food waste.
The Cominittee feels that it 18 in the Wthe nutritional
‘ needs of the child to have him consume ritionally balanced meal

consisting of the basicfour food groups. The failure to consume all of
g o xd o

is receivin

g a meal this is nutritionally inadequate. A child shou

e,

Teget

o yariety

§éltool personnel ‘will contihue to encourage children to consume all of
component foods of the Type A meal. At the same time, a variety
Ry : 2ol

———— ), - . ,'/‘ ‘

e

foods, and it is ther

- -

o e—n
-, - "

P -

. .
Se—— . - .v . Luﬁ @

he words “respsonsible Yor the principal support” are intended to .
refer to the parent or guardiyn who is normally responsible for provid-

components of thie Type A meal may mean that the %i]d -

. guided into proper ghoices and given an opportunity to learn to eat -
efore the hope of the Committee that -
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of other technigues such as careful men eet children’s
tastes, greater flexibility in portion sizes, greater choi specially at
the junior high and high school level, and edychtion in tf6 importance
of balanced nutrition, should all be employed to mak¢ the Type A
meal acceptable and attractive to'youngsters. :

The Committee opposes any change in school foodervice that would

“ower in any way the nufritional standards of the Typé A Iunch. It
should also be noted that Federal reimbursement for meals served

Iy 1t
—__ tional requirements set by the §ecreta;‘y and presently emEodied in the

oA tunch
AJ llv AT A

Matching Requirements .
This section makes a change in the $3:$1 State to Federal

matehing ratio set forth in Section 7 of the National School Tiunch |

Act. Historically, the $3 “state” share has been predominantly from
children's payments. However, due to the increasing proportion of free
and reduced-pricg meals being served, there has developed in a
number of states a shortage of children’s payments, thus creating a
shortage of State mqt,chir{% dollars. The new provision eases the $3: $1
. ipatching requirement with respect to meals served freg or at a reduced
price. Thug change doed not increase the Fedaral expenditure of funds

either for free or for paid lunches, nor does this ision in any way
reduce the matching requirements for State appropriations.
. Reduced Price Mea® - ' - ‘o

The Congress has sought to use the reduced-price mechanism to
attract more children.to the schoal lunch program. The income guide-
line for reduced-price’ lunches was pregcribed at 50 percent abovae the
poverty level in the amendments of 1972; it was increased to 75 percent
above the poverty level.in 1978 on a one-year basis, and was reriewed
at 75 percent in 1974, The hoped-for growth of the reduced-price lunch
has within the past six months begun to materialize, and convincing
testimony was presented at-the subcommittee hearings to the effett that
prescribing the income guideline at 100% above the poverty level
would give additional encouragement to schools to take part in the

_"‘*  reduced price lunch program. The following table from the U.S.

—

& ¢, -~ -Number of reduce linohes served . & .

nth:, 1/ * » T )‘ * } ' * 12 ‘y P

Novembfer __... e : i R, 4:; 3;888

mber - = e 3' s

TJanuary 1974.- .. g - 5,148,000,

y - Fe‘lbrrcli?ry ricd it - : ;¢W s ﬂ,—_’):"'f 5,01,2,%88)

) i % i S St e L e "1 g’%‘i \
et MY, it PR N SR A '.6:9026:"888'

. “gsntﬁr:ber D= '."g.gég;,ooo

ctober —.. . & - S— 9, 870, (
'November .2 - <o T T R 84T 883‘
. Decembel‘ * - : LA N - A y—,’ - '}“.:" Iy Vo 1,415;0004

.+ Department of Agriculture shows the grgwth of the reduced ‘price
W@W&}nbﬂ 1978 ad December 1974:

M [
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¢ Seéhool Breakfast Progmﬁt; e =~ x ’ |
. During fiscal year 1874”and fiscal year 1973, pasticipatipn in the

school breakfast program lias shown substantial and. steady growth.’

. The impetus for this growth was provided by-the 1972 Child Nutrition

L 9¢ Act: Amendments which made the hrgakfast program available “in
o+ ‘alkschools which make application.” The following chart, prépared by
» the USDA, indicates that in September 1973, 9,619 schools offered

: breakfasts to 1.100,000 children—while in September 1974, 12,483
schouls offered breakfasts to 1,581,000 children—an increase of 2,869
schools and 481,000 children.

SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM : , . v

s

Participation (namber d children)

s ,Freesnd G
Totat reduced Foll price

B
2
&
ﬂb
8
3

32523
K

1,100, 398 ’
15760 1,087 + RILSH \
LBL45 | 1,160,441 208, 003
LULsT T 1 253,548
SN 1,080 814 712,505
Las 515 1,182,505 237,08
e rhrd B’
A 0 2 e T i
T
524 1,526,489 245, 035
%:gg',m ) ;:?%,m « 242

3

As the chart indicates, that gfbwth continues briskly—the figures
. for December 1974 show 13,024 schools, and 1,776,000 children. of
which 86 percent are breakfasts served tomeedy ehildren. At the same
time. however, participation in the breakfgst.p is far less than
the Committee expects taking into consideration that lunch participa-
tion exceeds brealkfast participation by more than 20,000,000 chilgdren. Jo.
Accordingly, the present bill makes t.gg school breakfast 2 permanent.’ -
program. and requires that the Secretary of Agriculture and cosh. . ...
erat'ng State Agencies design a plan to.enlarge the participation of
] sehools torthe fullest extent possible. CA s
A Commodity Distribution Program .
oY Section 13 of the bill authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to :
continue for three additional years (through September 30, 1978) the -
purchgse of commodities at “nonsurplus” or “market” price, for dis-
tribution to programs such agithe School Lunch and Child Nutrition
programs, and Title VEL of'the Older Americans Act. - T
‘ Provision is also niade for restoration of such cereal products as
floyy, cornmeal, durum wheat'and-other grain products and salad oils
and Shortening to the list of commodities to be donated fop school
feeding programs. Such commodities are to be offered to sthools in
" approximately the same quantities as in fiseal year 1974. These prod-
nets ‘are to be provided in addition to contmodity donations under
Section 6(e) of the National School Lunch Act. Provision is also made
o encourage the purchasing of commadities by thi- Department of
Agriculturefrom local producers, ~. . . v .

N e
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Section 14 of the, bill, provides that not less than 75 percent of the
Federal assistance provided to the School Lunch Program under Sec-
tion 6{(e) of the gchgol Lunch ,Actlshail be in the form of food
donations. . ] ’ T .

The provisions of Sections 13 and 14 will greatly increase the ef-
fectiveness of the'commodity distribution in supplying certain fouds

the Sciwol Lunch Program which are essenticl to rmecting the na-

- ttitional requireraents of the lunches served. Flour and other cereal
sroducts and shortenings and oils had been supplied to Suliool Lunch
/;’L’__ograms on an unrestricted basis for many years prior to £scal year
<+~ 1073, “Their-gestoration to the list of foods available to schogls will
result in mordgutritious and more attractive lunches at lower costs.
. A recent study by the USDA camparing piices of USDA-purchased
fouds to prices paid by schools for the same products from local sup-
pliers, showed a 7 percent saving overall as a iesult of USDA
procurement. s E g

The Committee takes note of the fact that the Depaitment of Agri-
culture has acquired a substantial amount of beef for distribution and
use in the School Lunch Program. The Committee recognizes both
the dconomic and nutritional value of this action for the School
Lunch Program. Accordingly, the Committee wishes to state its ex-

___ pectation that the Departiest coptinue to m*-g_u_}rm beef and beef prod-
" ucts for use in the School Lunch Program at a level which Tully takes
o into account the nufritionzl value of Baiing a substantial amount of
w . §v beef iTthe School Lunch Program and the resulting savings that wil
" ‘accrueto participating local school districts who will be the recipients
P of.ih@siﬁj@oﬂﬁﬁband-necesg.ry,pommodity. -
ol Sptoiyl Supplemental Food Program . , '
& The Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and
o Children (WIC Program) was developed in an effort to provide nu-
tritious _supplementaf food for nutritionally deficient and low-income
pregnant and lactating-wonien, infants and chifdren up-to four years
. of age through cashfmn,ts to State health depdrtments or.comparatle
agencies. Authorized as a three year pilot program, WIC has devel-
oped into & program inyolving more than 1,500 individual elinit sites
in 48 States, Puerto Riéo and the Virgin Islands. The approved case-
load for fiscal year 1975 is 187,500 women, 178,000 infants and 282,800
. children for a total of 648,300 participants. I
_Sec, 15(a) aménds subsection (a) of section 17 of the Child Nytri-
tion Act to eoitinue the’ program tﬁro‘%\u September 30, 1978. This
extension'of the programs-would-allow for the continuation of supple-
mental foods containing nutrients which are lacking in the diets of
. women, infants and children who are nutritienia] risis. Such foeds
include high-quglity glrgt,ein, iron,.calcium, vitamins A and C. Those
people eligible for.such a program often are not aware of the necessi
of such nutrients to the hgalthy and.proper development -of
mother ond child. Furthermore, even- those who are aware of
. their ngtritional deficiency are prevented from improving thejr diet
by their Jack of funds. A study undertaken at Babieg Hospital in New
York concluded that “maternal malnutrition during g&t{x}ion pro-

" vides the simplest explanation for the under-nutrition d in thd
", x}ewborh infants-of the po,;”' T *.
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It 13 estlmated that 7 “iercent of the live. 'bom m e United. StateS,
or more than year, are born With struct or metabolic |
defects that are: a.pprent at piith or ean be; dingnosed duting the first -
two years of lifes About' 20 peréent ‘of thése defects are'related to |
specific genetic factors; 20 percent,with environmental factdrs which
_ affect the unboin bahy ; and about 60 percent of the defects rmlt from
" e heredity and envirenmént acting to gether,: - . .
.. Birth defects are three timed as comn'ﬂ\,mlow-.wexght mfants
in Iarger babies. Almost § percent or 245,000 newborn babies weigh
Im thad 514 pounds. In the United States nearly half or all infent .
" deaths are related to low birth Weight. In additjon, low birth weight
' can also retard méntal deyeloprhent as evidenced by a study which
showed children weghmg Tess than 5 pounds at birth had an average
Q ogs 94.6% lars%htiompared “tp 996 for child}en, who Welghed 5 to 10
'y nn ’at ~
1m:lin ddition to the food snppfements the WIG ‘Program provxd&, i

= this, pro also brings the women and children into the health
e oenfers which are responsible for the eligibility determination. There.' -

RN theparnmmtsalsobeneﬁtfmmtheaddxﬁonﬂmedmalcare S

t‘n&ff othemse receiye,
Sy tg») ‘of Sedtion 17 oftﬁe Child. Nutminon Act is amende&
uthonze ropnatwn 'of $250000 000; for each fiscal year,

:'on-ofﬂleprogranx;aswell - ';;:

A Preeenﬂy, tha De artment of Agncdlture hag ah addmonal 48

; applicants for the WIC Program with-An estimated caseload.of 100, --.
- 000 partlczpanm. Althougﬁ ‘these ap heants dre eligible, they have .
g been denied access-to the program naof Iack of funds. It is

r

estimated’ that ‘thers are a total nnmbé 46 mﬂhon women, in-

-~ fants; amlchﬂdrgmehguble for'the program. . -

-, Section 17(c) of the Child Nutrition Act. qg 1966 is aniended to in-

*" _créase the Federal -ghare of ademstra. ve costs: from, 10° percent to - ?
’ 15percent.Su .an. increase jg necessar: ionihcn*an an&speelﬁ h

. .~ costs that are related to this program. - o . .
T 7" The'need for additional administrative fim ‘M&s has"bean cited. fre-
" +quently by WIC admmlstrators 1n-order t0.increase the efféctiveness
= - " of the prograin. Varions administratiye costs include storage- and  ° -
o © - distribition costs, processing costs, accounfmg and voucher costs, as

i,

. well as-costs for the reparation and maintenance of- records-and. e *
" portd. A, particular limitation expressed by WIC a tors in
' ‘relation to inadequite admmlstrahve costsis thelac} cmntfunds
et toh.treenoughstm. .
- e SpemlEoodSmmProgrm forf;ﬁldrén I :

) %cﬂtlon 13 (a) of the Natjonsl- 1 Eahch Act %mended to ex-
N J / ?w Fog;l Sﬁnce Progrt;m for Children {summer foofg
. rofrram or one yéar. e summer eedmg rogram as;gged B
v . ?ﬁea , during the summer, those children: who 1 rfcen'efme and reduced- -
s price Tneals at school durmg the school year. E}xgxbiﬁty for the gro-
::"*.6::-::':??-—'-»" - )\"~ T “.'~ e ':(: :“ N VTR /C“(f )
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eram, is based on the ‘area-served rather than the income of the indi-
vidual, i.e., areas where poor economic conditions exist or where there
“are high proportions of working mothers. . oa
“ This amendment esxpands the programo include public or private
non-profit residential summer camps, which would include summer
vamps for poor children—such as “fresh air” camps. It also dlows
that any elli);;);bie institntion may enter the program upon request.
The importance of this provision is that allocation of the summer .
.feeding funds is made in the spring by the States, preventing addi-
tional or later summer feeding sponsors from being included. Because
>ponsors may overestimate the number of children they would serve,
millions of dollars go unspent while many thousands of eligible chil-.
dren go hungry. In fiscal year 1973, $50,600,000 was made available,
but only $28,000.000 ~was spent. In fiscal year 1974, $50,600,000 was '
again available, but only $31.000,000 was spent. In the sufamer ‘of
. 1974, States requested $64,000,000, $60,000,000 was allocated by TSDA,
5 Lut only $39,000,000 was used. This provision also insures that suffi-

N cient fundsyire made available for alkgligible sponsors who may re-
Feakquest particibation in the' progrini.
roposed £hanges to Section 13(c)-.establish maximum reimburse- *

men and also provide for the annual cost-of-food adjustment
.t these rates. The reimbursement maximums for lunch and breakfast ¢
~ would be set at 80 cents and 43 cents respectively—the same maximum ° .
-levels curreritly allowed in the school food programs. The maximym N
for supplements would be sct at 20 cents up only 1 cent from last .
summer’s 19-cent maximum. -~ e, .

JIn addition, this section also provides that all summer grograms re-
ceive S0 percent of total operating costs (including in-kind contribu-
tions) or 100 percent of cash operation costs, whichever is less. This
actually only puts into law that which'is already in the Department
of Agriculture regulations. - - ) '

. Section 13 (i}, is amended to direct the Secretary to publish proposed .
regulations relatirig to the implementation of ais pro%'ram by Jan-’
uary 1 each yedr and final regulations by March 1. This will allow
time for adequate planning and efficient management and administra-
tion. In the past, the Department, has not issued final regulations until
MaIy, only a few weeks before programs had to begin operations. ~

n the interest of expediting the issuance of regulations for this

summer’s program, the Committee intends that regulations for other
aspects of the program remain unchanged, inclu(ﬁng the regulation
that approved institutions which n.eet all gligibility criteria may serve
meals free to alk attending children without discrimination. * ’
The Committée bill retains the special summer food program in
section 13 of the Act. That program, however, would only be author-
ized for one more fiscal year. The purXose in limiting its authorization
to fiscal year 1976 is to encourage the inigtration and the Congress

to review the program’s operation during thie next few months with a
view toward amending its provisions. . - .
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The General Accountifig Office recently released a compre;ensivé

LR

audit offthe summer program which made 8 series of recomrkended
changes 31 the legislation to improve its administration. The; Cénigress
needs timg to consider these recommendations and to hear-testimony
froln Stas and local administrators before amending the Iaw.

Child Corg\Food Program ;o
. “This sectipn creates a new section 16 of the Nitional School Lunch
Act to be kyown as the Child Care Food Program. The Child Care
"Food Progrin, which is made permanent, provides grants-in-aid and
othei means;jo provide meals for children in instifutions providing
child care. This amendment to the School Lynch A¢t has the effect of |
separating theidaycare program from the summer fedding program,
“both of which%gre now authorized in section 13 of the, Act. The Com-
mittee rejectedign amendment which would have, folded the daycare
rogram into the regular school lunch program. In rejecting that
atter approach,thowever, it was not the Committge’s intention to en-
courage daycarefinstitutions to operate se%larately ,from the public
school system and from private educational systems. It is our inten-,

4 ‘

tion, rather, to eidyurage better cooperation between the various public
and private ¢ programs and the public and private school sys-
. tems. For thaf reisin the Corhmittee inserted specific language in the |,
¢ mendinent:to-p s such cooperation il

. , a relationship between malnutrition and mental
retarddtion in thelvary young. The National Academy of Sciences -,
reported “. . . The weyeht of evidence seems to indicate.that early and
severe malnutrition isY\n important factor in later intellectual develop-
ment, above and beyo\d the-effects of social-familiai influetices.” In
atldition. undernutrifigh may be a result of the mothet’s prenatal mal.
nutrition. However, DI Myron Winnick, Professor of Pediatrics-at
Columbia; University, studies which indicate that if these childrerf

- are fed a’good diet thrpugh their sixth or seyenth year, they may

L . . - catch.up. The Child Cyre Program provides-meals to children during .~ ...

-~ _~ -this very erucial formative period of time. = | s

, Section 16(a) (2) ‘e?n s the definiition of “institufion® to include
a'yX non-residential publjc or private nonprofit organization, including
bu¥ not limited o daycdre centers, settlement houses, recreation cen-
ters, family daycare prygrams, Headstart centers, Homestart pro- .
grams and institutions providing daycare services for handicapped
children. Such institution§ must be Hcensed or in compliance.with the
applicable Federal Interafency Day Core Reqiftrements of'1968. This
provision statutorily reaffirms the inclusion, of Headstart jcenters,
" wh’ch already, since Januayy 1974, have participated in the program.
- _* - Reimbursement rates: mmodity donation rates will be set at the .
% same-fevel as thogs iaf the National School Lun¢h and School Breakfast
e _Programs. Thése rates will be-adjusted semi-pnfually to reflect cost-
" Coffoodadjustments. .} ST
Reimb ents for suppdr and supplements are to be continued.
Ny Suppers would be réimbursed at the same rjtes as lunches. Supple-
- ments would be reimbursed 4t 20 cents for children’ eligible for free
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meals; 15 cents for those eliable for reduced price meals; and 5 cents
for other children. By increasing the reimbursement rate for lunches
and breakfasts to match those in the*schooi lunch and school breakfast
. programs, free and reduced price meals would be more adequately
Bnanch. More needy childrert could take part in this program. This
is important when we consider that 34,000.000 \merican women are
working outside of the honie, with neaily 387 having schoolage chil-
dren and approximately another 10%¢ witli children below school age.

The daycare program is also given its own authorization for money
to be used for food service equipment. Speci{fl provision is made for
those institutions determined by the State to be especially needy. Cur-
rently, legislation alluws for the States to use up to 25 percent of its
total prograin funds for nonfood assistance. States have been reluc-
tant to draw fiom limited funds Which must cover the day-to-day food
costs to pay for equipment. This provision will protect them from
having to use their ongoing program funds for equipment.

.

CoxrrrTEE CONSIDERATION ) .
* . <
The Subcommitter on Elementary. Secondary and Vocational Edu-
cation held two days of hearings on HLR. 3736 (co-sponsored by Mr.

L Perking,-Mr: Quie. My Meeds. Mis. Schroeder. and Mr. Mottl). On
March 5. 1975, the Subcommittee considered ILR. 3736 in legislative
session and subsequently reported the bill with amendments for Full
Connnittes con-ideration. On March 11, the Covunitte: on Fiducation
and Labor metin legislative session to consider 1L.R. 4736, The Clom-
mittes subsequently by a recorded vote of 35 yeas and 2 nays ordered
reported H.R. 4222¢(a bill identical to the intreduced version of H.R.
3736) after striking all after the enacting clause and inserting a new *
text. A nunber of Members of the Committee—including Mr. Bue-
hanan. Mr. Jeffords. Mr. Hall, Mr. Simon, Mr. Miller of Californis.

-and Mr. Mottl—are sponsors of H.R. 4223. 4 bill identical to the in-
. troduced version of IL.R. 4222. The Committee wishes to note the spon-,

. sorship .and support by these dfembers of this legislation,

In accordance with clause T of rule 13, the committee estimates that ¥
costs which would be incurred i carrying out'HLR. 4222 as follows:

e, Estimaté of costs =~ *, . ¢
2 - .
Sec. 4 supplemental payments (to provide 25-cents lunch) : Millions
1976 i - %055
1977 : - 855
. -1978 4 " - ~ 655
1979 { 655

¥

1980 - & - 653

e - - . v
The estipates are based upon the present average price of 45¢ which
children are paying for a school lunch. Under the new provision ¢hil-
dren wjll pay a maximum of 25¢. Accordingly, there will be an average
federal reimbursement of 20¢ in order to reach the current average 43¢’
ff’we. There are presently 15.2 million paying students in the schoal
unch program. The additional subsidy for current students wil

. - -
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d amount to $347 million. It 15 anticipated that there will 20% in- . |
crease in the participation of paying students which will result in'az
adgditional $108 million for a total 6f $655 million.

. . Reduced-price lunch eligibility increase to 100 percent of poverty index.' MiHons
L ghd i .

1976 v LR, - --' $30

1077 et e e —— 30

1978 —— - - 30

1979 +30

19680 - 30

Tsing census data. it is est'mated that 3 to 7 million additional chil-
dren ¥ill qualify for a reduced-price meal. Only 2.6% of eligible
children were added to the participation rate when the reduced-price
tligible increase was last enacted. raising the index from 50% to 75%

- of the poverty index. The estimate of $30 million in added cost is

. Lased upon better acceptance of the program at a rate of 5% of new
-7 igible children. Thus. the participation of 350,000 additional children
. are included in the estimate. - -
. Commogdities (grains and oils) : Millions
! 1976 . -- - P $70°
T 1977 9 -
! 1078 - ot : 9
o 1979 ... ; 79
- 1980 . 79}1 -

During fiscal 1974 the Department of Agricalture purchased $69
million of these commodities (including corn meal, flour. shortening,

;  oil). The estimate for 1976 of $79 million takes intp account the addi-
| tional childrens’ meals covered by other sections of the bill plus the ‘
Increasing cost of commodities. - - o s
L Meals to children at residential institutions:? ) ) Millions
1976 $125
. 1977 A ¢ 125"
1978 = . P T 1%
’ 1979 e . 125
. 2980 JZ 1N , o 125
Thete are estimated to be 430.000 children in the residential insti- B

tutions covered by the bill. The Department of Agriculture estimates
that 875 million will be spent for lunches and $50 million for break-

. fasts. ) '
. WIC program: T - Lo+ . - Millions
1976 - 4 - $250
: 1977 -« : 250
‘ ' 1078 : ' 2 L 250
y L Child eare feeding, program:? .. e s s
1076, g Gl 93
1377 - 1 . 93
197% .- P . —- . - 93
1979 .. j\gg’ ] 03
1980 ool : 93
. The new Seétion l%provram provides for new categories of children
. to be covered, and the estimate of $93 million takes these into account.
W oo i ’
S . LN . ’ .
S T . N . ¢ .
[} ] I3
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This shows an increase 6f:$29 million over the 1975 budget estimate of |
" $64 million. A . .
’ A . . Millions '
Summer feeding program : 1§77} : 4 $62

The program i expec 2 to experience_allo% growth during the
1975 summer period. i o ‘ A
b

. {f . N
School breakfast program:® £ : Millions |
?"‘;: . ) - . 3104 s
1977 o = ? P ST
. 1078 __ AN 104 .
' 1979 ¥, —ae- 104 '
- 1980 —cmomolcmmmmemae L. N 104

. [ : .
1payments are adjusted periodﬁiuy to reflect the changes in the series for food away
from home of the consumer price g§ lex. :

There are presently 1.8:nillion children in the breakfast program.
There is projected a” 20%3increase in participation for 1976, plug 2

cost escalation of 11%. mzﬂgng the 1976 estimate $104 million. .
< ,

. o ,
I.\’rm'rx(}ﬁ‘mf Ixtracr g']‘.\TEMEXT

. By :
. Pursuant to clause 2(1)?&{), Rule XT of the Rlllesgg the House of
) Representatives. the Conifiittee estimates that this 1&&islation’s posi-
- {t\-tﬁimpaetwon-oa‘onomiel;@}zpven}:axulemploymmlt W substantially
5. outweigh any inflationarygimpact. ' . Co

The increased participgtion in the school lunch program resuiting
from the enactment of LR, 4222 would have significant ant;-inflation-
/.y eflect. As was statediin the USDA's comprehensive study on the
Child Nutrition progranf—July 1974—the economies of scale brought *
aboyt by increased schoo] lunch participation shonld decrease the total
cost of preparing each school lunch by about 3¢ per lunch $100,000.000
on an annual basis). Moreover, the Committee feels that money spent
on providing a school lunch would be more effciently spent than a simi:
lar.amount expended.’bv individual fami ,iesmj% meals brought to
school. . ' ’ .

The increase in school Tunch participation will also serve to stiinnlate
the agricultural economy by inereasing demand for food commodities
used in the preparation.of thelunches. PR

New jobs would be created. It is estimated by the American School

t0 50,000, additional employees would

;

N ~

Fuod Service Association thdt.up
be needed to carry oufgthe exXpanded program in schools.
At a time when all costsfare escalating, school lunch costs and, in
turn, school lunch prices, afe no exception. Families are hard pressed '
. to stretch their budgets to meet the growing demands placed upon -
them. The rolling bakk of Fhe price of a lunch to each child would re- i
sult in an average saving Df $36 per year per child, which the family o
can ug% to. meet, othier living expenses. This extra money would flow A
back into the’ hen it is eshecigfly needéd—particw-

H

‘the“economy.at & tire w
" larlyat staté'and local Teyels. | °
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RiQuiremexts oF Cravse 2(1)(3) or Ruee XT'

The Cumimittee un Government Operations Lias not sﬁb}hitted vver-
sight findihgs or recommendations to this Committee, '
» The Congressional Budget Office has not subnsitted the analysis 1e-
quired-by section 403 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974

The Subcommiittee on Elenientdry. Secondary. and Voentional Fydu-
cation did not hold spetific oversight hearings on the operation of the
Schoul Lunch Act. However, in festimony %Sefore the Subcommniittee
on ILR. 3736 witnesses recommended changes in the current operation
of the program. ‘Tle changes that were recommendedare described in
the section of the report entitled “Major Provisions of the Bill™.

- -

. s+
- « SecrioN-BY-SECTION ANaLysis oF H.R. 4222, as RepQrTED

. N B
Jection 1. This section states that the bill be cited as “the National |
Sfclllgglsq’Lunch Act and Child Nutrition' Act of 1966 -Amendments :
0 . ; :
Section 2. This section would make permanent the authorization
of appropriatjons for the school breakfast program under section 4
of the Child Nutrition Act-of 1966. . ! . .
Section 3. This section would state as.a matter of national .policy.
that the breakfast program should be®made available in_all schools
where it is needed that the Secretary of Agriculture must carry
out 8 program of ififormation to implement this policy. The Secretary
would have to report to thé appropriate Congressionnl commi‘tees
within 90 days ‘after enactment of the bill his'plans to expand the
prggrém. ~ f . -
ection. 4. Subsection (a) of this section would amend thé National
-School Lunch Act by directing the Secretary to n@;;xppleméntal -
food assistance payments to State educationa} agencie¥~h participat- -
ing States, such supplemental payments not being subject to the match-
ing requirements of sections 7 and 10. :
The amount of such sup;;lemental payments for each school partici-
pating in the program shall equal the number of lunches (other than,
free and reduced-price lunches) served to children in such school,
multiplied by either the difference between the price of such a lunch
in such school as of January 1, 1975, and 25 cents, or 10 cents, which-
ever is the greater. Supplemental payments to school districts partici-
Pating in the school lunch program for the first time would be com-
puted by multiplying the number of lunches (other than free and
reduced price) served in the school by either the difference between
tlie average price charged students for such lunches in the State on
Jdanuary 1, 1973, and 25 cents or 10 cents, whicliever is the greater. 1
Subsection (b) of this section would amend section 8 of the Na-
tional School Lunch Act to allow participation by a school only if
no child’in that school is required to pay a price in eXCess of 25 cents |
for'a lunch during the fiscal year of participation. - '
Subsection (c) provides that the amendments made by this section
shall be effective 23 of July 1,1975." L “

. .
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Section 5. This section would make conforming changes necessitated .
by the amendment: made by section 9 (c). , )
Section & The National School Lunch Act presently requires States,
in general, to match every dollar of Federal funds with $3 of State
. and local funds for the basic school lunch program. This section would
waive thatrequirement for the amount of Federal funds received by
3 State to provide free and reduced price meals. No State, however,
could reduce its present level of State funds due to this waiver:
Section 7. Subsection (a) of this section would ainend the National
.School Lunch Act to pravide that foods must he offered to students in
. * . the-lunch program byt that students cannot be required to accept
+ foodsthey donat want. . . ) . , ‘0,
‘" Subsection (b) would amend the National School Lunch Act to pro-
__vide that children eligible for reduced price meals could be from ~ .
families having jncomeg no more than 100. percent above the family |
poverty guidelings peeseribed by the Secretary annually. The present -
layw provides that such eligibility must be limited to incomes no more
, thin 75:percent in exeesd of the poverty guidelines. : ..
L ' This section further amends the. National School Lunch Act by
. profiding that any child of a parent or guardian who is the principal
support of such child and is unemployed shall be served a free lunch
._,_‘-*._.mdusmgﬁthapariad_ao,ﬁ_unempl%gnt. The school shall in no way dis-
criminate against or_overtly identify such child by special tokens, or.
other measures. The damendment made by this subsection shall be ef-
fective duriirg the period beginning on the date of the enactment of
thd bill and ending one year thereafter. . , :
Section 8. This section contains a technical amendment to the Na- °,
tional School Lunch Act to make the provision authorizing direct -~
payments to private nonprofit schools and instititions conin’:m to
; vised allocation method for school lunch funds contained in
Publit Law 92-483 and to the amendment made by section 9.
" Séblion ¥*Subsection (b) of this section amends the National School -
) Iixun i.Act to include the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands in™
" the :
S

éﬁ{‘rﬁt%%l’“of “State” for the purposes of the-Act.
ugﬁec' i

- . the

(c) of this section would broaden the definition o
“gchoolf’ contained in the National School Taunch Act to include an

public pr licensed nonprofit private residential child care institution, \ R
adopt:u%. for purposes.of-that paragraph. the same definition of" . R
“nonprgfit” resently contained in section 12(d)(8) of the National /" we

.School gluan Act, which is a tax-exempt status under the Internal’ ==
Revenud,Code. N * R T o U
Section, 10. This section would amend the Nationa] School Lunéh™: * '~
Act tq lithit the special food service program for children (sectipn 137 .~
. of such Algt) to special summer programs operated by nofiresidential” " -

public or:yrivate nonprofit institutions and residential public or pri-
vate nonp siimmer camps. . o oL e
_ This.section alsg contains a new provision, that institutions eligible
. . for the summer program would have to offer a regularly schéduled
. .ggogram for any peried during the dnonths of Maly thrdugh Septem-

.. _ber at site locations where érganized recreationg

a2 i
-

actirities or food |
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services aze provided for children in attendance. In addition, this sec-
tion .provides that financial assistance to a_service institution shall
equal 80 percent of the operating costs of such institution’s food serv-
ice, or 100 percent of such institution's cash expenditure for the op-
erating costs of its food service, whichever is less, but in no instance ,
shall it exceeg 80 cents for each lunch or supper served, 45 cents.for
each breakfast served, and 20 cents for each supplement served, This

' section further provicies that the Secretary of Agriculture shall pub- -

lish proposed and final regulations relating to the implementation of

- the summer food program each fiscal year by certain specified dates.

Section.11. This section would repeal from the National School -

" Lunch Act a provision regarding the availability of section 32 funds

which was operative during fiseal years 1971 and 1972.

.Section 18. This section would amend the Child Nutrition Act of
1966 to include public or licensed nonprofit private, residential child
care institutions. Such institutions would have to have tax-exempt
status under the 'Internal Revenie Code in order to be eligibie.

" Section 13.'Subsection (a) of this section would extend the Com-

_moditY Distribution Program ¢ontained in section 14 of the National °

v

-ty

¢

* >

Schoo

Lunch Act and require donation of cereal, and shortening an

_oil products at the level provided in fiscal year 1974, - ‘

tbsection (b) provides that in purchasing agricultural ¢ommodi- =~
ties, the Secretary of iculture shall not issué specifications which .,
festrict participation of local producers unless it will resulf in sig- _
nificant advantages to the school lunch program: \ ’
. Section 1}. This section would provide that at least 75 peregnt of

‘aggistance proyided under section 6 of the National School Lunch, \ct

shall bé in the fqrm of foods purchased by the Departrent” of

"Agficulture.

Section, 15. This section would extend for three, fiscal years the
Special Supplemental Food Program contained in section 17 of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966,\and authorize appropriations of $250,-
000,000 for each fiscal year, or, I there are not sufficient appropziatiens,
use of funds appropriated by,sedtion 82 of the Act of August 24, 1935.

The allowance for administrative costs of any program carriefl out
under authority of such section 1¥is increasedy under this section to
15 percent of the Federal funds provided under the authority of su¢h
section’ 17. Present lasy provides a 10 percent limit. -

Section, 16. This section wonld amend the National School Lunch

.e-Act by adding a new section 16 to establish and maintain programs,_

on a permanent basis, for, children in nonresidential child care insti-.

. tutions. These institutions eligible under this section are public or (}n:i-
in

vate nonprofit’ organizations where children are not maintaine
permanerit residence, gnd which have received local, State or Federal
licensing ‘or approval. The institutions must have achicved or be
moving toward tax-exempt status. . .. . ‘

. This section further proyides that the Secretary of Agriculture shall
make child care food payments to"each State educational agency. on at
Jeast a monthly basis, the computation of such reimbursements and
commodity donations to be the same as those for lunches and breakfasts

A

s§wed in the school lunch and breakfast program. Reimbursements.of
- 8L ’ ‘ o

rplugand supplementsare to be continued:

5
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“——Subsection (b)(2) of new section 16 authorizes. the Secretary of

. Agriculture to provide additional funding. on at least & monthly -
basis. to those child care pragrams determined to be “especially needy”. —
Subsection (b)(8) of ney section 1 pgg'%ui_gs,t);a.tt&l ents
for meals to be provided-in-anygiver-inonth shall he forwarded to

.each State nola n the first day of each month. )
Subsection (c. new section 16 states that all meals served by
participating Institutions shall meet fininfum nutritional require-
) tuents, and that no child shall be discriminated against because of his
* - inability to pay. Commodities must be disbursed to these institutions -
under this program. . . R
The hew section provides for direct disbursemeént of funds to edu:
© (atwona] lustitutions in those States where the State educational agency
" ‘isunable to disburse the funds. .
The value of assistance to children under this new sectjon shall not
" be considered inconie nnder any Federal or State laws. An authoriza- -
tion of approprigtions would be provided for admjnistratiie expenses
related fo the new section. Of the sums approprinted under this new
section and séction 13 of the National School Luich Act, $3,000,000
shall. be available to provide non-food assistance for the child care
. program and the sumfner food program.; -

Seetion 17. Subsection (a) of this section gmends the Child Nutri-

» .

tion Act of 1966 to expand the definition of “ nited States’” under the
.special milk program to include the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
, the Vifgin Islands, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Tslands.
_Subsection (b) amends section 4(b) (1) of the Child Nutrition. Act .
or 1966 by including the Trast Territory of the Pacific Islands immedi-
.. ately following American Stmoa in the apportionment of funds.
- Subsection (¢) expands the definition of “State”, for purposes of the
» - Child %utrition Act of 1986, to include the Trust Territory of the

Pacific Islands. -
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"Cuaxcrs 1¥ Exrstine Law Mape sy H.R. 4222 As REPORTED

In compliance with Clause 3 of Rule XTIT of the Rules of the-
House of Representatives, changes in existing law proposed to be made
by H.R. 4222, as reported by the subcommittce are shown as follows
.(existing 1 proposed to be omitted is enclosed in black brackéts, new
matter is prihted in italic, existing law in which no change is proposed
is shown in yoman) : . K

Cuip Nurrirtoxy Acr or 1966
* - * . £ * * » L]

¢, = . SPECTAL MILE PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION

Skc. 8. There is hérealg authorized to be appropriated for the
fiscal year ending June 80, 1970, and for each succeeding fiscal year ,
- ﬁm_ﬁsuc}xs.ums.as,may‘be.negessaryipwenabley,theSgcmtgvmf,A%mulLurg,w“m
under sucl, rules and regulations as he may deem in the public inter- %z b
) est, to.encourage consumption of fluid-milk by children.in the United :
. States in (1} nonprofit schools of high school grade and under, and
(2) nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, setflement hduses,
summer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to tite care -
and training of children. For the purposes of this section *United :
States” means the fifty States, Guam, the Commonwealth of Puerto *
Rica, the Virgin Islands, the Trust ’lzerritory of the Pacific Islands,
and the District of Columbia. The Secretary shall administer the X
special milk program provided for by this section to the maximum oy
extent practicable in the same manner as he administered the special %
milk program provided for by Public Law 89-642, as amended, during -
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969. An{; school or nonprofit child care
. institution shall receive the special milk program upon their request.
. Children that qualify for free lunches under guidelines set forth by the
Secretary shall also be eligible for frie milk. For the fiscal'year ending
June 30, 1975, and for subsequent fiscal years, the minimwmn rate of
reimbursement for a half-pint of milk served in schools and other
eligible institutions shall not be less than 5 cents per half-pint served
. . to eligible children, and such minimum rate of rcimbursement shall be
adjusted on an annual basis each fiscal year thereafter, beginning with
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, to reflect changes in the series of
food away from home of the Consumer Price Index published by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor. Such adjust-
ment shall be computed to the nearest one-:fg_rurth cent.

SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION

Skc. 4..(2) There is hereby authorized to bé appropriated such sums
_ as are necessary for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1973, June 30,
1974, and June 30, 1975, and subsequent fiscal years to enable the Sec-

: (24) ‘ -
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. "retary to carvy out & program to assist the States through grants-in-
[ " 2id and other means to initiate, maintain, or expand nonprofit break-
"~ .. fast programs in all schools which make application for assistance
" and agree to carry out a nonprofit breakfast_program in accordance
‘with this Act. Appropriations and expenditures for this Act shall be,
. considered Health, Education, and Welfare functions for budget pur-
poses rather than functions of Agriculture. - .

-

APPORTIONMENT TO STATES -
’

Y
.-

(b) Of the funds appropriated for the purposes of this section, the
Secretary shall for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1978, (1) apportion
. 92,600,000 equally among the States other than Guam, the Virgin
Islands, [and American Samoa] .imerican Samoa, and the T'rust
T'erritory of the Pacific Islands, and $45,000 equally among Guam, the
Virgin Islands, and [American Samoa} American Samoa, and the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, and (2) apportion the re-
mainder among the States in accordance witli the apportionment
formula cofitained in section’1 of the National School Lunch Act, as
., amended. For each fiscal year beginning with the-fiscal year ending -
June 30, 1974, the Secretary shall make breakfast assistance payments,
at such tinues as he may deterthiye, from the sums appropriated there-
for, to each State educational figency, in a total amount equal to-the
result obtained by (1) multiplying the, number of breakfasts (consist-
ing of a combination of foods which meet the minimum putritional \ .
requirements préscribed by the Secretary pursuant to subiSectioh (e)
of this section) served during such fiscal year to children in school
in such States which participate in tlie breakfast program under thi
section under agreements with such State educational agency by
national average breakfast payment prescribed by the Secretary
. such fiscal year to carry out the purposes of this sectipn; (2) multiply- .
. ing the number of sucli breakfasts served free.to children cligible for .
. free breakfasts in such scliools during such fiscal year, by a national
S average free breakfast payment prescribed Uy the Secretary for such s
' fiseal year to carry out the purposes of this section; and (8) multiply-
ing the number of reduced pyice breakfasts served to children eligible .
for reduced price breakfasts in such schools during such fiscal year by .
a national average reduced price breakfast payment.prescribed by the . )
Secretary for such fiscal year to carry out the provisions of this sec- .
tion: Provided, That in any fiscal year the aggregate amount of the )
breakfast assistance F\nyments made by the éecretary to each State X
educational agency for any fiscal year shall not be less than the .
amount of the payments made by the State educational agenty to »
participating schools within the State for ‘the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1972, to carry out the purposes, of this section. The national
" average paymeit established by the Secretary for all breakfasts served e
to eligible children shall not be less than 8 cents; an amount of not
less than 15 cents shall be added for each reduced-prick breakfast;
and an amount of not lessthan 20 cents shall be added for each free
. breakfast. In cases of severe need, & payment of up to 45.cents may
be made for each breakfast served to children qualifying for g free

[
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NONPROFIT TRIVATE SCHOOLS

(f) Fbr th %ag\year ending June 30, 1973, any witlﬁ]oldinlf of
funds for anll Wisbitrsement to nonprofit private schodls shall be
i used prior to such fiscal year. Beaj;gming with
the fiseal year ending June 30, 1974, the Secretary, shallmake pay-
ments from the sums appropriated for any fiscal year for the pur-
poses of this section directly to the [nopprofit private schools] sckools
(v defired 'n section 15(c)) which are private and nonprofit (as de-
fined /n &e List sentence of section 15(c)) within a State, that partici-
?ato in the breakfast program under an. sgreement with the Secretary,
or the same purposes and subject to the same conditions as are author-
1zed or required under this section with respeet to the disLursements by
State educational.agencies.

(9) 15 a nat'ond nutrition and health policy, it.ig the purpose and

intent of the Congress.that the school bical:jast program be made
orailable in ol selovls where it is needed to procide adequate nutri-
tion for ckildrcm in attcadance. The Secretary is hereby dirccted, in
cooperation with State cducationgl ogepyies. to carry out a program
tofidfovmation in furtherance of this pog@, Within ainety days afics
the enactment of this legislat'oa, the Secretary shall 7iport to the

. L @ " . g - . ; » 27
committces of Mrisdiction in the Congress kis plows dnd thosc of the
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ccoporgtong Stake ayencios L0 belteg about the netded vopansion<n
the school breakfast program. s
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. MTSCELLANESTS PROVISIONS AND DEFINTTIONS
S=c.15. For the purpose of this Act—+ . :
tes, the District of Columbia,

(a) “State” 1eans any of the fifty $ta

the Commonweaith of, Puerto Rico, %he Virgin Islands, Guain, For -

American Safaoa] A rican Samioa. or the Trust Territory of the
P«J&ﬁtfﬁ’ﬁlwz(ls;:. - R T e

> poty ‘f-' S . e . v .. . _...1:' L
~ (b} “Eotn dhw ational ageacy " aganis, as the State Jegislature may

‘_floh-rmjne, 53] the 'c}‘i’ef St:’:te schopk (ii?l_cer (such as the S_t@_t_p super- |
. intendiat-of gablic in:timction, eomnissioner of ¢ducation, Or.shilar,
" officcr}, or, (25\0\_,. G

! sard€ education controlling the Stitidgleapaztment
ofledti(:ﬁ%on. " 5 4 o ' ST s ,
" Ete) “Nonprofit frivate schogli™tueans any priyiite,
from income tax tnder section 301 (%}‘ of the% Ater
“Code of 1954 . ) RS 4 -
. () “School™ means any public or nonprofit private el
schonl grade or under, inclading hindergarten and preschd
operated by such school and, with respect to Puerto. RIERRAY
inrlade nonprofit child-cyup, centers certified as such by, the Governor
of Puerio Rico.J », 2 N IR
(¢) “School” means ()
high school grade or unde ng kindér
grams operated by such, schoyl, (B) any public ar licensed monprofit
privaté residential chilil care. institition (including, but not timited;to,
phanages, homes fof the mentally retarded, hothes: for-the omotion-
% disturbed, iomes, for unmarried mothgrs and their infants, tempo-

rary shelters for minoway childrér, temporary shelters for abused

,u
$I T e
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2 A v

. an publzc or non;n'oﬁt p::w;zie ackooZ; of {
;z'lw;ludz‘ ;‘%tzz_genargd oreschool-pro-
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children, hwspitals for children who are chronically ill, and juvenile
detention centers), and, (C') with respect to the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, nonprofit child cure centers certified as such b% the Gov~
ernior o Puerto Rico. For purposes of clauses (A) and (B) of this

paragraph, the term “nonprofit”, when applied to any such private *

school or institution, means any such school or ins¥étution which is

" ewempt from tuc under section 601(c)(3) of the Interngl Revenue
)

Sl a4 : he Secretary of Agricultire. (
e) *Secretary’® means the Secretary o iculture. (42
- U.S.C.1T84.) . < ‘ Y

* * . 3 S *

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM

years en&in:gl,"—June 30, 1973,

.

Skc. 17. (a) During each of the fise
June 30, 1974, [Tand] June 30, 2975, June ONIT6, September 30, 1977,
@b Septemqpber S0, 1978 the Secretary shall
health dephrtinent or comparable agency of each Stuie: Indian tribe,
bund, pr7eroup recognized}? by the Department of tue Interior; ur the,
Indian Health Service of the Departiient of Health. Eduéation, and
Welfare for the purposeof praviding funds to locai ieaith or welfare

_agencies or private nonprofit agencies of suca State: Indian tribe,

]

wake cush grants to the .

g

Tand, or group recognized by the Departnent of the Interior: or the
Indian Health Servive of the Departiuent of Ilenlth, Educution, and
Weliare serving loval health or welfaie needs to enable su.h agencies
to carry out a program under which supplenvental foods wiil be riade,
avadable to pregnant or lactating worwn and to infaxts deiermined
_ by competent professionals to Le nutritional 1icks kecause of inade-,

Guais nuintion and fadegnate income, Such progiam F-hall be oper- ~

Jted for & thvee-year period and} may b carried out in tsy area of the
&.;mted States without regard to whether a food starep progii.a or «
rect food disfribution program is in effect in such area.

¢ + (b) In order to cairy out the program providgl for under sub-.

scetion (a) of this section-during [the i al year ending June 30, 1993,
. the Secretary shall use $20400,600 out of funds appropriated Dy sec-
*™on 32 of the Act of . August 24, 1535 (7 T.S.C. 612{c)). In order to

carry out such program during the fiszal year ending June 39, 1974,

there is authorized to be appropriated the'suna of $20,00C.000. but 1n

the event thgp such sum has not Leen approgmatod for such purpose
by Augmist, 251973, the Secretary shall use $20,000.000.F each of the
fiscal years ending June 30, 1976, Scpte.nber 20, 1977, end Septem-

ber 30, 1978 there is authorized to be appropriated the girn of 5250,

900000 fer each such fiscal year, but in the event thai such sum has

nat been appropriated for-such purpose withip thirty daus ajicr the

beginning.of each fiscal year, ¢ Slecretary shall yse $250.090,000-or

if any amount-has been appropriated for such progmm, the difference; -

if any, between the smount directly appropriated for such purpose
and- [éQO;OOO;OOO] $250,000000 out of funds-approprigted by section
32 of the Act.of August 24,1935. (7 U.S.C. [612(c) 2{] 61Zc). [In.order
to carry put such program during,the fiscal vedr ending June 30, 1975,

there ig-athoriZed to-be appropristed-the sum of $100,000.000, but in

_.. - theevent that such sumLias not been appropriated for such putpose by
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hasbeen appropriated for such program, the difference, if any, between
the gmount directly appropriated for-such purpose and $100,000,000,
out of funds appropnatuf by section 32 of the Act of August 24,
1935 (7 U.S.C. 812(c)).] Any funds expended from such section
32 to carry out the provisions of subsection (2)-of this section shall .
be reimbursed out of any supplemental appropriation héreafter -
. enacted for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of such sub;
section, ‘and such reimbursements shall be deposited into the fund
- stablished pursuant to such section 32, to be available for the purpose
.of(‘such section.® ol 'ed> by the Seoreta dor
[ T any program 1s carried out e retary under
authzn'it 'o% This seciI:Jion through-any State or local or nonprofit
agency, he is authorized to dpay administrative costs not to exceed
L1075 per centuin of the Federal funds provided under the authority

of this section.
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. Auﬁ 1, 1974, the Secretary shall use $100,000,009, qr, if any’amount. . *

P

APPORTIONMENT-TO STATES+ <"

Skc. 4. (a) The sums appropriated for any fiscal-year pursuant to the
authorizations cont?’ned 1n section 3 of this Act,'excluding the -
specified in section 5{sh
agricultural commodities and'other food for the program in accord.
ance with the provisions of this Act. For each fiseal yean.the Secretary
shall make food assistance payments, 4t such times as-he may. deter-
mine, from the sums appropriated thérefor o each State-educational
agency, in-a total amount equal to the re I
thre number of lunches {consisting of a.combination-of-foods-whic

~meef the minimum nutritionsl requirements prescribed by the Secre-
tary under subsection 9(a) of this Act) :'servég

-during such fiscal year

Id

all be'available to-the Secretary for supplying . .,

A

t obtained by multiplyini .. L

tor children in schoels in such State, which participate in the school .

lunch program under this Act under agreements With such Siate edu-
- cational agency, by g national average payient per lunch for such
%" fisesl year determined Dy the Secretary to be ‘necessary to carry -out:
" the purposes of this Act: Provided, Tha in any fiscal year-such ma-
tional average payment shall not bé less'than 10 cents per, lanch and
that the aggregate amount of the food assistdnce payments.made by
" the Sec;‘etb}rl’y“' to each State ‘educational, agéncy for any fiseal year
shall niot be lésg than the amount of the payments made by the State .
agency-1o- participating schools within the State for the fiscal year-
ending Jine 30, 1972, to carry out the purposes of this sectiond. = ...

(8) () I'naddition tothe food assistance payments unflersibsection

_ @) to-a State educational. agengy for any ﬁapdl*ye‘u:;ktk_&;smm@

shall make supplemental food assistarice payments. for & edr Zo. -

. ey State edcationts ageic i atotal amouns equal to s of the 5

enlts obtained by muliplying. () the er:of Tunghess other—- —— -
L N - o - N 3, - T B




. supplemental payments to a State educati

‘...P,» . e ..29,‘

than, free lunches a'f.d reduced- price lunches, (conmtmg ofa ccmbma-
twn of foods which gitet, the minimum nutritional requirements
sz(l{wSecre under section'9(a)), served during such caZ

t@ﬂ ren in eac ec}wol in such’ State which participates in the
school lunch program under this Act under agreements with such
State educational agency in uccordance with section 8, by (B) a pay
ment per lunch for that school determined by the Secretam, in
cordance with the first and secortd sentences of paragmph (3), whick-
everis appropriate. ——

(2) Supplemental payments to any State educational agency under
this subsection shall not be subject to the matching requirements con-
tained i z;z the third sentence of section? and. in tlze second senence of
section 10.

{8) In the case m[ zeclwol which was participating in the school
lunch program w is Act as of January 1, 1975, the payment per
lunch for a schopl detemuged by the Secretary {or purposes of making

ageney for any fiscal
year in-accordance with paragraph (1) shall be an amount equal to
(1) the difference between (i) the e, in effect on January 1, 1975,
for a lunch (other than a free lunch or a reduced-price lundh) served
to a child in that school and (ii) 25 cents, or (B) 10 cents, whichever
is the gredater. In the ca.se of any school which was not partzcz ating

payment per. hinch for a school determined the Secretanz/ or pur.
Poses of making supplemental payments to a agency .
for any fiscal year in accordance with paragraph (1) s?wZZ be equal
-to :.1) the difference between (i) the average price, in effect on Jan-
vary 1, 1976, for a lunch (other than a free lunch or a

Zunrﬁ) served, to a child in all schools in that State which partzapate
. in the school unch program under this Act under an aqreement with
such agency in accordance with section 8 and (%), 25 cents, or (B) 10
cents, u-hzchezer 78 the greater -

LG T e T e S A T
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DPIRECT FEDERAL EXPENDITUGRES

Sec. 8. (a) The funds provided by approprlatxon or transfer
from ether accounts for any fiscal year for carrying out the provisions
of this Act, and for carrying out the provisions of the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 other than section 3 thereof.less -

(1) not fo-exceed 3814 per centum thereof which per_centum

. is hereby made available to the Secretary for his administrative

%g]ggns& under this Act and under the Cluld Nutrition Act of
(2) he amount apportioned by him pursuant to. sectmns 4 and
5 g2’this Act and the amount appropmated pursuant to-st
" 1Yand’13 of this Act and sections 4, 5, and 7 of the C‘ﬁll& tn-
-tlon. Act 0£1966; and
. (3) potto exceed 1 per.centum of the funds pronded forca
‘ing-out the programs under this-Act and the prograins urider t 16
Chmutnhon Ac%* of 1966 other than section 3, w‘ﬁmh peroen-

- &

-

- in the school lunch_pr néler»thzs.ict,as_of.lanuaz:g/_z,_z‘%i,.thew*

\
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tunt is hereby made available to the Secretarv to supplement the
nutritional bdnefits of these programs through grants to States
and other means for nutritional training and education for work-
ers, cooperators, and participants in these programs and for
netessary surveys and studies of requirements for food setvice
programs-in furtherance of the purposes expressed in section 2
of this Act and section 2 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966,

shall be available to the Secrefary during such year for direct expen-
diture by him for agricultural commodities an.d other foods to be dis-
tributed among the States and scliod]s, and service institutions par-
ticipating in the food servi¢e girogramX under this Act and under the
Child Nutrition Act of* 196§ in"meeordihce with the needs as deter-
mined by the local schoo] afld service institution authorities. In making
purchases of such agriciltural commodities and other foods, the
Secretary shall.not wssue specifications which restrict particigation
of local producers unless such specifications will result in significant
advantages to the national school lunch program. The provisions of
law contained in the proviso of the Act of Jurne 28, 1937 (50 Stat.
823), facilitating operations with respect to the purchase and dispo-
sition of surplus agricultural commodities under section 82 of the®
Act approved August 24; 1935 (49 Stat. 774), as amended, shall, to
the extent not.inconsistent with the provisions of this Ac¢t, also be
applicuble to expenditures of funds by the Sdretary under thiv Act.
(b) As of Februaiy 15 of eath fiscal year, the Secretary shall
make an estimate of the value of agricultural commodities and other
foods that will be delivered during that fisca] year to States for'schonl
food serviés programs under the provisions of this section, section 416
of the Agricultural Act of 1949, und seetion 82.0f the Act of August
24, 1935. If such estimated value is less than 90 per centum of the
value of sugh deliveries initially programed for that fiscal year, the
Secretary shall pay to State educational agencies, by not later than
.March 15 of that fiscal year, an amount of funds that is equal to the
difference between the value of such deliveries initially progtamed
for such fiscal vear and the estimated value-as’of February 15-of such.
fiscal year of the commodities and other foods to be delivered in such
fiscal year. The share of such funds to be paid to each State educa-
tional agency shall bear the same ratio to the total of such payment to
-all such agencies as the number of meals served under the\pﬁgvisi,ons
of section.9(a) of this Act _and section 4(e) of the Child Niitrition
Act of 1966 during the preceding fiscal year bears-to the total of all
such meals served in all the States during such fiscal year: Pro-
vided, That in any State in which the Secretary directly admin-
isters school food service pro, in [the non;;]mﬁt private} any of
the schools of such State. the Secretary shall withhold from the:-funds .
to be paid to any such State under the provisions of this subsection
an amount that bears the same ratio to the total of such payment as
the number of meals served in-[nonprofit private}-suck schools under
the provisions of section f(a) of t}'s A~ and secticn 4(e) of the -
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 during that fiscal year bears to the total
of such-meals served in all the schools in such: State in.such-fiscal year.
Eachi State educationsl sagency, and the Secretary in the<case of [non-

‘ groﬁt private] schools in which he directly administers school food

¢ T < .
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_service programs, shall promptly and e%uitablg‘disbgi‘se such funds

to schools participating in the lurich and breakfast programs utider

this Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 and such disbursements

shall be used by such schools to obtain agricultural commeodities and

_ other foods for their food service program. Such food shall be limited

to the requirements for lunches and breakfasts for children as pro-

vided for in the regulations b{lthe Department of Agriculture under
title 7, subtitle (b), chapter II,

*

* *

%

o

LEVEL- OF COMM{ODITY ASSISTANCE

- (e) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, and subsequent fiscal
years, the national average value of donated foods, or cash paymehts
_ In lieu thereof, shall not be less than 10 cents per ltmch, and that
amount shall be adjusted on an annual basis each fiscal year after
June 30, 1975, to.reflect changes in the seri¢s for food away from
home of the Consumer Price Index published by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics of the Department of Labor, Such adjustments shail be com-
puted to the negrest one-fourth cent. Am% those commodities deliv-
ered under this section, the Secrétary shall give special emphasis to
high protein foods, meat, and mest alternstes. Provided, That not less
than 75 per centum of the assistance provided,wnder this wectivn ghall

be in the form of foods purchased by the Departmeént of Agrioulture

for the school Wnch program.
PAYMENT TO STATES

Sec. 7. Funds apportioned to any State pursuant to section 4 or 5
during any fiscal year shall be available for payment to such State

for disbursement by the State educatiohal agéficy, in accotdance with

such agreements not inconsistent with the provisions of this Adt, as
may be entered into by the Secretary and such State educational

. - agency, for the purpose oiassisti.n,tir schools of that State durifig sich
1.

-~ capita Income;is'below the per ca ﬂ:ﬂtmcomefﬁ1

yeat, ip supplying (1) agricultaral commodities and other foods

for consumption by children and (2) nonfood assistance in further-
ance of the school-lunch program authorized under this Act."Such
payments to any State in any fiscal yeai dufing the peried 1947 to
1950, inclusive, shall be made upon condition that each dollar thereof

_ will bo matched during such year by $1 frorh sources-within the State
-~ determined by the Secretary to haye been expended in corinectioh with
_ the school-lanch program under this Act. Sqiﬁh‘jfﬁ%i;ientsin_ai;‘yl fiscal
year duri g the perjod 1951 to 1955, inclusivé, shall beé miade upon
condition that 8ach dollar thereof will be so métched by she, and one-
half dollars; and for any fiscal year thefeaftéf, Sich phytients shall
be made-upon condition-that-each dollaf willbe so. matchied by $3. In
the .case-of any State whose-per-dapita 1ncome is-less than the per
capita income of the United States, The matching vequired for any
fiscal year shall be decreased by the percentage which the State per
ap1La-ancox ‘;thgﬂnited*Stéfes» or

e purpose of determining whether the matching réquireients of this
section and sectibn 10, respectively, have been met, the .reasonable

. . - PO . -
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value of donated services, supplies, facilities, and equipment as certi-
. fied, respectively, by the State educational agency and in case of
schools receiving funds pursuant to section 10, by such schools (but
not the cost or value of land, of the acquisition, construction, or altera-
tion of buildings of commodities donated by the Secretary, or of Fed-
eral contributions), may be regarded as funds from sources within the
State expended in connection with'the school-lanch program. For the
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1971, and the fiscal year beginning July 1,
1972,)State revignug (other h;hgn reveﬁnuﬁ dferived from the pro-
gram) appropriated or utilized specifically for program purposes
{other tha, salagqs and administrative expenses at th%rgtate, as dis-
tinguighed from local, level) shall constitute at least 4 per centum of
the matching requirement for the preceding fiscal year; for-each of
the two succeeding fiscal years, at least 6 per centum of the matching
requirement for the preceding fiscal year; for each of ‘the subsequent
two fiscal years, gt least 8 per centum of the matching requirement
for the preceding fiscal year; and for each fiscal year thereafter, at
least 10 per centum of the mgtching requirement for the preceding.
fiscal year. The State revenues made available pursuant to the spre:
ceding sentence shall be disbursed to schools, to the extent the State
. deems practicable, in sugh manner that each school receives the same

.proportionate shgre of such revenues as it receives of the funds ap-
portioned to ;,hegt,a_w for the same year under sections 4 and 11 of ~
the National School Lunch Act and sections 4 and 5 of the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966. The Secretary shall certify, to the Secretary
of the Treasury from time to time the amounts to be paid to any State
under this section and the time or times such amounts are to-be paid;
and the Secretary of the Treasury shall pay to the State at the time
or times fixed by the.Secretary the amounts so certified. Provided,
however, That the total State matching of $3 for 81, as required in the
third sentence of this section with.adjpustments for the per capita in-
. come of the State, shall not apply with respect to the payments made
. to participating schaols under section 4. of this Act for free and.re- " |
duced price meals: Provided further, That the foregoing proviso does
not apply in the case of State Tevel matching as required under the ~
sizth sentence of thissection. | - ) L. :
' \

-
o

STATE DISBURSEMENT TO SCHOOLS

Skc. 8. Funds paid to any State during any fiscal year pursuant to
section 4 or 5 shall be disbursed by the State educational agercy, in
_ accordance with such agreements approved-by the Secretary as may .
be enteréd into by such State dgericy and.the schools in the State, to
those schools in the:State which the State educational agency, taking
into account need and attendance, determines are e]igib?e"to particl-
pate_in the sthool-lunch program, except that a school in the State
8he’l e eligible to partieipate in the school lunch program dwring
that. fiscal year only if no: child in that school is required to pay a

price in excess of 25 .cénts for a lunch served in that school during

that fiscal year. Such disbursement to any school shall be made only

for the purpose of assisting it to finance the cost of o};tm';ﬁ:;k{,;I i~

caltural commodities and othér foods for consuription by childsen
L o . SRR ”_-./~.'~
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in the school-lunch progiam and nonfood assistance in connection

"with sich program, Such food costs may include, in addition to

the purchase price of agricultural cuommodities and other foods, the
cost of processing, distributing, transporting. storing, or handling
thereof. In no event shall such disbursement for food to any school for
any fiscal yelir exceed an amount determined by multiplying the num-
ber of lunches served in the school in the school-lunch program under
this Act during such year by the maximum Federal food-cost contri-
bution rate for the State, for the type of lunch served, as prescribed
by the Secretary. In any fiscal year in which the national average pay-
ment per lunch determined under section 4 is increased above the
amount prescribed in the previous fiscal year, the maximum Federal
food-cost contribution rate for the type of lunch served, shall be
increased by a like amount. Lunch assistance disbursements to schools
under this section and under section 11 of this Act may be made in
advance or by way of reimbursement. in accordance with procedures
prescribed by the Secretary. .

NUTRITIONAL AND OTHER PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

Skc. 9. (a) Lunches [served] provided by schools participating in
the school-lunch program under this Act shall consist of foods, which

must be offered to students, whick meet minimum nutfitional Tequire-

ments prescribed by the Secretary on the basis of tested nutritional
research [;] . except that such [minimumJ nutritional requirements
sha'l not be construed to prohibit the substitution of foods to accom-
modate the medical or other special dietary needs of individual stu-
dents or to require students to accept offered foods which they do not
intend to consume.

(b) (1) The Secretary, not later than May 15 of each fiscal year, shall
prescribe an income poverty guideline setting forth income levels
by family size for use in the subsequent fiscal year, and such guide-
line shall not subsequently be reduced to be effective in.such subsequent
fiscal {ear. Any child who is 2 member of a household which has an
aunual income not above the applicable familv-size income level set
forth in the income poverty guideline prescribed by the Secretary
shall be served a free lunch. Following the announcement by the
Secretary of the income poverty guideline for each fiscal year, each
State educational agency shall prescribe the income guidelines, by
family size, to be used by schools in the State during such fiscal year
in making determinations of those children eligible for a free lunch. .
The income guidelines for free lunches to be prescribed by each State
educational agency shall not be less than the applicable family:size
income levels In the income poverty guideline prescribed by the Secre-
tary and shall not be more than 25 per centum above such family-size
income levels. Each fiscal year, each State educational agency shall
also preseribe income guidelines, by family size, to be uséd by schools
in the State during such fiscal year in making determinations of those’
children eligible for a lunch at a reduced price, not to exceed 20 cents,
if a school elects to serve reduced-price lunches. Such income guide-
lines for reduced-price lunches shall be prescribed at not more than
50 per. centum above the applicable family-size income levels in the

P ataend
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income poverty guideline prescribed by the Secretary, except, that any

loeal school authority having income guidelines for free or reduced-
price lunches which exceed those allowed by this subsection may con-
tinue to use such guidelines for determining eligibility until July 1,
1973, if such guidelines were established prior to July 1, 1972, Local
schuol anthorities shall publicly announce such ipcome Fudelines on
or aboyt the opening of school each fiscal year and shall make deter-
minations- with respect to the annual incomes of apy honsehold
solely on the basis of a statement executed in snch f6rm as ghe Secre-
tary mgy prescribe by an adult member of such ho Seiﬁ}ﬂd-. No physi-
cal segregation of or other giscrimiml:ion ggainst any child eligible
for a free lunch or & reduced-price lunch shsll be made by the school
nor shall there be any overt identification of gny child by special
tokens or tickets, announced or publigshed lists of names, or by other

means: Provided further, That, beginning with the fiseal year ending

June 30, 1974, State edycational agencies gre authorized tg estahlish
income guidelines for reduced px?i%z Tunches at notpnzmm than [75]
100 per centum above the applicable family size income levels in the
income poverty guidelines as prescribed by the Secretary. * .-
(2) Any child who has a parent or guardian who (4) is responsiblé
 for the principal support of. such child and (B) it unemploned shall
be served a free lunch during any period in which such child's parent
“or guardian dontinues to bc unrmployed. Local school aitkorities shal!
- publicly anmounce that such children are eliqible for-a free lunch, and
shall make determinations with respect to the status of any. parent or
" guardian of any child under clauses (4) and (B) of the preceding
sentence soleli) on the basis of a statement exeouted in such form as
the Secretary may prescribe by such parent or guardian. No phusical
segregation of. or other discrimination against, any child eligible for
& free lunch under this paragroph shall be made by the sciwal por

shall there be any overt identification of any such child by special.

tokens or tickets, announced or. published.lists of names, or by any
AN AN PR R R o F ol

" other vicansl .

(e) School-lunch programs under this Act shall be operated-on a
nonprofit basis. Each school shall, insofar as practicable, utilize in its
lunch program-éommodities designated from time to time by the Sec:
, retary as being in abundance, either nationally ov in the school ares.
or, commodities donated by .the Secretary. Commodities purchased
under the authority of section 32 of the Act of Augmst 24, 1935 (49
Stat. 774}. as amended. may be donated by the Secretary to schools,

in accordance with the needs as determined by local school authorities, *

for utilization in the school-lunch prograrh underthis Act as well as
to other schools carrving out nonprofit school-hinch programs and in-
stitutions anthorized to receive such commodities. The Secretary is
anthorized to prescribe terms and conditions respecting-the use of
commodities donated under such section 32, under' section 416 of the
Agrienlfural Act of 1949, as amended, and nnder section 709 of the
Food and Agriculture Act of 1965, os amended, as will maximize
the nutritional and. financial contributions of such -donated commaodi-
ties in such schools and. institutions. The requirements-of this-section

relating to the service of meals without cost or-at g reduced cost shall ,
_apply to the lunch program. of any school utilizing commedities do-

_nated under any of the provisions.of law referred to in the preceding
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_sentence. None of the requirements of this section in respect to the
amount for “reduced cost” meals and to eligibility for meals without
cost shall sypply t,o,[non}Frqﬁt private schools] schools (as defined in
section. 12(d) (6)) which are jm’a:ate and nonprofit (as defined in<_
the last sentence of section 12(d) (6)) which participate in the school-
Iunch programn under this Act until such time as the State educgtional
agency, or in the case of such schools which participate under the pro-
visions of section 10 of this Act the Secretary certifies that sufficient
funds from, sources other than children’s payments are available to
enable such schools to meet these requiremients. (42 U,S.C, 1758).

- [NONPROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOLS] DISBURSEMENT TQ S¢HOOLS BY
. THE SECRETARY - T

. Sec. 10. If, in any State, the State educational agency is not per-
mitted by Jaw to disburse the funds paid to it under this Act to [non-
{)roﬁt:private‘ any of the schools in the State, or is not %ermitt.ed by
aw.to match Federal funds made available for use by such [nonprofit -,
private] schools, the Secretary shall [withhold from the fynds ap-
. portioned to any such State under sections 4 and 5 of this Act an
amount which bears the same rafio to such funds as the number of -
lunches, consisting of a combination of foods and meeting the mini-
mam requirements prescribed by the Secretary pursant to section 9,
served in the fiscal year beginning two years immediately prior to the
fiscal year for which the Federal funds are appropriated by all non-
profit private schools participating in the program under this Act
within the State, as determined by the Secretary, bears to the partic-
ipation rate for the State. The Secretary shallJ disburse the funds

[so ‘withheld] directly to [the nonprofit private] such schools within

said State for the same purposes and subject to the same con(zitions
as are authorjzed or required with mgect to the [disbursement] dis-
bursements to schools within the State by the State educational agency,
including- the-requirement that any such payment or payments shall
be matched, in-the proportion specified in section 7 for such State, b
funds from sourges within the State expended by [nonprofit riyate?
suck, schools within'the State participating in the [schodl-lunch
school lunch program under this Act, Such funds shall not be con-
sédered a par,tkoé the funds constituting the matching fynds under
the terms of section 7 é: Provided, That beginning with the fiscal
year etding June, 30, 1974, the Secretary s}b make payments from
the sums appropriated for any fiscal year for the purposes of section
4 and section 11 of this Act directly to-the nonprofit private schools
in such State for the same purposes and subjeét to tﬁe same condi-
tions as are-authorized or required under this Act with respect to.the
disbursements by the State educational agencies]. )
B I *
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. “MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS AND DEFINITIONS . A
CSEe 12 @y Ry T ‘h:,
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«(d) Fonthe purposes of this Act— ' ' T e

(1) State" meansany of the itty Stites the District of Colum.-
bia, the:Commonwealth of Puerto icoythe Virgin Jslands;Guam, .
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[or American Samoa] American Samoa, or the Trust Territory
of the Pacific Islands. e :

(2) #State educational agency” means, as the State legislature
may determine, éA) the chief State school officer (such a% the
State superintendent of public instruction,commissioner of edu-
cation, or similar officer), or (B) a board of education controlling
the State department of education; except that in the District of
Columbia it shall mean the Board of Education. .

L(3) “Nonprofj private school” means any private school ex- »
empt from inconi® tax under section #1(c)(3) of the Internal
-Revenue Code of 1954.] ’

[(4)] (3) “Nonfood assistance” means equipment used by

Schools in storing, preparing, or serving food for school children.

[(5)3 (4) “Participation rate” for a State means & number
equal to the number of lunches, consisting of a combination of
foods and meeting*the minimum requirements prescribed by the .
Secretary pursuant to section 9, served in the fiscal year beﬁihnirag
two years immediately prior to the fiscal year for which the Fed-
eral funds are aI;{)roprmted by schools partici atinﬁ in the pro-
gram undc? this Act in the State, as determined by the Secretary.

. L(6)] (5) “Assistance need rate” (A) in the case of any State
. having an aierage annual per capita. income equal to.or greater
than the average annual per capita income for all the States, shall
. be 5;and (B) in the case of any State having an average annual
per capita income less than the average annual per capita income
for all the States, shall be the product of 5 and the quotient ob-
tained by dividing the average annual per capita income for all
the States by the average annual per capita income for such State,
except that such product may not exoeeg 9 for any such State. For
. the purposes of this paragraph(i) the average annual per capita
income for any State and for all the States shall be determined .
s by the Secretary on the basis of the average annual per capita .
income for each State and for all the States for the three most re-
“ cent years for which such data are available and certified to the
Secretary by the Department of Commerce; and (ii) the average ’
"annual per capita income for American Samoa shall be dis; o
regarded in determining the average annual per capita income
for all the States for periods ending before July 1, 1967, .

[(7)1(6) “School” means (4) any public or nonprofit private
school of high school grade or under fand, with respect to Puerto
Rica. shall also include nonprofit child-care centers certified as
such by the Governor of Puerto Rico], (B) anwv public or licensed
nonprofit private residential child care institution (including. but
not limited to, orphanages. homes for the mentally retarded.
homes for the emotionally disturbed. homes for unmarried
mothers and their infants, temporary shelters for runaway chil-
dren. temporary shelters for abused children. hospitals for

o Cchildren who are chronically ill, and juwwenile detention cerlters),
and, (0) with respact to.the Commonivealth of Puerto Ricq, non-
profit child care centers. certified as such by the Governor of
Puerto Rico. For purposes of clauses (4) and (B) of this para-
graph, the term “nonprofit®, when applied to any such private
school or institution, means any. such school .or institution which.

L)

P -'“:M* '“r:.j‘:' T ”,:":.::{':‘ *3&7‘ k ~( -—-:-:Ec} v~~::‘ 51 :: Vo T ’; - “."‘—W‘ :,:"f

% .




8

o 37

is exempt from tax under section 601 (¢) (3) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 , -

=z - .
SPECGIAL m?b SE}\VICE PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN ‘

Skc. 13- (a) (1). There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such
swns as are necessary for [each of] the fiscal [years ending June 30,
1972, June 30, 1974, and June 30, 1975] ycar endingJune 50, 1976, to
.. enable the Secretary to formulate and carry out a program to assist
States through grants-in-aid and other means, to initiate, maintain,
or expand nonprofit food service programs for children in service in-
sttintions. For purposes of this section, the term “service institutions”
means. [private, nonprofit institutions or public institutions, such as
child day-care centers, settlement houses, or recreation centers, which
rovide day care, or other child care where children are riot maintained
1n residence, for children from areas in which poor economic conditions
exist and from areas in which there are high concentrations of work-
ing mothers, and includes public and private nonprofit institutions
providing day care services for handicapped children] nonresidential
pgblz’a or private, nonprofit institutions and residential, public or pri-
vate nonprofit swnmer camps that develop special summier programs
~  providing foed service similar to that available to children under the
school lunch program under this Act or the school brea?clfast program
B under the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 during the school yewr. To the
mazimum extent feasible, consistent with the purpases of this section,
special summer programs shall utilize the existing food service facili-
ties of public axd nonprofit private schools. Any eligible service in-
stitution shall receive the summer food program upon its request.
[(2) Subject to all the provisions of this section the term “service
institutions” also includes public or private nonprofit institutions
that develop special suhmer programs providing food service similar
“= to that available to children under the National School Lunch or
. School Breakfast Programs during the school year ipcludfing such
institutions providing day care services for handicapped children. To
the maximum extend feasible consistent with the purposes of this sec-
tion special summer programs shall utilize the existing food service
facilities of public and nonprofit private schools.] )
(2) Service institutions eligible to participate under the program
authorized under this section shall be limited to those which conduct
a regularly scheduled program for children from areas in which poor
economic conditions exist and from areas in which there are high con-
centrations of working mothers {or any périod during the months of
May through September at site locations where organized recreation '
activitics or food. services are provided for children in attendance.
* * * - % * * . *

| (c) (1). Funds paid to any State under this section shall be dis-

_ bursed by the State éducational agency ‘to sefvice institutions selected

.on a nondiscriminatory basis by the State/educational agency, (A)

- to_reimburse the service institutions for fhe cost of obtaining-agri-

.- cultural commodities and other foods, anfl (B) for the purposes. of
.. paragraphs (2) and (8) of this subsectipn. The costs of. obtaining

agricultural commodities and other foods may include the cost of the
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processing, distributin ,tmnsportin{;, or handling hereof. [Disburse-
ment per meal as the Secretary shall x’escrme.]g : .

L(2) In circumstances of severe need where the rate per meal estab-
lished by the Secretary is insufficient to carry on an effective feeding
program, the Secretary may authorize financial assistance not to
N exceed 80 per centum of the operating costs of such a program, includ-
ing the cost of obtaining, preparing, and serving food. Non-Federal
contributions may be in cash or kind, fairly evaluated, including but
not limited to equipment and services. In the selection of institutions
to receive assistance under this subsection, the State educational
a%ency shall requiré the applicant institutionsto provide justification
of the need for such assistance.J - -

. nstitution in an amount equal to awhichever is the lesser of the follow-
ing per centums of the operating costs (which shall be determined by
including the fair evaluation of in-kind contributions, and the cost
of obtaining, preparing, and serving food) of such institution’s food
service: * ‘

(4) 80 per centum, of the operating costs of such; institution’s
- food service, or . ' e

(B) 100 per centum of suok institution’s cash. expenditure for
the operating costs of its food service,

. ¢xceed 80 cents for each Tunch or supper served, 45 vents for each
breakfast served, ond 20-cents for each supplement served, and ewcept
that such maximum rates shall be adjusted each March 1 to the near-
est 14 cent in accordance with changes for the twelve-month period
ending on the preceding January 81 in the series for good away from
home of the Consumer Price Index published by the

: Statistics of the Department of Labor. The initial such adjustment
) . 8hall be made on March 1, 1976, and shall reflect the change in the
' series for-foodmway from home during the period January 31, 1976, to
January 81, 1%6. - S
A T e N e ¥
[(i) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of
Agriculture is authorized to utilize, during the period May 15 to
September 15, 1972, not to exceed $25,000,000 from funds. available
during the fiscal years 1972 and 1973 under section 32 of the Act of
* August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612¢), to carry out the purposes of this
section. Funds expended under the provisions of this paragraph shall

acted for the purpose of carrying out section 13 of the National
School Timch Aet, and such reimbursements shall be deposited into
the fund establisShed pursuant to section 82 of the.Act of Augu t 24,
1935, to be available for the purposes of said section 32. Funds made
available under this'subsection shall be in addition to direct apnro-
priations or other-funds available for the conduct of summer food
service programs for children

tions, and handbooks.by March 1 of each fiscalyear.
A : L * *

* *®. '1 . r* .
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- r (2) The Secretary shall provide financial assistance t6 a aerv1.2:e~

ewcept that suck financial gssistance to any such institution shall not
ureaw of Labor.

be reimbursed out of any supplemental apprapriation hereafter en- -

(%) The Secretary shall jnilgish proposed regulations relating to the .
implementation, of the swmmer food program by Jémuary 1.of -each.
flscal year, and shall publish, requlations, guidelines, applica-,

¢
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. _ COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION .PROGRAM
Sec. 14, Notwithstaﬁding any other provisions of law, the Secretary,

~ during the period beginning July 1, 1974, and ending [June 30, 1975,]

September 80, 1978, si]sx,llll,— . . )

(1) use funds available to carry out the provisions of section
82 of the Act of August 24, 1985 (7 U.S.C. 612¢) which are not
expenided or needed to carry out such provisions, to purchase
(without reghrd to the provisions of existing law governing the
expenditure of public funds) agricultural commodities and their
products of the types customarily purchased under such section,
for doflation to maintain the annual rogrammed level of assist~
ance for programs carried en under this Act, the Child Nutri-
tion Actdof 1966, and title VII of the Older Americans Act of
1965 ; an ’

(2} if stocks of the Commodity Credit Corporation are not
available, use the funds of such Corporation to purchase agri-
cultural commodities and their products of the types customarily
available under section 416 of the Agricultural Act of.1949 (7
U.8.C. 1431), for such donation[.] ; and . L,

(3) include among the products for the food donations to the
school lunch program such cereal and shortening and oil products
a8 were provided in the fiscal year 197}. Such products 3ha%e pro-
vided to the school linch /flﬂ?)’ 7din in the same or greater quanti-
ties as were provided in the ﬁqscal year 1974 and. shall be in addi-
tion to the value of commodity donations, or cash in lieu thereof,
as provided for in section 6 of this Act. :

NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

Sgc. 15. (a) There is hereby established a council to be known as the
National Advisory Council on Child Nutrition (hereinafter in this
section referred to as the “Council”) which shall be composed of fifteen
members:gppointed by the Secretary. One. member shall be a school
administrafot; one member shall be a person engaged in child welfare
work, one member shall’be a person engaged in vocational educatign
work, one member shall be a nutrition expert, one member shall be a
school food service matiggement expert, one member shall be a State
superintendent of schools:(or the equivalent thereof), one member
shall be a supervisor of a school lunch program in a school system in
an urban area (or the equivalent thereof), one member shall be a
supervisor of a school lunch program in 8 school system in a rural
ares, one member shall be a State school lunch director, or the equiva-
lerit thereof), one member shall be a person serving on a school board,

officers or employees of the Department of A griculture specially.quali-
fied to serve on the Council be¢ause of their education, training, experi-
ence, and knowledge in matters relating to child food programs,'

(b) The eleyen members of the Council appointed from outside the
Department of Agriculture shall be appointed for terms of three years,
except that nine members first appointed to the Council shall be ap-
pointed as follows: Three members shall be appointed for terms of

orie’ member shall be a classroom teacher Z.?nfour members shall be -

three years, three members shall be appointed for terms of two years,
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and three members. shall be appointed for terms. of one year. There-
after all appointments shall be for a term of three years; except thata _ »
person appointed to fill an ynexpirdd teini ehall serve only for the
remainter of such term. Members appointed from the Department of
Agriculture shall serve at the pleasure of the SSeretary. '+

(c) The Secretary shall d%?({gﬁeyon’eojf the members to serve as
Chairman and oneé to serve as Vie¢ Chairman of the Council. ©=  °

(d) The Council shall mget st the call of the Chairman hut shall,

. meet at least once a year. 7 . : 3
. (¢) Eight membé;s'shéll constituté a quorum and a vacaney on the
Council shall'not dffect-its Poivers. ¥ g o E ¢

(f) It shall Be the function ,of the: Council to make a continuing * R
study of the operation of li’)ro,%'rm‘xis catried ouf under the National
School Lunch Act, the Child Nuttition Act of 1966, and any. related
Act under which meals are provided for children, with a view to de-
tgrminatin%;how such programs may_be improved. The Council shail
submit to the President and thé Congfess annually a written. report
of the results of its study together with such recommendations for
administrativé andlegislative chq.[g;es as it deems appropriate... -
" (g) The Secretary shall provide the Council with such technical
. and other assistance, including secretarial and clerical assistance, as
. may berequired to carry ontitsfunctions under this Act. . ) .
L (h) Members of the Council shall serve without compensation but -}
shall receive reimbursement for necessary travel and subsistence ex- .
Py .1incurre'd by them in the performanée of the duties of the
11. ’ - e
[Skc. 15. (a) In addition to funds-appropriated or otheiwise avail-
able, the Secretary is authorized to use, during the fiscal year ending &
Ji]un;a\L 30, fli’( 1, mot to excqegSégogO,M‘ )in funds from ﬂslection 32 of
the Act of Auguist 24,1935 (7 U.S.C. 612¢), towarry.out the provisions
of this Act, and during the fiscal year ending June 30,1972, not to
exceed $100,000,000 in funds from such section 32 to carry out the pro-
visions of this Act relating to the service of fres and reduced-price °
1eals to needy-children-in-schools-and service institutions; §
. * \L(b) Any funds unexpended-under this section atzthe-end.of the . . _
fiscal year endi'nﬁJ une 30, 1971, or at.the end of the fiscal year ending :
Jurfe 30, 1972, shall remain available-to the Secretary in.accordance
with the last sentence of section 3 of thisdct as amended.J; .- .

e
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. OHILD C’AREJ’O?D PROGRAMN - °©

Sec. 16. (@) (1) There is hereby authorizéd to be t?plz??w', rigted such '
sums as are necessary in any fiscal year to enable the Secretary to ;
© formudate and carry oud’a progrém. to assigf States through grants-
in aid and other means to fnitiate, maintain¥or expand monprofit food
service programs for children in institutions iding child care.
Any funds a iated to carry ouf the provisions of this section . .
shall remain available until experded.- T o s

(2) For purposes-of this section, the term “nstitition® méans any |
public or private nonprofit organization where-children.are not main- .
tained in permanent residerige including, but nof limited to,.dgy-care , ...

centers, settlemens houses, recreatiog centers, family day care pro-, .

- ‘grams. Head Start centers, Homestart programs, and institudions:
providing day caze services for handicapped children. o such inati-
. . . .. . . c. “ . B
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tution ahaZZ be egzgzbk to participate in thz& program unless it has
. either local, State,.or Federal licenging or approval as a child pare
zgzatdutwn,\m& can 8 gy the Secretary that it is in compliance with
the applicable Federal Interagency Day Care Requirsments of 1968.
An institution mﬁrowd for fu  under this section: Pro-
‘ ions established by the responsible State or
-Yocal government, , such cnstitution is toward compliance
; fm' tar eze?nptztatus 7 gection 501(c)(3)
pf the lntermzl evenue Code of 1954, or is cuﬂen;?ly operating 4)1=
am zegwmn nonprofit status. Ior purposes-o
yr‘State meagsany of the fifty States, the Dis-
' trzct of C’o wmbw the Cowmwnwealth of Puerto Rwo, the Virgin
Amerzaan Samoa, and the Trust T of the Paci-
. ﬁc Islends. Any zmtztutwn shall receice the clu'ld' care fo programs
PN Boetach el year e ith the. fiscal year ending”
or-eac. year begin P year ing
June 30, 1976, the Secretary ahalglmnk?chvﬂ care food payments no
less fz'e uently than on a fhonthly basis to each State educational
agency m an amount 1o less than the sum of the products obtained.by
multiplying (A) the number of breakfasts served in child chre food
programe within that State by the national-average payment rate for
breakfasts- under section 4 of -the Child Nutyition Act of 1966, (R)
the numben of breakfasts served in child care food programs wzthm
that.State to zhildret {mm éamiiza whose incomes meet the digdbility
criteria for free schoo the national aperage payment rate for
free brealsfasts under section 4 of the Child. Nutrition Aot of 1966, C’ )
the number of breakfasts served intchild care food programs -unthm
.that State to children from families whose incomes meet the eligibility
" criteria for reduced price schoal mesls '6y the national ;).,e
. ment rate for reduced price school breakfasts- under section 12 o]zm
- Child.Nutrition Act of 1966, D) themtm&er of lunches
 séerved-én.child care food programs within that. State by tlze mtzonal
- agerage. payment rate for lunches under section 4 of the National
School-Lunch Act, (&) the numberof lunches-and sippers served in
c]uld»cm'e food-programs.within that Stat: to children from.femilies
whose incomes meet the eligibility cnterzajar ee.school meals by tha.
: nationalaverag 7;l/on‘z’emt 7ate_for fre¢ school funches under section11 *
. of the Natwyal«ga 1 Lunch Act, (F) the number of lunches-and
. au vers served. in child care food pragranu 4n.that State 1o children
ae amilies meet thé eligibility criferin jor reduced prige achool
« the national average paymend factor for reduced price
luncﬁea under.section 11 of the National. Schwl.imwh Act, (@) the

number o émacks served-in ckild eare food. an-that-State by
-6 oemfc, t}w ammber of snacks.a¢ cure food programs
in.that S hildren from fqnyilm ze incomes meet the

‘ iy mtemzfm' ree school meals by 15.cents, and-(I) the-vaumber of
. ‘amckc aewedmc]zila mfoodzmogmmm that State-to- vhdd:ﬁl ,
o %‘i’é’;’ %&mﬁ‘ﬂm& zicmz‘ e L fo '
zmcq crasiiblished pursuant Lo-cloyes ~ -
% H),.and (1) ahall-be adjuéted semi-annially to the nearest |
: by the ;S’m‘etaa:y %o raﬂect ﬂg,oﬁ 76830 ﬂ% series of foed.
. mmy Jfrom home of the-Consumer Price-Index ,pub'lzﬂwd 7}3/ the Bu-
. reas of Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor. The inatial such
sl _wch ad}uatment ahaZl be e}factwe Janua):z/ 1, 1.976‘ and ghall reﬂect

e em e e b n ey deeeen L - - - tal ., —
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hrough

tkis section shall not be dep

,participating children.

(2) For each fiscal year b
June 30, 1976, the Secretary s
mente no less frequently than a monthly hasis to each State educational”
agency in amounts equal to the sum o
plying the number of breakfasts, !
in special food service programs ithin
are determined to be especially
cost of provids:

obtaining, handling, serving, and
visory a'm’i admz'm’st;'aotz've costs mufpzr

ing the cost of

form

served pursuant to
section, for the most recent

i
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s g

g such nteals (whic

in the series food away from home during the period June-. - -
November 1975. Reimbursement for meals provided under.

endent upon collection of moneys from

ginni;
the product obtained by multi-

lunches, suppers, and. snacks. served .
that State by institutions that
the difference. between the
all inclhude the e{ZuZZ cost of

eparing food as well as super- .

vided for snies supecssion (5 end o
equipment ided for under subsection (7)) and the

:;:zgqctz:ve rateag}‘ozr mhglrwak specified z’n‘pam?}?qpl?_.(l&
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’ (.iis No later than

. fano%rd ta each K

month pursuant fo paj

" payment shall be.no-less than.t

the first day of each month, the Séoretm‘g/\' rry-8hall
o7 v nt for meads served 3. hat

an advence pay erved 11
216) %mfe), of this subsection, which

S%adv

Fraghs

total

nave been scttled. The Seoretary shall forward any remajning pay- . - -
pursuant to paragraphs (1) .and (£) of this subsection no'
later then thirty days ing ?
antgég'unda advariced to a State for
established within ninety days-ahi

s adwance paymenis,

ment due

priate mont
T ek ’

. \c) Meals served by institutions participati
this section shall consist of a éombination

minimaim nutritional re

Basis of Tested midritiondl ressaroh. Sug
‘IL&Gdy e

en. No
. against any child ahag

- ing labor and administratioe gopenses, of food service op L All
- valid claims from such instititions shall be paid within Thirt
(e) Irrespective of the amount of funds 2

13 of this Act, foods available under s

following receipt of vodid claima, except that. .
e dutuoted T ot aoenat X

€ (e i the next a ; ‘
unless the clam.tregueata _a%ea

tary prior to the ninetieth day.
(/]

hall there b idenaﬁc?ztwn
s ere be any -oveért tdentificati
tokens or tickets, rguwum;edor
No institution skall be pro
nér, and snack to each eligiblé chil,
() Punds paid-to any State under this
the-State
* discrims:

hibited fr

Panagrap
month inw,

cribed by the Secretary.on-the.
meals £hall be served free to
sical Begregation or other discrimanation .
ecause of Fis inability to pay, nor ~
] of any such child by special “ —-.
published lists of names, or other means.
gerving a breakfast, lunch, din-
‘edch day. - ’

uch

with the fiscal yea;' .émi;'ng N
further child care food pay-.

Iﬁzg/&z;mt maderto tuch.Stite .
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and. (8). of shis aub- .
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DProzs
in the programunder .
?yfoads and shall ‘et

'

section shall be disbursed by
agency bo-institutions approved for participation.on a non-

basis to reimbitise ¥uch institutions for all costs, tnclyd-

< &r“ T . 3
bR of St e

Act of 1959 (7 US.0.- 1481). or plirchased under section $2 of the Act
of August 24,1935 (7U.8.0.6128), or section:907, of the Food and A gri-

culture Act
retary of A

¢
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food proaram, in accorda

ities of these institutions for utilization in sheir feeding prograins. |,

-

of 1965 (7 U.S.C. 1§16 a-1), shall be donated by the Sec- -
4

.‘ re .10 i@w@. parve 7 )
Lgriculture 103tk the needs as determined by-auffior

ipating in the child caze . . .
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, The amount of mh commodities donated to each State for each fiscal
year shall be,atamvunmm,theammmtobtazmdbg/ dplymgtﬁe
mmber of lunches served in partmpatzﬂzg institutions dwuring that’
% rate for commodities and cash in lieu thereofeatab

hza A fiseal year in accordance with the provisions of 6(e)

o f ¢ ¢t

(f) If in an tatetkeStatecducatuanag wnotpemutted

is section to any service institution in the State, the S, shall
zmthﬁold all funds provided under this section and shall disburse
the funds s0 wzthheﬁ directly to servie-institutions in the State for
the same purpoae angd, .mbyect to the same conditions as are re
I{w tate educational agency dubursmg funds made available under
* this section.

(g) The value of assistance to chdd/ren under this :ectum shall not
& considered to be income or Fesources for any purpose undér any
Federal or State laws, mclud‘mg ws relating to tazation.and welfare

or i8 ot. ise unable to disburse the f PYaid to it under -

" and public assistance - Eependitures ofﬁmdafrom tate
- and. al.sources for the off’o'od ms for child
' '%)"%% mhiz%med be appropricied | P seck:
iz to be a;
ymmhmamybemm*ytotﬁe m-etmyforbuﬂ
e ez penses
(%) States, State. agencies, and service

0 nstitutions par
. ticipating in programs undsr¥his section shall keep mhaoommteand
as may be necessary o enable the ;S'em;ary ‘to- determine
whether thepe has been complicnoe with this section and the regula-
z‘wmhretmder Swﬁawwnt:mdmoorda:ﬁallntaumb avail-’

agszf ‘inspection-and audit-by repreyentatives-of. the Secretary and
be. ed ormch 0 tmwmtme:weaxo € zyears,
whsmrv b{ zmdgy ) fﬁvy '

ontained in this section and section 18 of this Act, "
33,000,0w shall ba a«vaz’lﬁbk to.the Secretary for the pimpose of
'md , during each Suck fisoc? year, nonfood. assistance jor the ck;
ood L program, and the summer food program. The Seeretary. ahqll
pporf;on the States during each fiscal year the aforesaid
sum of. 38,000,000 Provided, That such an apportioninent shall be
gecording to theratio among the States of ¢ numberof children
A befow age 6 ioho are members of houscholds which have an.annual
. income noi above. 125 per centum of the- applwabk f
income level et forth in- the income poverty a—/{ed by
thé Seeretary gection 9(b) of thus-Act

I Statocahnotut iae.all-of the funde a sgmﬁmed
w&ez- a;rybfinmoftﬁu aac?zon, tﬁef fu T

apportionments to the rmdin{ng States, Pmymcnta to State _df
. funds agportonsd. wider {1e provisions of fhis sibsecion for any
facal year shall be-made upon-condition that at-least one-fourth of
the cost of ‘equipment ﬁmmced under this.section shall e borne.
. funds from sources within. the State, except-that. such. comlztwrra

A -y
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10t a for an calear .mant;.
(1)()1’ wmp?rozmtedf any fiscal year pur 0
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1ot _agply 4oith respect 1o funds used under this section to alsist

2 1mhtu&omdetemnedbg*the S—tate Z0.be apmalby medy. )




ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF HON, RONALD MOTTL

I wish to express my complete and full support for the provisions of
H.R. 4222, This bill offers the children of our country more access and
more o;ilportunity to participate in a program which is so essential
to the p {'sical and mental development of our children. .

Special notice is taken of Sections 2 and 8 of H.R. 4222 which
amends Section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1986, Section 2 makes
permanent the School Breakfast Program. Section 4 expresses the de-
sire of Congress to make the School Breakfast Program a matter of
national nutrition and health policy. Furthermore, it directs the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to inform the schools of this policy., .

It js this breakfast pro that allows childrento start the day with .
adequate nutrition and food, a condition that helps them come to the
classroom more attentive and aware. Teachers have written to the

Lommittee expressing the positive change in the children’s learning
habits and-attitudes as a result of this breakfdst. Some families do not
htave enough income to provide their children with a nutritious break- .
,_____.w__f&it._]_et_aﬁ)xm_anx.hm ast. In other families, two working parents |
maIy mean that nobody has the time to give the child a breakfast. Lot
n 1966, Secretary Freeman came fo my home state of Ohio and .
sat down with some children to eat in the first pilot breakfast program.
Since that time, the program has grown into a viable, effective method
of helping our children. Frrom its official inception in 1967, the School
Breakfast Program has grown from a participation rate of 18 schools
gerving 65,353 breakfasts to 997 children to a program with 273 schools
and 54,980 children in fiscal year 1975 serving 787,828 breakfasts.

The School Breakfast Program has srown into an important and
necessary element of the school day and the well-being of the sthool
child. Therefore, Tam especially proud and happy to support Sections
2 and 3 of HL.R. 4222, i addition to the other provisions of the bill.

Roxap M. MortL.
(34) ) -

k]
Y

- o




+ simply extended.’

-

MINORITY VIEWS (H.R. 4222)

We, the undersigned, have supported legislation which has resulted
In enormous increases in the school Junch,and child nutrition programs
in recent years, and resulted in very substantial increases in services to
needy children as well as increased Federal support for all lunches
served. However, we cannot support this bill as reported by the Com-
mittee because of the huge and unwise expenditures added by two pro-
visions in particular. .

The first would set a maximum charge per school lunch for children
who do not receive a free or reduced-price lunch at 25¢ (as opposed
to an average of 45¢ this year), which would cost an estimated $655
million next year. - .

The other provision is one' mandating the purchase of specified com-
modities—cereals, oils, and shortening—at the 1974 level of purchase
in addition to the level of commodity purchases-(or cash in, lieu of °
commodities) which are now 10¢ a meal and with an escalator clause
could go to 11.1¢ next year. The cost of this addition is $79,000,000.
Aside from cost, we believe that this provision is extremely unsise.
Once the Congress starts mandating the purchase of certain commiodi-
ties as opposed to others there may be no end to such requirements,
and the Department of Agriculture may well be put in the pbsition of
not being able to take best advantage of market conditions. The reason
cereals, oils, and shortening was not purchased last year is that the
Department concentrated very heavily on .purchases of beef. cheese,
and other meats, thus providing the schools with high protein items
highly desirable from a nutritional standpoint. Thus supplied, they
could make their own purchases of éereals and oils.

These two items alone add $784 million:to the cost.of this bill. The
total cost of the program next year under this bill will be$3,676,900,000,
an increase of $1,640,900,000 over fiscal 1975 costs of these programs
(80% over the existing program) and an inerease of $1.258,900,000
over what the cost of existing programs would be next year if they were,

. As we have said, we feel that $734 million of this increase is com-

. pletely unjustified, and most particularly in view of proposed budget-

ary deficits and other priorities in national needs, including more
pressing ones in education and in nutrition itself (a point made in
Committee by opr colleague, Mrs. Chisholm, in opposing the 25¢ cap
on the cost of mealstto-paying:students. * . )
Although we did not consider the proposal inthe Budget for a block-
grant approach to these pro focused entirely on needy persons
{nolegislative proposal had yet Been-submitted), and we are not here

_supporting that.approach, we feel obliged to pojnt out that in term#g

of adding to the forecasted Budget deficit for fiscal 1976, the cost of

this bill would be more than-double-the Budget:request.of $1.7 billion.

A comparison of the program costs is set forth in the following tdble.
o “5) ' :
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TABLE L~CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS, 1976
_ {1 millions of doitars]

Fissal Yur Extension of
975 existing Administration
Tegislation

estimats fegislation > HR. 4222 -
3
SChOOLIUNC....cee o venmsesveamaeennromonsnsmmeenbnnn $439.1  ° 980 $630.0
Supplemental payment (25-cent limit) . . 655.0
Free and reduced 37 35.0 .. 970.2
Breakfast 77.0 104.0 __ 154.0
Nonfood assistince . 220 2200 280 .
State administ p oo 6.7 67 L 6,7
Nonschool food program: 0
I 527 62.0 . 62.0
Year-tound.__ 0T "TTTTITTIRTT : 640 680 - .80
Grants in liey of Comm..... heaste . 3.0 170.0
Hutrition training and syrveys and operating expenss.__. 10.0 " 14.4 15.0
Commodities... 417.0 365.2 ... 508.0
Spacial milk P L1181 TO134.0 ... 134.0
Special supplemental food program.......... racmeee 10L.0 200.0 250.0
Total 2,046.3 .2,418.3 11,0%2.5 3,676.9

1 Represents the administration block grant propesal,

A thorough review of the growth of the school lunch and child
nutrition £grs(;grams is needed to put our position in proper perspec-
tive. But , two things should be made clear. First, the existing pro-

m permits serving reduced-price lunches at 20¢ to children whose
amily income ranges up to 75 percent above the income poverty guide-
line for-a family of four of $4,510 in fiscal 1975—or $7,900; and that
this bill would increase the reduced price eli?ibility (while putting
a 10¢ cap on the cost of the reduced-price meal) to 100 percent above
the poverty iuideline for a family of four—or $9,020 currently, and
of course higher for larger families. Thus, in discussing the 25¢ maxi-
mum to be charged:for a school lunch we are talking about children
from families above that income level—which very likely will be
higher next year as the basic level goesup. 7 '
oreover, it is important to note that every school lunch served is
Tederally subsidized at nearly 22¢, plus a State and local contribution
of 20.3¢ per meal in 1974. Thus the pricg bf a meal to a paying student
already runs as low as 25¢ in some sccﬁool_s and ranges up to 55¢ in
others. -

4

History or Scmoon LuncE ExpansioN

Participation in the National School Lunch Program.expanded
rapidly from its beginning in 1946 to 1971. In its first year of opera-
tion the prograin reached 6.59 million children or 24.8 percent of the
. total U.S. enrollment. Of these children approximately .8 million were
served lunch free or at reduced prices. The’ program %rew steadily
until it reached 24:6 million children in fiscal 1971, nearly four times .
the number originally served. Of these children an estimated 7.8 mil-
lion children recéived free or reduced-price lunches. The program had .
been extended to reach 47.4 percént of the U.S. enrollment. :

Federal, State, and local contributions toward the National School
Lunch Program have risen at an-ever increasing rate since the incep-
tion of the program in 1946. Federal cash assistance for fiscal year
1947 amounted to $62,338,155 with an #dditional $8,047,748 provided,
in Federally donated commodities, Stats-and local appropriations in

)
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. in children’s payments-

~ stand at'52.5 cents from Séction 11 an

: "% - duced:pico;and free Tunch recipients; - - .
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fiscal year 1947 added $20,616,000 in support of the program. Chil-
dren’s:payments provided §112,54;Q,(_)00 w%fl(; other locghontributions
and receipts amounting to $17,532,000 brought the total State and local
support to-$150,688,000 for the fiscal year. The total program cost
amounited to $221,073,008 in 1047. , _

. 'This contrasts with $300,258,210 in cash payments contributed by
the Federal government alone in fiscal year 1970, The total value of
Federal commodities equaled $265,192,684. State and local appropria- .
tions came to $185,056,427, other local contributions and receipts
amounted to $361,594,582, and children’s payments added an extra
$1,104,959,419, bringing the total State and local support to about

* §1.7 billion. The total program cost amounted to $2.2 billion,

The $221,073,093.spent in fiscal year 1947 fed 6,596,633 children
while the $2.2 billion expenditure jn, fiscal year 1974 fed 23,127,222.
This equals. $36.87per child infiscal year 1947 as opposed to $95.86
per child in fiscal’ year 1970: Attachment I demonstrates program
funding sources for- years1969through 1974, . |

In fiscal year 1970 the.Federal share of program cost was 29.5 per-
cent of o total expenditure of $2.2 billion coyering State and local con-
tributions, children’s payments, and Federal funding, The Federal
shaye increased.ta an estimated 43.percent of a total of $3 billion in
fiscal year 1974. During the same 5-year:period, State.and local con-
tributions including children’s. payments decreased from 74.5 percent
of total program cost to 57 percent, The most significant deréase was
own from 49.8 percent of the total cost in
fiscal year, 1970 to an 1ated: 34.9 percent in fistal year 1974.

. Average Federal payients for lunches served under the National
School Lunch Program dompared with the Consumer Price Index for
food away from:home piesents another demonstration of increases-in .
Federal finangial assistance du:iﬁt.he past few years. This index is

" the mepsure provided in Public Law 93-150 for making future rate

adjustments. Under the National School Lunch Act, all lunches served
“are reimbursed from Section 4 and free and reduced-price meals served .

—..Yo.economically needy children-are traditionally.reimbursed from See-

tionll, _ -

. A caf be'Sees £om’ Attackinient TT, Fedéral assistance hasnot only

kept pace with rising costs-but has substantially exceeded' them. Of
greatest significance is'the increase-in-average payments from Section
11 funds from 8.3 cents in:fiscal year 1969 to an estimated 45 cents'in
fiséal 1974 or more, than 400 percent. Payments from Section 4 funds
d};tl_ngghe'ss,me period for-all lunches increased by-more than 100 per-
-cent, from 4.8:cents to an éstimated 10-¢ents, The Consumer Price In-
dex for £60d awdy from home incressed by sbout 43.8 percent, from _

" Jily 1969 to July 1974,
Jily July:1

na at cents 111,75 cents from Section 4 for
January to.June 1975 ag'a result of recent.adjustments in this Index.
Bénefits' to_children- of -différent .economic levels may be looked. at.

R Pty e

is also important to note that aaguafmentg in Federal payments

" another wai: Attachment IT can slso be seén to ‘highlight the benefits

‘to participating:children ag:they fall into the categories of paid, re-
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Children receiving; paid lunches have received rapidly V_in,c,reasing“
Federa] subsidies in the period from fiscal 1969 to the present. Average

cash reimbursement for each paid lunch was 4.8 céiits and ax avera%e

value of Federally donated commodities.of 8.1 cents brought the Fec

eral subsidy to 12.9 cents per paid, lunch. In addition to-this subsidy,

the fiscal 1969 Stafe matching contribution to the cost of a paying
child’s lunch came to 14.1 cents per meal. Bringing government sub-
sidies to 27.0 cents per meal. The total State and Federal expenditure .
' for paid mealsin 1969 was $475,300,000. ~ - - LT

In contrast to this, the average Federal cash réimbursement, for a
paid Iunch was 10.5 cénts at the close of fiscal year 1974 with the aver-,
age value of Federally donated commodities amoqhﬁnécbg 8:-cents per
paid lunch. Total Federal subsidy per paid lunch for fiscal ygfx;r 1974,

_therefore, eqémled 18.5 cents. This is an 1ncrease of 59 percent from the .
1969 figure. Stafe matching also increased during this time perjod com-
ing to 20.3 cents per paid meal in 197?4. This change brought the oyerall
percentage change in Federal and State contributions to 44 percent for
the 5-year penxogd‘.A This does not inclide the 1975 increase in support
per.lunch to a Ieyel of about; 22 cents. - R

Children receiving free or reduced-price meals also receive rapidly

increasipg benefits 1 the 5-year period from fisca] year 1969 to 1974.

.+ Average Federal cash payment for each free or réduced-price unch .

wag 131 cents added to 8.1 cents in donated commodities. tl?ﬁe total i,
Fg%@ra} expenditurs for free or reduced price meals in 1969 was$42

‘million. © T 7 2 riesteie Ve TE L T

A significant contrast appears -)i‘ﬁén these expenditfires in 1974 are
considered. For fiscal 1974 Federal c,ashisguyme‘tft’ '_igr;eaéh free or. .
reduced-price lunch was.57.5 cents plus 10, cents in donated commodi-

ties. The total Federal expenditiire for free or rediiced-price meals in

, 1974 was $667 million or an éverall percentage change 0f'148§»p‘er— .
e T T RLY B S R A , .

cent from the 1969 figure: - - - w3 .
Foo. 0 - '« ConerusioN X RS SE A S :
© - PR B R - R R R A - el
__ The above description.and the attached Lables, we belic¥egdicatess .
demonstrated concern for school lunch and child nutrition®programs .
which we feel is merited, The] Cominittee report details.changes int ;
existing law-made by H.R. 4222 whick would fgrthér increase snpport
for and participation in these programs. While e may not agree with
every change proposed, we emphatically disa with the wisdom and
necessity of thé-two very costly changes i’nvo%-fze in getting 4:25.cents
maximdum, per meal for paying childrenf and, mandating the.purchase
of specificed commedities in an amount of $79 million in Addition.to
the Jevel of. commodity purchasesestablished by Jaws .~ 7% - )
While we are not persuaded that this is the time to spend $734¢ %
million which does not. need. to be spent, we cahndt help but wonder
at the sense of prioritiesSach an expenditute wWould.represent. If we
had an additional $734 million for nutrition or. for equcation, aretheie
.ot for mare pressing needs than these two. features of H.R. 49227
. ~Tor.example, how.about the large number of elderly people whoisuffer
_from inadequnte diets and are 1t reached by éxigking;programsi Or |
we might fund the WIC program-for éxpectant mothets and mothers .
_and infants at nutritional risk at a level which would more nearly ___°
approximate needs, In that instance, we have solid, scientific evidence, .
some of it presentéd, to.onur Committee. in the course of hearings on
: - -y S e T i e T
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- this bill, that irreversible brain damage caused by inade uate nutri-
: tion in the months before and aftér birth can be %re’vente . This type
.. of nutritional intervention represents an inca]culable saving in human,
social, and economic terms which certainly will not be duplicated by
thie provisions of this bill we find objectionable. Or if we were %)ing to
spend it on edueation programs, e could more than double ederal -
sitpport fot vocational-technical education or quadruple Federal sup-
port for the education of handicapped: ehildren (many of whom are
not being adequatély.served today). There are dozens of more effective
! . things we.could db with that amount of Federal funds, assuming
we had thatamounttospend. 7 <. e . ‘
In conclusion, these two items.at a cost of $734 million represents & "
lack of budgetary restraint and-a lack of responsible ordering of na-
tional priorities, which we find unagceptable. We hope and helieve
that this Congress, which. hag moved toward more res onsibility in
budgetary matters and which has pledged itself‘to the American
people to make wise. decisions on national priorities, will agree with
our. position and eliminate these provisions from the bill. *,

P
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4 - i

. < <y Sourse offunds L
* T Feteral - Children's payments———State agdlocal————Total
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SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS ON HR. 4222+ ' -

In voting for the regorting of H.R. 4222 from the Committee, we

expressed our support for strengthening school lunch and child nytri-
tion programs. (Mr. Quie did not vote to report the bill but concurs

. with these views.) 'We believe the provision.of free and reduced-price
lunchés under the National School Lunch Act has -been beneficial to
those children eligible for and participating in the program. In these
difficult economic times, when many needy families may not be able to
meet.4he minimum nutritional needs of their children, 1t is vitally im-
portant that these basic programs be extended.” ©~ - : ¢ -

The attention of the Members of the House should be-drawn te one
particular issue, however. During full Committee action on H.R. 3736,
an amendment was proposed and apptoved placing a ceiling or “cap”
of 25 cents on the cost to a child for a lunch other than a free Iunch
or a reduced-price lunch. For those schools participating in the school

lunch rod%mm as of January 1, 1975, payments will be made equal to
(A) the difference between the price of a lunch (other than.a or
reduced-price lunich) a8 of January 1, 1975, and 25 cents, ot (B) 10
cents, whichever is greater. For those schools not participating in the
program as of January 1, 1975, payments will be made edial to (A)
the difference between the average price, in effect,on Janfia
+for such lunchies and 25 cents, or (B{1 10 cents, whichever is\greater.
(The nationa] average: price per lunch s 45 cents.) The Fedejl gov-

s 1

ernment will pay this difference. J : ; ~

‘We have serious reservations over the effects of this‘amend;nenf: ard
. voted against it in the full Cominittee. There are several implications
and consfidergtions‘ which the Members of the full House mpst, be made
-5 awars ofy T AT - ot T T e e
° (1) The cost of thissamendment for the first year has been esti-
@2 mated at approximately $655 million. s .

(2) Going beyond the obvious cost factor, Members should consider
whether the Federal government, which already must make the mest
profund fiscal decisions in the presént economic climate, should “sub-
sidize” children whose parents can afford the price of a school lunch
or can afford to provide adequate nutrition for their children on their
own. The prograi initiated by this amendihent, unlike the present
free and reduced-price programs, will not be discretionary since the
“cap” would apply to all children buying lunches regardléss of their

.family income. S

(8) Bécanso the price of & Tunch as of Janury 1, 1975, s used a5 &
stan

ard, a school participating in the program as of that date and

continuing in the program could now drop ‘the cost of its lunch and

then recéive-n “windfall” subsidy from.the Federal government. This
, ‘e “windfall” would be équal to the difference between the price of its

Goy .

1, 1975, .

Tunch as of Ja:iugi'y 1, 1975, (for which the school will be receiving . - .

v
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_isclearly jn%.l}itablei diseriminatory and destructive to local initiative.

S : ‘

- . .51 -
a partial subsidy) and the new, lower cost or price it charges this
year. No guidelines have seen set for the utilization of this surplus
payment. . T .

It also can be inferred that schools which have excess capacity in
their school lunch program can further reduce their per capita, unit
costs through the addition of children to the program up to the point
that full capacity is reached. . )

(4) Conversely, should this amendment generate substantial, ad-
ditional participation by children in programs already at capacity,
school systems indeed could be faced with the higher costs necessary
to increase their facilities to meet the excess d.emmﬁ}l )

(5) Schools which have operated inefficient and/or higher cost
programs in a sense,will be rewarded for these costs and inefficiencies
because the Federal government will be picking up the tab for the
price above 25 cents per child. . ) C

(6) Local communities which have set the price of their school
lunches lower than the cost (in effect, providing g local subsidy) would
be %fnalized for their initiative because the Federal payment 1s pegged
to the price of the lunch rather than its cost. If community A charged
40 cents for & Iunch that costs 45 cents per child to produce, it would
receive 2 Federal subsidy of 15 cents. If community B charged 45
cents for a lunch costing-45 cents, it would receive 20 cents. This

Tn the majority of cases if the cost per lurich rises after Janu-
ary 1, 1975, school systems will be forced into deficit financing. This,
will occur because the child will pay no more than 25 cents and the
Federal subsidy will be pegged to the lower price charged as of.
January 1,1975, and not to the higher cost incurred after that date.

Restating our original comments, we generally support the National
School Lunch Act. With our nation in the most difficult of economic’
straits, Congress should séek to assist thgse not totally able to help
themselves, On the other hand, we seriously question the advisability
Ef the amendment setting the 25 cent “cap.” When wise fiscal decisions

ust be made and our national priorities refocused, Congress should
not embark on a program providing subsidies to those needing little
or no help. \ '
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Arrronzo Bervr, M.C.

- pwiN D. Esareman, M.C.
Joan Bucmavaw, M.C.
James M. Jerroros, M.C.

Worram F. Goopring, M.C. .
err-H. Qure, M.C.

2

-

!

[




’ S INDIVIDUAL VIEWS—HR. 49222 . :
The Subcommittee on Elementarty, Secondary and Vocational Edu-
cation: and the full Committee on Education and Labor have spent
severgl weeks listening to the views of various groups interested in the
< smprg¥ement and expansion of the School Lunch and Child Nutrition
Act. At the cohclugion of these hearings 4nd review, few conld dispute
the necessity of such legislation.. i S el
;D}mn]g Committee review, an amendment was offéred which I
originally 'supported. Since\that time, however, additional informa-
‘tion hes come to my attention, and X.must change my position. That
amendment Was to set a maximum charge perschool luich for childrert
who do not receive a free or reduced-price liinch at 25¢ (as opposed to
an average of 45¢ this year). While this cost ceiling is undisputably o .
worthwhile goal, it could present us with serious problems for the com-
IR year. . ‘ T ar s T T T e
Becatge the formula calls for a federal subsidy for the difference’
between the ayerage price of a lunch, in effect dn January 1, 1975,
and the 25¢,ceiling, it 1gnores the-distinet possibility, of increased costs
for agriculture commodities and increased wages for labor durin
1975. Consequently, any increased costs during the coming year wiﬁ
7T hiaye to be absorbed by the state and local' governments. ) -
This is clearly, discriminatory against those states that (1) pay.
" higher labor wages; (2) have higher costs for the agriculture progi
ucts; (3) contribute & high percentage of operational costs from state

and local revenues. Under this formula, any increased costs, through

_ any source, would.again: have to be absorbed by the states, - o
* In Neiv England, anayerage lunch costs between 77 and 80 ¢ents to
prepare with a ¢urrent, cost. to the elementary school ¢hild of 45 or 50¢

and to the secondary. schoc%c;hild of 50 to 60¢. These costs-have risen

significantly in the past yedTs, bagically as a result of increased agri-
calture; costs, rising labor yages, and mcréase@ transportation costs.
There is ;notiljng to indieate-that this trend will stop. Furthermore,
this formula ignores the p!¥ in which many states are now finding
themselves as a result of th ined economic problems of inflation
-and recession, particularly MR result of unemployment. Revenues
have fallen sharply while i d_‘l:gaﬁ.jpcreased significantly, creating
an untenable situation. = LEEEFL . .

If the states are forced to"Morb additional expenses, they will be
confronted with two choices, both equally unpalatable. 6ne, they will
hava to reduce their ‘participation in other, equally deserving pro-
grams, or two, they will be \forced to end their participation in the
School Lunch Program. Both these situations would be.contrary to
the intent of overall federal legislation and would certainly not be

in the interests of our.nation’s\children. - ) . .
If the improvement and expansion of the School Lunch and Child
Nutrition Act for all children is indeed our objective, we must enact
a formula that will be far morg responsive to the needs of our children -
and the fihancial capabilities of state and local governments.” .
T R T T 7 "' Roward AL Sarasive, T
Sl AN .(62). " R VP
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