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Background and\Scope of the Special Milk Program

The Special Milk Program (SMP) was. established in 1954 to’support dairy
prices by providing for increased fluid milk consumption by children in
nonprofit.-schools of high school grade and under. The program was-
extended 2 years later to ihclude children in nonprofit child care
institutions. Schools constitute the principal outlet for SMP milk: in
fiscal year 1975, over 95 percent of the milk served through the program
was served in schools.,

The program has historically operated by providing a Federal reimburse-
ment for each half-pint of milk served to students in participating

schools and institutions. 1In fiscal 1975, this reimbursement was™5 cents

. per half-pint served. The only milk served to students which does not
qualify for this reimbursement is that which is served as part of the
meal'requ'rement of National School Lunch Program (NSLP) and School
Breakfast]Program (SBP) meals. Beginning with fiscal 1975, all schools
participating in the milk program were required to serve free SMP milk
to needy |children,; and program reimbursement was extended to pay the
full cost of this free milk.

Participation in the SMP grew from 41,094 schools in fiscal 1955 to a
peak of 92,016 schools and 6,739°child care institutions in fiscal 1973,
In fiscal 1975, 83,732 schools éarticipatedrin the program. Milk served
through the program increased from under 0.5 billion half-pints in
fiscal 1955 to a peak of 3.1 billion half-pint$ in fiscal 1966.

In fiscal 1975 over 2.1 billion half-pints were served through the sMp,
with about 0.1 billion of these served in child care institutions. On
an average day 11.4 million half-pints were served through the program
in schools, reaching about 9.2 million children.

The following table shows the volume of milk served in schools in 1975,
by program, as a percentage of the total school milk market, and as a
percentage of total fluid milk consumption in the United States.

(O]




Percentage of

Percentage of

N all milk total fluid
Milk served vVolume of miik served in milk consumption
in schools (mil. of 1lbs.). schools in United States
Special Milk Program 1,019 30.4 1.8
National School Lunch 2,032 60.7 3.6
Program P - .
School Breakfast 148 4.4 " 0.3
Program
Milk not served under 150 - 4.5 0.3
any USDA Child
Nutrition Program. .
Total-- 3,349 100.0 6.0

a

Study Objectives and Methodology

This evaluation was undertaken to assess the impact of the free milk
provision on the SMP and to assess the impact of the SMP, in general,
and the free milk provision, in particular, on the NSLP and on student
milk consumption. Other objectives of the study included (1) assessing
milk waste in schools and factors affecting this waste,
-data from previous surveys on school food and milk service operations,
and -(3) determining the impact of the SMP on the demand for milk in
schools. Findings on this last objective (impact of the SMP on demand
for milk) will be presented in a forthcoming report by the Economic

Research Service, USDA.

(2) updating

To accomplish these objectives, enumerators of the Statistical Reporting
Service, USDA, visited 768 schools in the 48 coteminous States and the

District of Columbia in March and April 1975.

In addition to collecting

data on food and milk service operations in each of the schools visited,
enumerators collected information on milk and food consumption from a

total of approximately 20,000 students in these schools.

Enumerators also

conducted a milk waste study in survey schools which participated in’a
uUsDA child nutrition program.
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Impact of the Free Milk Provision on the Special Milk Program

Survey data show that the free milk provision of Public Law 93-150 had a
marked impact on the SMP. The free milk provision changed the SMp from
a simple subsidization program with a minimum of administrative burden
to a relatively complex and administratively difficult program.  The
number of schools participating in the Special Milk Program dropped from
a peak of 92,016 in fiscal 1973 to 83,732 in fiscal 1975--a drop of 8,300
schools. A substantial number of these schools dropped the program
because of the free milk provision of Public Law 93-150.

Determining the precise number of schools that dropped the program
because of the free milk provision is difficult, because this was not
the only change that occurred in the SMP between fiscal 1973 and fiscal
1975. At the beginning of fiscal 1974, USD2 restricted the SMP to
schools without’food service. This action was reversed by Congress
quickly, through passage of Public Law 93-135 in Qctober 1973. Very
shortly thergafter Congress enacted Public Law 93-150 (in November 1973)
which included the free milk provision. The free milk provision became
effective in fiscal 1975.

Several thousand schools that were cut from the SMP by USDA's action at

" the beginning of the fiscal year had not reinstated the program by

January 1974. It is not known how many of these schools failed to rein-
state the program because they did not want to 1mplement free milk service.
It is, likely this was a significant factor. Of those that did reinstate
the program, 4,380 schools, enrolling 2.3 million children, dropped the
program between January 1974 and January 1975. Over 90 percent of these
4,300 schools dlscogtlnued the program rather than implement free milk
service. ' Administrative burdens, including cost, and anticipated
difficulty in avoiding overt identification of free milk recipients

were the reasons most frequently given for discontinuing the program.

The number of schools that dropped the program due to unwillingness to
implement the free milk provision thus appears to fall in the 4,000-
8,000 range. 1In examining schools that dropped the SMP, this study
focuses on the 4,300 schools that dropped the program between January
1974 and January 1975.

In those schools dropping the program over this 12 month period, the
average charge to students for a half-pint of milk increased from 7.5
cents to 10.7 cents after the program was dropped, while per capita
sales of a la carte milk (milk not served as part of the Type A lunch
or SBP breakfast) decreased by 35 percent.

]




Among schools which continued to operate the SMP, implementation of the
free milk provision varied widely. Almost 32 percent of all SMP schools
sexrved no free milk through the milk program i#n* January 1975. Many
respondents in SMP schools which sexrved no free milk indicated they
either thought that free milk service was optional or had phoaen not tn
implement it. .Although the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) has made
concerted efforts to ensure implementation of free milk service in
scheools not in compliance with this provision, .a 'fundamental dilemma
facing free milk service has yet to be resolved--how to maintain reason-
able administrative costs without -overtly idemtifying recipients. Among
schools which were serving free milk in January 1975, none reported a
service system which appeared to resolve this dilemma and had large scale
applicability.

Free milk served under the SMP does appear to help in putting needy
children on a par with nonneedy children in terms of total milk
consumption. In SMP schools children eligible for free milk consumed
approximately the same amount of milk on a 24-hour basis as nonneedy
children. Children eligible for free milk, however, received on the
average 43 percent more milk at school and 22 percent less milk away
from school than noneligibles. Forty-one percent of children eligible
for free milk reported consuming more than one carton of milk at school,
compared to 16 percent of noneligibles who reported drinking more than
one carton of milk. Because the SMP accounts, for only 23 percent of all
milk served free in SMP schools (the remainder being sexved via the NSLP
and SBP), free milk eligibles would still consume more milk at school
than noneligibles if free SMP milk service were discontinued.



"TE§§§§ of the Special Milk Program on the National School ILunch Program

4 ~
The impact of the SMP, in general, and the free milk proviéion, in
particular, on the NSLP was seen to be negligible. Survey responses
indicate that the availability of the SMP does not serve as a deterrent to
* school's inaugutating- either the NSLP or the SBP. More important, in
schools with both the NSLP and the SMP the availability of low-cost milk
through the milk program does not appear to serve as a significant

~c}isincentive to a student's participating in the iunch program. The

survey data suggest that while the availébility of a la carte milk may
contribute to lower student participation in the NSLP, the SMP has no

greater effect in this regard than does service of unsubsidized, higher
priced midk.

The availability of free milk to needy students through the milk program
does not appear to serve as a disincentive to a needy student's participa-
ting in the- NSLP. Although the rate of participation in the NSLP by
students approved for free meals was expected to decrease after free milk
through the SMP became available, survey data show that the expected
decrease did not occur.

Student Milk.and Food Consumption

|
Students in schools with the SMP consumed almost 42 percent more milk
at school and 10 percent more milk on a 24~-hour basis than did students
in schools without the SMP. Since 90% of schools Wwith the SMP also have
the NSLP, this higher level of milk consumptﬁon may owe more to the NSLP
than to the SMP. Survey data show, however, that both programs effect
increased levels of student milk consumption.

Another factor associated with increased milk consumption was availability
of flavored milk: students in schools with flavored milk consumed about
16 percent more milk at school and 7 percent more milk on a 24-hour basis
than 4id students 1in schools which did not make flavored milk available.
Soft drink availability at school,on the other hand, was associated with
slightly decreased milk consumption.
Students eating lunch at school, regardless of food or milk program
availability consumed on the average 20 percent more milk in a 24-hour
reriod than did students eating lunch away from school. Students eating
the Type A lunch in NSLP schools consumed more milk both at school and

on a 24-hour basis than did students eating any other type of lunch.

Analysis of the survey data suggeéts that the distribution of SMP milk
served, acceording to type of lunch taken, is as follows:




. 9 percent of SMP milk is consumed by students who eat lunch away from school

4

30 percent of SMP milk is consumed by students who eat Type A lunches
12 percent of SMP milk is consumed by students who eat a la carte lunches
43 percent of SMP milk is consumed by students who eat bag lunches

6 percent of SMP milk is consumed by students who report eatiEg ne lunch

In schools with the NSQEL,194pefbent of students in attendance on the
day of the survey reported eating a bag lunch brought from home and

8 percent reported eating lunch away from school. In non-NSLP schools,
52 percent of gtudents in attendance rEported eating a bag lunch from
home, and 23 percent reported eating lunch away from school.

Participation in the NSLP showed”&’marked decrease with increasing grade

levels: 69 percent of elementary -students, compared to 51 percent of

junior high school students and 40 percent of senior high students,

reported eating the Type A lunch-in NSLP schools. . “

In botir NSLP and non-NSLP schools, the percentages of students who
reported eating bag lunches brought from homp decreased with increasing
grade levels, while the percentages of students who reported eating a la
carte items for lunch and those who reported eating no lunch increased
with increasing grade levels. One percent of all elementary students
reported eating no lunch on the_day of the survey, while 16 percent of
senior high schools students reported eating no lunch.

Milk Waste. ) . . .

Milk waste was measured at lunchtime in schools operating one or more
of thé USDA child nutrition programs. For all USDA program schools,
milk waste averaged 11.5 percent. Waste in elementary schools averaged
14.8 percent and in secondary schools 6.1 percent.

The SMP does not appear to contribute significantly toward milk waste.

In schools with the SMP and without the NSLP, milk waste averaged only A%
3.5 percent. Moreover, milk waste measured the same (11.9 percent) in
NSLP schools with the SMP as in NSLP schools without the SMP.

Bvailability of flavored milk was associated with significantly reduced
levels of milk waste. For all USDA program schools oifering flavored
milk at lunchtime, milk waste averaged 8 percent, compared to 14
percent waste in schools not offering flavored milk. The possibility
that the decreased level of milk waste in schools offering flavored
milk may be accompanied by increased levels of waste of other food
products was not examined in this study.

R
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Program Operations

N

Survey data show that 88 percent of all schools, enrolling 90 percent of
the U.S. school population, participated in at least one of the USDA
child nutrition programs in January 1975. Only 4 percent of all schools,
enrolling 2 percent of the U.S. school population, did-not-offer any
food or milk service in January 1975. Over the 1972-1975 period there
was a slight increase both in the number of schools with a USDA program
and in the number of schools with food and/or milk service outside of
USDA auspices.

Special Milk Program Operations

Montly program data ;show that almost 82,000 schools in the 48 coterminous
States and the District of Columbia participated in the SMP in January
1975. ' Of the 230 million half-pihts of milk served through the SMP

in these schools during this monﬁh, about 42 million, 18 percent of

the total, were served free to needy students. Survey data show that
8.2 miliion students had approveéd applications on file to receive SMP
milk free during this month. About 29 percent of these students

received free SMP milk on a glVen day, roughly the same percentage as
that of students not approved for free milk who bought SMP milk on a
given day. :

In schools with the SMP, 36 percent of all mllk served was served through
the milk program. Of all milk served in these schools (including milk
sexrved through the NSLP and SBP), 4 percent was served at breakfast, 84
percent at lunchtime, and L? percent at nonmealtimes. Of milk served
through the SMP in these schools, 2 percent was served at breakfast,

66 percent at lunchtime, and 32 percent at nonmealtimes.

The average cost to an SMé school for a half+pint of milk in January‘l975
was 9.5 cents, while the average charge to paying students for this milk
was 6.1 cents. The margin on milk--the difference between the cost of the

milk 'to the school and the charge to students pl'us SMP reimbursement for . _

this milk--averaged l.6fcents per half~-pint in January 1975, or double
the 0.8 cent margin recorded for January 1974. Federal regulations
limiting this margin to 1.0 cents (1.5 cents in exceptional circumgtances)
were in effect in January 1974 but had been rescinded by January 1975.

N

Whole white milk constituted 68 percent of all milk served in SMP schools
on the day of the survey. Whole flavored milk constituted 21 percent,
lowfat or nonfat flavored milk constitutgd 9'bercent, lowfat (unflavored)
milk constituted  under 3 percent, and skim milk and buttermilk both
constituted well under 1 percent of all milk served. Whole white milk
was the only type of milk offered in 60 percent of all SMP schools.

In the 38 percent of SMP schools which served flavored milk on the day
of the'survey, flavored milk constituted 70 percent of all milk served.

.4‘\




In-ﬂ;huary 1975, 45 perEent of all SMP schools made milk available once
per day, 27 percent made it available twice per day, and 28 percent made
it availahle three ‘or more times per day. Nonmealtlme milk service was
more prevalent in elementary schools than in secondary schools. A la
carte milk sales (SMP .milk) showed a direct relatlonshlpwmu the number
of milk service periods: as the number of service periods increased,
so did per capita sales of:SMP milk. - -

S
In 65 percent of all SMP schools, milk we . % bevé%age‘(other'
than water) available to students. ~Sixte.. .rcent of SMP schools made
soft drinks available to students, while 26 percent riade "other"
beverages (fruit juice or other flavored drinks for example) available. .
Soft drinks and other beverages were available far more commonly in
secondary scliools than in elementary schools. Per capita consumption
of SMP milk was substantially lower in schools offering s.tt drinks and
slightly lower in schools offering "other" beverages than 1n schools
X in which milk was the. only beverage available to students.

National School Lunch Program Operations -

Monthly ‘program data show that about 85,000 schools in the 48 coterminous

States and the District of C.liumbia participated in the NSLP in January

1975. Of the 23 million lunches served daily through the program, over

40 '‘percent were served free or at a reduced price of 20 cents or less.

Survey data -indicate that 10.6 million students in NSLP schools had .
approved applications on file to receive free lunches in January 1975.

-gn an average day 82 percent of these students recelved#a free Type A

lunch at school. Just over 1.0 million students had approved

appllcatlons on file to receive reduced-priced lunches. On o+ average day

68 percent of these students bought a reduced-price -lunch. ALout 42 per- N
cent of the 32.6 million students not approved for free or reduced-price

meals bought a full-price lunch on an average day in January 1975.

The average price paid by students for a full-price Type A lunch was
45.7 cents in January 1975. In NSLP elementary schools the average price
*..paid was 43.6 cents and in secondary schools it was 49.1 ceuts. Student

participaticn in the NSLP decreased as the price charyed for the Type A

lunch increased. ]
l
|
|
|
|

» N - -y
Reduced-price lunches were offexed in schools contagning over ©4 perceut
of total NSLP enrollment in January 1975. This was a substantial increasc
in-xeduc-4d-price availability over\ﬁanuary 1974, when only 39 percent of
total NSLP efrollment had access to reduced-price lunches. The average
price paid fpr a reduceé-prlce lunch was 17.2 cents in January 1¢75.
(Public Law 94}305, enacted subsequent to this survey, mandated that
reduced-price lunches be made available in all NSLP “3chools.)
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Survey data indicate that while_anite preparation of Type A lunches
remains the dominant mode, a slow but significant trend toward central
preparation and satelliting of Type A lunches is occurring. In
January 1975, 22 percent of NSLP schools received the bulk of their food
from offsite preparation souftces, up notably from the 17 percent fiqure
recorded in the 1972 NSLP Survey. Among sfudents paying the full price
for lunch, participation in the NSLP was substantially higher in schools
preparing food onsite than in schools receiving. food prepared offsite.
Participation in the program by free and reduced-price eligibles, how-

ever, did not vary significantly by type of food delivery system used.

The number of NSLP schools offering a la carte items in addition to the
Type A lunch has grown considerably since enactment in 1972 of Public
Law 92-433, which eased previous restrictions on food service in
competition with the NSLP. In January 1975 "complete" (traditional)

a la carte service was offered in 15 percent of all NSLP schools, up
from the 10 percent figure recorded in the 1972 NSLP Survey. "Limited"
a la carte (only Type A lunch items and/or dessert items scld separately)
was .available in an additional 33.5 percent of all NSLP schools in
January 1975. Most of the recent growth in a la carte availability has
been at the secondary level. Student pdrticipation in the NSLP was
significantly lower in schools with a la carte service than in schools
with no a la carte. Students approved for free, reduced-price, and
full-price meals all showed their highest NSLP -participation rates in
schools without a la carte service and their lowest rates in schools
with "complete" a la carte.

Survey data show that in January 1975, 77 percent of all NSLP schools
never offered,choices on the Type A menu, 68 percent operated on a
closed-campus basis (students ould not leave the school grounds at
lunchtime), and 89 percent publicized their Type A menus in advance.
Over 32 percent of all NSLP schools sclieduled 25 minutes or less for
students to each lunch in January 1975, while only 23 percent scheduled
more than 35 minutes. As time alibwsg students for lunch increased,
student participation in the program decreased (perhaps because more
time may make it more possib&g\té eat lunch outside of the school).

Other Milk and Meal Service

Almost 18,000 schools which did not participate in the SMP made milk
available to students on an a 1a carte basis in January 1975:. Per capita
sales of a la carte milk in these schools were 38 percent lower than
sales in SMP schools the same month. The average charge to gtudents for
a half-pint of milk in these schools was 13.0 cents in January 1975, more
than double the average charge of 6.1 cents found in SMP schools.

P
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of concerns surrounding the programs at the local 1 1.
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Approximately 6,400 schools which did not, participate in the NSLP in
January 1975 did offer food service at lunchtime. Over 6,000 schools
which did not participate in the SBP made food available to students

- at breakfast.

Respondent Comments

Comments on the child nutrition programs by school principals and food
service personnel in response to open-ended questions covered the gamut
Changes in
commodities supplied by USDA to schools, institution of a wniversal
free lunch program, increased flexibility in the Type A pattern,
elimination of the free milk provision of the SMP, and quantity of
paperwork were the major areas of concern. Several respondents
complained that the frequency of Federal legislative and regulatory
changes to the programs imposed severe hardships on local operations.

10

-
(&




I. Background

The Special Milk Program (SMP) was established in 1954 to support dairy
prices by providing for increase€d fluid milk consumption by children in
nonprofit schools of high school grade and under. . The program was
extended 2 years later to include children in nonprofit child care

. institutions. 1In 1958 Congress recognized specifically the need for

improved nutrition among children and directed that the amounts expended
under the program should not be considered as amounts expended for price-
support programs. The Child Nutrition Act of 1966 continued this
program emphasi ’

The program has historically operated by providing a Federal reimburse-
ment for each haif-pint of milk served to students in participating
schools and institutions. The only milk served to students which does
not quallfy for this reimbursement is that which is served as part of
the meal requirement of USDA's National School Lunch Program (NSLP) and
School Breakfast Program (SBP) meals.

Prior to fiscal 1975, milk served under the SMP was reimbursed at rates
of 2, 3, or 4 cents per half-pint, the actual rate for an individyal
school depending on whether it participated in the NSLP and whether it
served milk as a separately price item. 1/ Public Law 93-347, enacted
July 1974, raised and standardized the reimbursement rate for milk at

5 cents per half-pint for fiscal 1975 and provided for an annual
adjustment in this<rate based on changes in the Consumer Price Index
series for food away from home.

Participation in the SMP grew from 41,084 schools in 1955 to 92,016
schools and 6,739 child care institutions in fiscal 1973. Concomitant
with this growth in SMP size was a growth in SMP favor in the Congress
and with the general public. At the beginning of fiscal 1974, in an
attempt to eliminate duplication of child nutrition program benefits,
USDA restricted the milk program to schools without food service. This
restriction was :escinded by the Congress in Public Law 93-135, enacted
October 1973. The number of outlets participating in the program, how-
ever, did not reiturn to its former level and fiscal 1974 closed with
84,959 schools and 5,800 institutions participating in the program.

y/ Schools operating as nonpricing outlets (that is, serving
" milk at no separate charge to students but covering this

expense through tuition, etc,) received 2 cents for each
half-pint oY milk served through the SMP. Schools making
a separate charge for milk (pricing outlets) and participat-
ing in the NSLP received 4 cents for each half-pint of
milk. Schonls operating as pricing outlets and not
participating in the NSLP received 3 cents for each half-
pint of SMP milk.

- 11
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In fiscal 1975, over 2.l billion half-pints were served through the pro-
pram with about 0.1 billion of these served in child care institutions.”
In schools, over 11l. 4 million half-pints were served on an average day,

reaching about 9.2 million children. g/ . .
" Percentage of Percentage of
. all milk total fluid
Milk served Volume of milk served in milk consumption
in schools _(mil. of 1lbs.) schools in United States
Special Milk Program 1,019 30.4 1.8
National School Lunch -
Program 2,032 60.7 ’ 3.6

School Breakfast
Program 148 4.4 0.3

Milk not served under

any USDA Child .

Nutrition Progfam 150 4.5 0.3
y

Total-- ! 3,349 100.0 i 6.0

No major evaluation of the SMP has ever been made. Previous studies,
which went into the program in limited detail, reported fixndings which
suggest that in some cases SMP milk may duplicate nutritional benefits

of NSLP meals _and in other cases may serve to limit studént participation
in the NSLP! . ‘

In November 1973 Congress passed Public Law 93-150 which provides free
milk for children eligible for free meals in all SMP schools and
institutions. Prior to this time free milk had been available to
eligible children under the Special Assistance component of the SMP.
This Special Assistance component, however, .operated on a very small
gcale: in the peak month of fiscal 1973, only 119,000 children were
served free milk through the program.

<

2/ Some students take more than one half-pint of SMP milk.
‘Survey day indicate that for every 100 half-pints served
through the program on a given day, about 81 different
students are reached.




The possibility that the widespread availability of free SMP milk under
the new legislation would intensify the supected negative effects of the
milk program on student participation in the NSLP was of concern to the
Department as the first year of free milk implementation, fiscal 1975,
approached. Also .of concern were preliminary data which indicated
several thousand schools had dropped the milk program because of .
administrative burdéns associated with free milk gservice. In addition,
there were indications that many of the schools that were continuing the

SMP had plans to curtail the times and reduce the accessibility of the
place of milk service.

It was in large part because of theSe concerns that the Food and
Nutrition Service established as one of its major objectives for
fisii&_lQ?S a comprehensive evaluation of the SMP. '

\\ \
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II. Objectives
This study was undertaken with the following five major objectives:

l. BAssess the impact of the free milk provision of Public
Law 93-150 on the SMP.

é. Assess the impact of the SMP, in general, and the free
milk provision, in particular, on the NSLP.

.3. Assess student milk and food consumption by determining:

(a) the sources and amounts of milk and food children
consume and factors affecting this consumption.

(b) which children utilize the SMP, and

(c) when children prefer to have milk made available
and whether schools are meeting these preferences.
4. Determine the extent of milk waste in schools with USDA
programs and identify factors associated with this waste.

5. BAssess the impact of the SMP on the demand for milk in
schools. A report of this assessment will be issued by
the Economic Research Service, USDA, in the near future.

In addition to meeting these five specific objectives, the study was
undertaken to bring to date information obtained in previous surveys

on school food and school milk service operations and to assess changes
in these operations. Prior to this study the most recent comprehensive
study of school foodservice was the "1972 National School Lunch Program
Survey," conducted by the Food and Nutrition Service and the
Statistical Reporting Service, USDA. The most recent comprehensive,
study of milk service was Marketing Research Report, No. 716, "Milk

and Milk Products in the Nation's Schools,'" prepared by the Economic
Research Service, USDA, in 1965. Other related literature is cited in
the Bibliography.

e
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III. Methodologi

1

A, Description

The .sampling frame for this survey was the magnetic tape listing compiled
by the Office of Education, DHEW, of the universe of the Nation's public
and private schools. Date on the public school universe were current to
school year 1972-1973 and on the private school universe to school year
1969-1970.

Sample schools were selected in two stages. Approximately 4,000 schools
were chosen for the first stage by simple random selection from the
universe. These 4,000 schools were screened at the State Agencies in
January 1975 to determine which programs had been in operation in each
of these schools during January. of 1973, 1974, and 1975. Based on this
screening information, the 4,000 schools were then stratified by program
history and by program combination. The following five strata were
constructed to yield statistically reliable data relating to the main
survey objectives (the numbers in parentheses indicate the number of
schools in the final sample with the specified characteristics; stratum
1 overlaps with strata 4 and 5):

1. schools which participated in the SMP in January 1974
but had dropped the program by January 1975 (96)

2. schools which participated in both the SMP and NSLP in
January 1975 (320) .

3, schools which participated in the SMP but not in the
NSLP in January 1975 (105)

4. schools which participated in the NSLP but not in the
SMP in January 1975, and (204)

5. schools which did not participate in a USDA program in
January 1975. (137)

Based on this stratification, the second stage consisted of selecting a
subsample of 768 schools in the 48 coterminous States and the District
of Columbia fo; enumeration. A school questionnaire was administered to
the school administrator and food service supervisor (where applicable)
of each selected school.
Within the primary sampling unit, the school, two separate subpopula-
tions were sampled using the ultimate cluster technique (the ultimate
cluster being the,school). The first subpopulation sampled was
students. Using rgndom number tables and class listings, enumerators
selected two classes in each school. In classes randomly selected at

15 20
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the fourth grade level and below, enumerators administered a Student
Questionnaire on a one-to-one basis to five students, selected by use of
random number tables and class rosters. A total of approximately

20,000 Student Questionnaires were collected. -

The second subpopulation sampled was that of milk containers dispensed
during lunchtime. This subpopulation was sampled only in schools
participating in a USDA program. Inlschoolsﬁwith a lunch period of 60 -
minutes or less, two samples of 20 milk containers each (total .sample =
40 containers) were collected. 1In schools with a lunch period of over
60 minutes duration, 4 samples of 20 containers each (total sample = 80
containers) were collected. Start times for collection of containers
were determined by use of random number tables. Samples were taken by
collecting 20 milk cartons in consecutive sequence as they were brought
to the waste disposal arez. Following collection, milk containers were
separated and counted according to: ’

l. completely empty containers
2. partially empty containers
3. unopened containers. \\

The contents of the partially empty and unopened containers°were then
measured volumetrically and the measurements recorded on a Milk Waste
Tally Sheet.

Sample schools were contacted initially by a presurvey letter, outlining
data to be collected. Enumerators from USDA's Statistical Reporting
Sexrvice made school visits beginning in mid-March 1975. Data collection
was completed in 1 month.

The sample was designed to provide reliable national estimates (excluding
Alaska, Hawaii, and the outlying Territories).

The survey was conducted prior to realignment of States into sowven FNS
Regions. Because the survey methodology called. for estimates with
national validity only, Regional data have been tabulated and analyzed
but are not presented in tabular format.-in—this report., Wnere reference
is made to Regions in the narrative of this report, the five FNS§

Regions existing prior to realignment are at reference.

Individual data items and totals have been rounded independently in
this report. Percentages are based on unrounded numbers.. -

Copies of the School Questionnaire, the Student-Questionnaire, and
the Milk Waste Tally Sheet may be found in the appendix. Due to its
bulk (60 pages) a copy of the Interviewer's Manual is not included in
this report.
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Due to limitations of space, only a fraction of the output tables pro-
duced for this study are presented in this report. With few exceptions
tabulations of data by elementary and secondary breakdowns are not
included, although attention is paid in the narrative to differences
between elementary and secondary data. Persons desiring to see available
tabulations not presented in this report should contact the Child
Nutrition Divisic.;; Food and Nutrition Service, U. S. Departmeru of
Agriculture, Washington, D. C. 20250.

B. Discussion
Survey Restrictions

Although the SMp operates in child care institutions and summer camps as
well as in schools, »he only SMP Yutlets surveyed in this evaluation were
schools. This was done to minimize survey problems, such as compiling
a universe listing of child care institutions and summer camps, and in
recognition of the fact that ovex 95 percent of the milk served through
the SMP is served in schools. To "lower costs, schools in Alaska and
Hawaii were excluded from the sampling frame. Schools in these States
account for only one-~tenth of one percent of SMP activity (total half-
pints) and seven-tenths of one percent of NSLP activity (total lunches).
All findings in this report relate only to the 48 coterminous States

and the District of Columbia.

The original design for this evaluation called for determining the
impact of the SMP on the SBP. This would have necessitated enumeration
of a large number of SBP schools and, consequently, a substantially
largér sample size than the one actually employed. To minimize
respondent burden and survey expense, and in consideration of the like-
lihood that any impac: of the SMP on a feeding program would be greater
on the NSLP than oa the SBP, the objective of determining the impact of
the SMP on the SBP was eliminated. A relatively small number of SBP
schools fell into the sample, however, and a short section of this
repoxrt concerns operations of the SBP.

To restrict the methcdological problems to manageable proportions and |
for reasons of expense, several areas of potential interest in examining
the SMP were not studied. Chief among these is the role milk plays in
the total dietary intake of students: e.g., whether students drinking
smaller than average amounts of milk receive adequate amounts of milk-
related nutrients through consumption of greater than average amounts

of other foods. Given the current state of the art of measuring
nutrltlon, such a study is probably not possible at present; without
this nutritional information, however, one cannot determine whether the
increased levels of milk consumption effected by the SMP and the other
child nutrition programs do, in fact, lead to improved nutxition.
Moreover, without this information, a complete cost-benefit analysis

of these programs canaot be made. . -
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Also of interest but not examined was the relationship of milk consump-
tion to food waste. For instance, while flavored milk was discovered to
be associated with decreased milk waste and increased milk consumption,
no determination was made of the level of food waste associated with
flavored milk service. Some anecdotal information suggests that service
of flavored milk may lead to increased food waste.

Elementary-Secondary Classification

Schools with prekindergarten through sixth grades were classified as
elementary and those with seventh through twelfth grades as secondary.
Schools with grades on both sides of the sixth-seventh grade breakpoint
were classified as elementary or secondary according to the level at
which the majority of students were enrolled. This method of classifying
elementary and secondary yielded data which show 70.9 percent of all
schools with 55.7 percent of total enrollment were at the elementary
level in January 1975. Data from the Office of Education, DHEW, show
52.9 percent of enrollment in school year 1974-1975 was at the sixth
grade level or below.

Data from the Student Questionnaire were aggregated into elementary and
secondary categories according to the actual grade of the student

respondent, using a sixth-seventh grade breakpoint.

Milk Consumption Questions on the Student Questionnaire

~

On the Student Questisnnaire students were asked to report the number of
"cartons or glasses" of milk they drank (a) at school and (b) away from
school. No standard measure of the volume of a carton or glass was
provided. The objective was not to measure in absolute terms milk
consumption by children but rather to measure relative differences in
student milk consumption. Thus, the discussion in this report focuses
on percentage differences rather than absolute differences in student
milk consumption. It is worth noting, however, that if the "carton or
glass'™ referred to in the survey question is assumed to be of a standard
8 ounce Size, then the average daily milk consumption figure recorded

in this survey for students in SMP schools (3.07 cartons or glasses =
24.6 ounces) is very close to the 26.1 ounce daily consumption figure
recorded for students in SMP schools in a 1960 USDA study [4], 3/ which
used a considerably more detailed recall method to measure student milk
consumption. :

3/ Numbers in brackets refer to items in references at the end
of this report.
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No attempt was made in analyzing the survey data to reconcile at-school
milk consumption by students as recorded on: the Administrative
Questionnaire with at-school consumption reported on the Student
Questionnaire. Because no definition of the size of a "carton or glass"
of milk was provided on‘the Student Questionnaire, such a reconciliation
was not possible. Moreover, at-school consumption of milk as reported .
on the Student Questionnaire included milk brought from home to school,
and no data o the volume of this milk was collected. While bias could
have been introduced into the Student Questionnaire results by students'
differing perceptions of the size of a "carton or glass" of milk and by
the tendency of students to overreport milk consumption, analysis of the
Student Questionnaire data assumed that the large number of students
sampled would tend to minimize any such bias and that any such bias would
not be specific to the variables of interest.

Because a positive value is placed on children's milk drinking in our

society, children have a tendency to overstate their actual milk

consumption. To circumvent this as much as possible, two questions

relating to milk consumption were asked on the Student Questionnaire.

The first asked for the student's milk consumption "most of the time." .
The second asked for the student's consumption "yesterday." It was -
hoped that the first question on daily consumption "most of the time"

would absorb much of the tendency to overstate consumption and the

response to "yesterday's" consumption would be a better reflection of

the true level of consumption. ‘

Survey data show that for all schools milk consumption at school
measured 1l percent greater on the "most of the time" question than on
the "yesterday" question. Milk consumption away from school measured

18 percent greater and total daily consumption 16 percent greater on the
"most of the time" question than on the "yesterday" question. Interest-
ingly, a direct relationship was seen between overreporting "mest of

the time" consumption and grade level of students: that is, ag grade
level increased so did the discrepancy between "most of the time"
copsumption and "yesterday" consumption. .

In tabulating the survey data for this report, consumption cf milk was
taken from-the reésponses to the "yesterday" question only.
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Sampling Frame Problems

The DHEW magnetic tape listings of the U.S. public and private school
universe, the frame for this survey, presented séeveral problems. For
one, the tape listings were 2 years old for public schools and 5 years
old for private schools. This excluded from the sample any schools
which had opened during the intervening years. Moreover, due to school
consolidations, school name changes, and school address changes during
the intervening years, difficulty was encountered in many cases in
locating the sample school selected from the DHEW tapes.

Another problem presented by the DHEW listings involved the Office of
Education (OE) method of classifying a school. The OE method considers
as two schools a building which, say, houses 100 students grades 1-12
and in which one person is responsible for administration of grades

1-6 and another administrator is responsible for grades 7-12. Thus,
this hypothetical building would be recorded on the OE listing as two
schools, one elementary and one secondary. Other than enrollment data
for these "two" schools, however, no other survey data, such as meal
counts, were available by grades 1-6 and grades 7-12 breakouts. 1In
instances where one of these "two" schools fell into the survey sample,
information was collected for both the elementary and secondary units
and the expansion factor for the school was halved. 4/

Record Problems

A total or partial lack of food service records was encountered in a

. sizable number of schools. “Data elements on the administrative

questionnaire for which records were most frequently lacking were (a)
the number of students with approved appllcatlons on file for free and
reduced-price meals in January 1974 and January 1975 and (b) meal and
milk counts for January 1974. Where records could not be located
estimates were made using day-of-survey or January 1975 data. This
procedure may have led to a misstatement, probably an understatement
of changes which ocqurred between January 1974 and January 1975.

In addition to these data problems, an extremely low level of awareness
of the SMP by school-level personnel was encountered. This first
became evident in a quality-assurance review of completed questjion-
naires early in the data collection period. Five questionnaires from
schools which screening showed to have dropped the milk program between
January 1974 and January 1975 were among those reyiewed.

4/ A current U.S. school universe listing, compiled by a private
contractor, was obtained by FNS after this survey. This new
listing is frequently updated and does not employ the OE
method of counting twicé single-building schools with separate
administrators for differing grade levels. This new listing
will serve as the sampling frame for future FNS studies in .
schools.




Of thosg five schouls, foud ooriei . CoaaAVAl.4 LeLhn Cne T

program. Other dala ou theot juzsticniai.es (2.3 , a . . j rise in the
charge re students for milk) indiZated ..d auboey.: i © i lowup confirmed
that these schools had, in fact, rarts .jioted 1a . 4P in January 1974.
Despite immediabte Measur=zs "o .... . c,-n. ¢ -ui3 information was
being correctl reported, .o L2 _atice san, .. lcss than 50 percent of

. the schools which had drcpped the mith ... jraa between January 1974 and
January 1975 reported at Ui wnumesato:r visit that they had participated
in the program in January 1974. It sas ouly through extensive followup,

milk’ program .. ricipants for the past 3 years. . Many of these schools
reported that uhey had initiated the program in the survey year. 1In
these schoovl. it was evideat that the school-level personnel identified
the SMP with free milk service.

p generally at - .¢ dasteic: Level, ©oat these schools' participation in
the program in January 1974 could be established. “ -
. o~ . :
A similar‘EISBIem accurced in schools which the screening showed to be e
\
|
|

The unexpecLéaly low wrofile of thie SMP among school-level personnel
caused a’ considecanle purden on,.the Statistical Reporting Service's .
field editors and supecvisors auad, to a lesser degree, on the Food -and
Nutrition Service's Regivnal Office personnel. Their excellent response
to the problem was critical in ensuring guality of the survey results.

In followup cn tiose sihovls witu dloccepancies between program status

as reported in the State Agenc: recurds during the January screening

and as reported at the schooi in the survey visit, it became apparent
that knowledge of a particula. . “col's participation in the SMP prior

to fiscal 1975 had ' frequently . .t {.vsed down tc the school but stopped .
at the district-level. While & . .. .Ful ol schools in which localities

provided a subsidy for milk were r.. 1.1, a somewhat larger number
erroneously reported that the o4 - . - sement was not a Federal but
entirely a local subsidy. The intrid. . «.a of free milk service under
. the .SMP and’ the concomitant certif:. =+-., _ .1 teporting papexrwork, how-
ever, appear to have raised conzidccac. o, jrofile of the SMP at

the local school level,
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1v. Impact of the Free Milk Provision on the Special Milk Program

Changes in Program Status

Survey data indicate over 4,300 c-hools with a total enrollment of over
2.3 million students discontinued participation in the SMP between
January 1974 and January 1975. Almost 80 percent of these schools were
at the elementary level. Over 85 percent of the schools discontinuing
the SMP participated in the NSLP. Just under 10 percent of schools
dropping the program vere schools without food service. Schools
dropping the program were clustered in a handful of States, ‘the:
Southeast Reglon having the highest number of dropouts y}th the Midwest
and Western Regions having the least number of dropouts.\

Open-ended questions were asked school administrators and cafeteria
managers to obtain reasons for dropping the milk program. Due to the
previously discussed problem (Section III) of school officials being
unaware of their schools' previous participation in the program, reasons .
for dropping the program were furnished in only about two-thirds of the
sample schools which did discontinue participation in the SMP between
January 1974 and January 1975.

"In schools in which reasons were furnished, in over 90 pe¥cent concerns
over or anticipated problems +"ith the free milk provision were cited as
responsible for the decision to drop the program. Administrators in the
few schools which did not cite the free milk provision indicated that
cdncerns such as erratic or sharply increasing milk prices from suppliers,
long delays in receiving reimbursemerit checks, and lack of student
demand for milk were behind their dlscontlnulng the program

In :hose schools "in which problems associated with the free milk provision
were cited as responsible for the decision to drop the program, the
expressions used most often to describe these problems were "too much

red tape" and "too much time spent for what we would get back." In

these schools, administrators and cafeteria managers indicated that
"excessive regulations," an "unrealistic amount of paperwork,” and the
"accountability problem" of separating the number of half-pints of milk
served by "free" and "paid" caused them to leave the program.

A number of respondents stated that the cost to the school of administer-
ing the free milk provision was. too high to allow for continuation of the
program. Costs cited as associated with free milk service included those
for printing milk tickets, keeping a count of milk served by type of
recipient, and--in schools w:thout the NSLP or SBP--printing, mailing,
and processing free milk apgllca ions. Several officials reported they
would have had to add personnel o their staff in order to implement

free SMP milk service.
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The second most frequently cited reason for discontinuing the milk program
was that of problems in protecting the identity of free milk recipients.
About one-third of the respondents cited this problem, stating they could
find no effective way to serve free milk without overtly identifying
recipients. Due to the costs involved, many administrators ruled out the
use of separate milk ticket systems. Several of these administrators
stated that the logistics of free milk service were simply impossible

if reasonable administrative costs were to be maintained and overt
identification of free milk recipients avoided.

Various other reasons for dropping the progiam, associated with free
milk service, were cited by small numbers of respondents. Chief among
these were: s

. sexvice of 'a second (free) half-pint of milk is
nutritionally unsound--it would cause children to
pass up lunch nutrients not supplied by milk

. potential resentment of free milk recipients by
paying children -

v
. insufficient lead time given to implement free milk
service -

In those schools which dropped the milk program between January 1974 and
January 1975, the average cost to the school from suppIiers for a half-
pint of milk (all types, weighted) increased from 9.2 cents to 9.4 cents,
a 2 percent increase. The average charge to students for a half-pint

of milk (all types, weighted) in these schools increased over the same
period from 7.5 cents to 10.7 cents, a 41 percent increase. Per capita
sales of a la carte milk (i.e., milk not served as part of the Type A
lu?ch or SBP breakfast) decreased by 35 percent.

Of the 4,300 schools which dropped the SMP between January 1974 and
January 1975, about 640 expected at the time of the survey to renew
participation in the program by April 1977.

Implementation of the Free Mil¥ Provision and Changes in Program

Operations

Contrary to early reports that schools were planning to reduce milk
availability in response to the free milk provision, survey data show
that availability of milk remained very stable between January 1974

and January 1975 in SMP schools. These early reports suggested that
milk availability would be reduced by a curtailment in the times’ of
milk service and a reduction in the accessibility of the place of milk
service. In fact, a very slight change in the times of milk service is
discernible in the survey data, this change being in the direction of
increased milk availability. No change in the place of milk service
between the *wo time periods is indicated by the survey data.
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Number of Schools

Exdro}lment (Millions)
Enrollment K

Number of Schools Continuing
to Make A La Carte Milk
Available in January 1975

Table 1 Number and Enrollment of Sclhools That Dropped the SMP

Schools Dropping The SMP Between

January 1974 And January 1975

‘With With No
. Total NSLP Food Service Elementary Secondary
4,347 3,732 423 3,438 909
2,31 2,08 g.15 1.49 0.82
531 557 346 434 897
4,080 3,545 343 3,208 872

Note: in this and subsequent tables, due to roupding'ihdividual items may not add to totals.




Table 2

Distribution Of SMP Schools By Percentage
Of SMP Milk Served Free In January 1975

Percéﬁtagg‘of SMP Milk Served Free

No Free ¢ 0.1%- + 25.1%- :

Number of Schools
- Percent of Schools
Enrollment (Millions)
Mean Enrollment
Percentage of Enrollment With
Approved Applications on
File to Receive Free Milk
ADH-P/ADA

50.1%- 75.1%- All Milk

Milk t25.0Z ¢ 50.0% 75.0% 99.9% Free
25,347 33,268 8,373 6,147 3,907 2,762
31.8% 41.7% 10.5% 7.7% 4.9% 3.5%
12.76 17.07 3.86 4.40 1.39 1.15
503 513 . 461 716 355 418
147 137% 19% 37% 55% 927
0.23 0.34 0.31 0.38 0.29 0.40
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V. Impact of the Special Milk Program on the National
School Lunch Program

Those interested in extending the nutritional benefits of the lunch and
breakfast programs have in the past expressed concern that the avail-
ability of milk under the SMP might dissuade some school officials from
initiating the NSLP or the SBP in SMP-only schools. School administrators
responses to the survey questionnaire indicate that SMP availability
rarely serves as a deterrent to a school's inaugurating either of these
two feeding programs. 1In only one sample school was participation in

the SMP citated as a reason for not initiating the SBP. On the other
hand, two sample schools cited inaugluration of the SBP as a reason for
having discontinued the SMP.

A more frequently expressed conern has been that in schools with both

the :ilk and lunch programs the availability of SMP milk might serve as

a deterrent to student participation in the NSLP. The argument here has
been that for children accustomed to bringing bag lunches'to school or
buying a la carte lunches, ithe availability of low-cost milk under the
SMP has the effect of increasing the :appeal of these bag or a la -carte
meals and diminishing the chance that these children will eat a Type A
lunch. While the survey data presented below are not entirely conclusive
on this point, they strongly suggest that the SMP exerts no significant
competitivg effect on student participation in the NSLP. 5/

Student participation in the NSLP measured 56 percent of average daily
attendance in January 1974 in schools participating in both the NSLP
and the SMP. In schools participating only.in the NSLP in January 1974
lunch participation measured 60 percent: ~ A difference-of-the-means
test showed no statistically significant difference here. Moreover,

in NSLP schools without the SMP but with other milk service in January
1974 the lunch participation rate was 55 percent--1 percent lower than
that in NSLP-with~SMP schools. This suggests that while the availability
of a la carte milk may contribute to lower participation in the NSLP,
the SMP, per se, has no greater effect in this regard than does service
of unsubsidized, higher-priced milk. 6/

5/ This tends to Con?ifm the findings of three previous studies,
(6], [9], and [10], which examined the impact of the avail-
ability of low-cost milk on student participation in the NSLP
and found either no impact or no statistically significant one.

§/ The 'lunch participation rates for January 1975 in NSLP-with-SMP
versus NSLP-with~other-milk-serv.ce schools do suggest that the :
SHP has a depressing effect on student participation in the NSLP.
However, these latter rates are biased as an indicator of SMP
impact on the NSLP by the fact that 35 percent of these NSLP-with-
other~-milk-service schools in January 1975 were NSLP schools which
had. dropped the SMP within the previous year and which, as a group,
had an average NSLP participation rate in both years some 20
percent higher than did NSLP schools which maintained the SMP in
both 1974 and 1975.
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Data from NSLP schools which dropped the SMP between January 1974 and
January 1975 further suggest that the SMP does not lower student par=-
ticipation in the NSLP. In these schools the student participation
rate in the lunch program increased after the SMP was discontinued by
1.5 percent (from 74.1 percent in January 1974 to 75.6 éercent in
January 1975), a difference lacking in. statistical significance at
accepted confidence levels. Participation in the lunch program in NSLP
schools with other—than-SMP milk service both years increased by about
the same percent (1.4) over this period of time; and in NSLP schools
which maintained the SMP in both January 1974 and January 1975 par-
ticipation increased by some 0.8 percent. Before drawing any final
conclusions from these data, however, it should be noted that the
already high NSLP participation rate (74.1 percent) in schools which
dropped the SMP did not provide an ideal base from which to measure a
participation change due to SMP discontinuance.

Another focus of this inquiry was on assessing the possible effects of

newly mandated free SMP milk on student participation by free eligibles
in the NSLP. There had been concern that students eligible fur free
lunches in schools with both the SMP and the NSLP might participate less
frequently in the NSLP after free milk became available to them through
the SMP. Survey data show that there was no decrease in participation
by free eligibles in the NSLP in January 1975 (when free SMP milk was
available) compared to January 1974 (when there was no free SMP milk).
In fact, in schools with both the SMP and the NSLP in January 1974 and
January 1975 participation in the lunch program by free eligibles (as
expressed by: average daily lunches served free/number of students
approved for free lunches) actually increased, from 80 percent in
January 1974 to 82 percent in January 1975. Poor recordkeeping on the
number of free eligibles in 1974, however, clouds the reliability of
this finding (see Section III).

One further area of inquiry as to possible effects of the SMP on the
NSLP was that of milk waste. Detailed findings on this are presented
in Section VII of this report. ’}To briefly summarize these findings
here: no additional lunchtime milk waste was found in NSLP schools
which participated in the SMP over that found in NSLP schools without
the SMP. Milk waste measured 11.9 percent in both types of schools.
This suggests that the presence of the SMP does not increase milk waste
over and above that associated with the NSLP. The possibility that the
additional milk consumption effected by the SMP increases food waste in
NSLP schools was not examined in this study.
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Table 3 Student Participation in the NSLP, January 1974
and January-1975, As A Function of A La Carte Milk
. ~~Service Availability

NSLPZSchools

With ! With ! Schools With SMP In January
. SMP In ¢ Other Milk $ 1974 and Without SMP In
Both ‘ ¢ Service In :_January 1975
January 1974 : Both January ! With Other Milk
And ¢t 1974 And : /3 Service In-
January 1975 : January 1975 : Total : January 1975
Number of Schools 68,455 5,896 3,732 3,545 Q
ADA - January 1974 (Millions) 33.095 3.147 © 1,865 1.729 .
ADA - Jaruary 1975 (Millions) ’ 33.125 3.163 1,911 1.798
ADL - January 1974 (Millions) 18.103 1.696 1.382 1,281
ADL, - January 1975 (Millions) 18.384 1.749 1.445 1.331
ADL/ADA - January 1974 54.7% 53.9% 74.1%- 74.17%
ADL/ADA - January 1975 55.5% 55.3% 75.6% 75.3%




VI. Student Milk and Food Consumption

A. Student Milk Consumption

Tables 4 through 11 present the survéy data on student consumption of
milk. Student milk consumpFion was gxamined for its relationship to
program availability, grade of student, sex of student, soft drink
availability, flavored milk availability, eligibility of student for
free SMP milk, and type of lunch eaten. The following summarizes the
findings.

Program Availability

A very significant difference in student milk consumption was apparent
between students in schools participating in the SMP and students in
schools not participating in the milk program. Mean away-from-school
consumption was almost identical in both types of schools (2.06 certons
or glasses in SMP schools versus 2.08 in non=SMP schools), but students
in schools with the milk program consumed almost 42 percent more milk

at school than students in schools withoutypthe program (1.02 versus 0.72
cartons or glasses). This relationship was seen at all grade levels, by
male and female breaks, and by Regional breaks. On a 24-hour basis

(at school and away-frdm-school consumption combined),.students in
schools with the SMP consumed almost 10 percent more milk than.did
students in schools without the program (3.07 versus 2.8l cartons or
glasses).

The higher level of student milk consumption in SMP schools may owe more
to the NSLP than to the SMP (bearing in mind that almost 80 percent of
the schools which participated in the SMP also participated in the .
NSLP). In schools which participated in 'the NSLP but not in the SMP,
student milk consumption at school was almost 30 percent higher than
student consumption in schools which participated in the SMP but not in
the NSIP (0.93 versus 0.72 cartons or glasses). However, away-from-
school consumption in these SMP-without-NSLP schools was almost 37
percent higher than that found in NSLP-only schools (2.56 versus 1.87
cartons or glasses).

The relatively greater contributory role of the NSLP in increasing at-
school milk consumption may also be seen in the fact that while at-school
consumption was approximately the same in schools with the NSLP as in
schools with the SMP (1.03 versus 1.02 cartons or glasses), in schools
without the NSLP at-school consumption was over 20 percent lower than
at-school consumption in schools without the SMP (0.57 versus 0.72
cartons or glasses). The fact that students in schools without either
program had the lowest rate of at-school milk consumption (0.47 cartons
or glasses) measured in this study is further evidence that bocth programs
increased levels of milk consumption at school.
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Grade of Student

Over all schools, student milk consumption at school was seen to peak in
the prekindergarten-3 grade break, then decline steadily through the
9-12 grade break. Consumption of milk away from school peaked in the
4-6 grade break, then declined through the higher grades. Total daily
consumption (at-school and away-from-school combined) by grade took

the form of a bell curve, rising through the early grades, peaking and
pPlateauing in the middle grades, then declining from the ninth through
twelfth grades. Because no standard measure of a carton or glass was
‘provided, neither this curve nor any of the grade-related figures cited
here should be taken as a fully accurate reflection of students' absolute
m;’k consumption. Younger students may well drink milk from smaller
containers or containers less filled than do ol&er students, or they may
have a greater tendency to overreport their milk intake than do older
students.

Program availability showed a definite relationship to grade-related

milk consumption. While student milk consumption at school declined
steadily from the lowest major grade break (prekindergarten-3) to the
highest major grade break (9-12) in schools with and schools without the
SMP the decliné was only 9 percent in SMP schools as opposed to the 28
percent decline seen in schools without the SMP.

Male-female differences in grade-related milk consumption were pronounced
‘and are discussed in the following paragraph.

Sex of Student

Over all schools, at-school consumption of milk by males increased
slightly from the elementary to the secondary grades, while away-from-
school consumption increased more sharply. At-school milk consumption
by females, on the other hand, declined steadily from a peak of 0.95
cartons or glasses in the prekindergarten-3 grade break to a low of
0.54 cartons or glasses in the 9-12 grade break. Away-from-school
consumption by females peaked in the late elementary grades then -
declined sharply through the secondary grades. For all schools,
at-school cohsumption of milk by males averaged 33 percent greater than
that by females; away-from-school consumption by males was 23 percent
greater than that by females; and total daily consumption of milk by
males was some 26 percent greater than that by females. Program avail-
ability appeared to have almost no effect in altering this relationship
of male to female consumption of milk.
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Soft Drink Availability

Availability of soft drinks at school was associated with slightly
decreased overall milk consumption, but with substantially decreased
consumption of SMP milk. Soft drinks did not appear to be affecting
participation in the school lunch program to any significant degree but
did affect the purchase of individual cartons of milk separate from the
school lunch. Soft drink availability was detemmined only in schools
with thé SMP. 1In these schools, students with access to soft drinks at
school consumed 6 percent less milk overall (through both NSLP and SMP)
at school than did students in SMP schools which did not make soft
drinks available (1.03 versus 0.97 cartons or glasses). Away-from-
school consumption of milk was almost identical for both groups (2.06
versus 2.05 cartons.or glasses). While the difference in at-school
consumption of milk was slight between students with access to soft
drinks and those without access, this difference was consistent across
Regions.

Flavored Milk Availability

- «

Flavored milk availability was associated with slightly increased stu-
dent milk consumption. Students in schools which offered flavored milk
consumed about 17 percent more milk at school than did students in schools
which did not make flavored milk available (1.04 versus 0.89 cartons or
ylasses), and they consumed 7 percent more milk in a 24-hour period (3.13
versus 2.93 cartons or glassSes). While the level of milk consumption
associated with flavored milk availability was only slightly higher than
the level associated with lack of .access to flavored-milk, this relation-
ship was seen in all program combinations and across all Regions.

-

Eligibility for Free SMP Milk - .

Eligibility for free SMP milk was determined in SMP schools for each stu-
dent respondent by cross-checklng the name on the student questlonnalre
against the school's list of approved free milk applicants. This. deter-
mination of free milk eligibility was not tantamount to a determination
of free SMP milk reception, since almost 32 percent of SMP schools served
no free milk through the milk program in January 1975. Many free milk
eligibles received milk free through the lunch program (and some through
the breakfast program) but not through the milk program. Many of thé

SMP schools which served no free SMP milk did report substantial numbers
of students with approved applications on file to receive free milk.
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In schools participating in the SMP, children eligible (and approved)
for free milk consumed approximately the same amount of milk on a-
24-hour basis as chlldren not eligible (3.0l cartons or glasses for
free-eligibles versus 3.09 for non eligibles). Howeve¥, children:
eligible for free milk received 43 percent more milk at school-and 22
percent less milk away from school than non-eligibles. Only 12 percent
of children. ellglble for free milk did not drink any milk at school, as
opposed to a 27 percent figure for non-eligibles. More significantly,
" 41 percent of children eligible for free SMP milk consumed more than one
carton of milk at school, in contrast to 16 percent of non-eligible
students who reported drinking more than one carton.

g )
It is clear that the milk served free through the NSLP and SBP to
" children eligible for free SMP milk plays a greater role in increasing
at-school milk consumption by these free-eligibles than does the milk
served free through the SMP. Almost 88 perdent of children eligible
for free milk in SMP schools and in attendance on the day of the survey
received a Type A lunch (which included one half-pint of milk) on that
day. Over all SMP schools, survey data show only 23 percent of all
half-pints served free were served via the SMP; 68 percent were served
via the NSLP and 9 percent via the SMP. Therefore, if service of free
milk “through the SMP were discontinued and children currently receiving !
free SMP milk bought no SMP milk, a 23 percent reduction in at-schdol
consumption by free-eligibles would be expected. In this case, at-school
consumption reported by these free-eligibles would stand at 1.03 cartons
or glasses--some 10 percent higher than at-school consumption by
children not eligible for free milk. Moreover, if free SMP milk were
eliminated, some of the children currently rece1v1ng this free milk
would be expected to purchase low—-cost SMP mllk, which would further
raise their average at-school consumption. In addition, sowe sub-
stitution of milk consumed away from school for milk formerly received
free at school would ke likely.

3
The impact of the free milk provision of the SMP on student milk con-
sumption should be most clearly discernible in SMP schools not
partidipating in the NSLP or SBP. However, free milk eligibles (with
approved applications on file) constituted only 3 percent of enrollment
in these schools and, thus, provided a very small sample of respondents
to the student quesiionnaire. Nevertheless, student questionnaire
responses from these SMP-only schools indicate an- at-school milk
consumption rate for free-eligibles 77 percent higher than the
corresponding rate for children not eligible for free milk. Away-
from-school consumption by free eligibles measured ponly 7 percent less
than consumption by non-eligibles in SMP-only schools. Over a 24-hour
period free-eligibles in SMP-only schools reported consuming 12 percent
more milk than non-eligibles. These findings must be tempered, however,
by reiterating that the number of free-eligibles surveyed in SMP-only
schools was small.

One further finding of interest in examining milk consumption by free-
eligibles is that while 13 percent of children not eligible for free
QVSMP milk reported brining milk from home to school at some point during
" the school year, only 3 percent of free milk eligibles reported bringing
milk to school.
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Type of Lurich Eaten

Students _eating the Type A lunch consumed more milk by far at school than
did students eating iy other type of lurch and slightly more milk on a
total daily basis (at-school and away-frem-school combined). Students
bringing bag lunches from home or bu indPa la carte items at school
consumed considerably less milk at School but almost as much milk oh a
total daily basis as students taking the Type A lunch. This suggests that
the milk served with the Type A lunch acts to a significant extent as a

substitute or replacement for milk that would otherwise be consumed at
home.

-

The most significant difference in milk consumption was seen between
students eating lunch away from school and those eating lunch at school.
_While at-school milk consumption was expected to be and was in fact much

greater for students eating lunch at school, total daily consumption was,
unexpectedly, also higher--about 20 percent higher--for students eating

/ lunch at school than for students eating lunch away from school. Higher
total daily milk consumption by students eating lunch at school, compared
to those eating away from school, was seen in schools with and without

USDA programs ani at elementary, secondary, and Regional breaks.

B. Students' Lunchtime Food’ Consumption

Tables 12‘through 14 present the gurvey findings on students' lunchtime
“Tfeod consumption. The following summarizes these findings.

In schools with the NSLP, 59 percent 7/ of students in attendance on
the day of the survey reported eating only the Type A lunch on that day,
6 percent reported eating only a la carte items for lunch, 19 percent -
reported eating only a bag lunch brought from home, 3 percent reported

eating lunch from more than one of the above sources (e.g., bag lunch

and a la carte items), 8 percent reported eating lunch away from school,

and 5 percent reported eating no lunch.

7/ This 59 percent figure is somewhat higher than the 57 percent ADL/
ADA figure derived from the Administrative Questionnaire but the
same as the lunch participation figure from the Administrative
Questionnaire, when students in organized programs which prevented
them from eating lunch at school are excluded from the denominator.
It is likely that many of these students in organized programs were
not available to respond to the Student Questionnaire. In addition,
pretests of the questionnaire indicated a slight tendency for
students to indicate they ate a "complete school lunch" (Type A)
when, in fact, their lunch was bag or a la carte.

+
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Participation in the NSLP showed a marked decrease with increasing grade
levels: 69 percent of elementary students (grades prekindergarten - 6)
in NSLP schools reported eating only the Type A lunch; this figure fell
to 51 percent at the junior high school level (grades 7-9) and 40 percent
at the senior high school level. Similarly, bag lunches in NSLP schools
showed a significant decrease with increasing grade levels: 22 percent
of elementary school students reported eating only a bag lunch, compared
. to 18 percent of junior high school students and 13 percent of senior
high school students. A la carte items, on the other hand, gained
prevalence with increasing grade levels, ,constituting only 1 percent

of elementary lunches but 13 percent of secondaxy lunches in NSLP schools.
The percentage of students eating lunch at home remained steady across
grades in NSLP schools, measuring 6 percent at both the elementary and
secondary levels. In one of the most surprising findings, the percentage
of children in NSLP schools who reported eating no lunch increased
dramatically from only 1 r-cent at the elementary level to 8 percent

at the junior high school 7el to 17 percent at the senior high school
level.

Participation in the NSLP as reported on the Student Questionnaires was
about 10 percent higher in NSLP schools without the SMP than in those
with the SMP. This difference, about the same as recorded on the
Administrative Questionnaire, was almost entirely attributable to a
difference in the percentage of students bringing bag lunches to school
between these two types of schools: in NSLP-with-SMP schools bag lunches
accounted for 21 percent of all lunches on the day of the survey,
compared to ll percent in NSLP-without-SMP schools. In NSLP-with-SMP
schools 89 percent of students eligible for free milk and in attendance
reported eating the Type A lunch on the day of the survey, compared to
50 percent of children not eligible for free milk who ate the Type A
lunch in these schools.

In schools not participating in the NSLP, 5 percent of students in attend-
ance on the day of the survey reported eating only a complete school

lunch 8/ that day, 10 percent reported eating only a la carte items, 52
percent reported eating only a bag lunch, 5 percent reported eating a
combination of a la carte items and bag lunch items, 23 percent reported
eating lunch away from school, and 5 percent reported eating no lunch.

As was seen in NSLP schools, the percentage of students eating bag

lunches declined as the grade level of the students increased, while the
percentages of students who reported eating a la carte lunches and those
eating no lunch increased from the elementary to the secondary level. Un-

8/ Some non-NSLP schocls do offer a complete school lunch, but it is
Tunlikely that 5 percent of total non-NSLP enrollment ate this type
. of lunch. The tendency, noted in the previous footnote, for
students to mistakenly report this type of lunch probably accounts
for much of this 5 percent figure.




like NSLP schools, where the number of students eating lunch at home
remained a steady 6 percent at both the elementary and secondary levels,
in non-NSLP schools the number of students eating lunch at home decreased
sharply from 26 percent at the elementary level to 8 percent at the
secondary level.

The percentage of students eating lunch at a restaurant or carry-out

was 2 percent in non-NSLP schools and 1 percent in‘NSLP schools. Stu-
dents eating at some "other" place outside the school grounds constituted
3 percent of .all students in non-NSLP schools and 1 percent in NSLP
schools. For many of these students in non-NSLP schools some "other"
place for lunch was some other school which participated in the NSLP.

C. Which Students Utilize the SMP

To determine which students, in terms of type of lunch eaten, utilize

the SMP, an analysis was made of responses to the Student Questionnaire
guestions on type of lunch eaten and amount of milk consumed at school.
This method of aligning SMP milk with type‘of lunch eaten is considerably
more practicable than is a physical count 6% SMP half-pints dispensed

by type of lunch-taker receiving them.. It is also, howevexr, more prone
to error due to student overreporting of milk consumption and inability
to segregate those half-pints received under the SBP or brought from home
from those received through the SMP. Zssuming, however’, that overreport-
ing of milk consumption is relatively uniform acﬁBSS all types of lunch-
takers and adjusting consumption figures for SBP half-pints, the
following estimate can be made for the distribution of SMP half-pints by e
type of lunch-taker receiving them:

30% of SMP milk is consumed by students who eat a Type A lunch

12% of SMP milk is consumed by students who eat a la carte lunches

43% of SMP milk is consumed by students who eat bag lunches

9% qf SMP milk is consumed by students who eat lunch away from
school

6% of SMP milk is consumed by students who report eating no lunch °

A significant difference in this distribution is evident between elemen-
tary and secondary schools, reflecting primarily the larger percentage
of elementary students who eat bag lunches and the larger percentage :_
of secondary students who eat a la carte lunches or report eating no
lunch. The distributions of SMP milk by type of lunch-taker receiving
this milk for elementary and secondary schools are as follows:
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Elémentagy Secondary . / |

31% - 27% . . . . of SMP milk is consumed by students who /
eat Type A lunches

3% 22% . , . . of SMP milk is consumed by students who
eat a la carte lunches

56% 30% . . . . of SMP milk is consumed by students who

Sat bag lunches /
9% 9% . . . . of SMP milk is corsumed by students who

eat lunch away ffrom school
1% 12% , . . . of SMP milk ig consumed by students who

report eatiqglno lunch
These figures do not differentiate between SMP milk served at lunchtime
and that served between meals. Thus, a significant portion of the 30
percent of SMP milk consumed by students who eat the Type A lunch is
probably served at nonmealtimes. Also, since no adjustment was made to
account for milk brought from home and consumed at 'school, these
distributions may overstate the proportion of SMP milk consumed by
students who eat bag lunches (who would most likely account for the major
portion of children bringing milk to school). However, since only 11
percent of students in SMP schools reported ever bringing milk from home
to school, any such-overstatement should be slight.

D. Student Preferences on Times of Milk Service

Lunchtime was by far the time of day most frequently cited by students
as desirable for milk service at school. Seventy-four percent of all
students expressed a desire for lunchtime milk service. "First thing

in the morning" was the time of day next most frequehtly cited as
desirable for milk service: 27 percent of all students exXpressed a
desire »for milk service at this time. Midmorning, midafternoon, and end
of school were all about equally popular for milk service, each being
cited by roughly 20 percent of students. Sixteen percent of students
over all schools responded "d.n't care" when asked for their preference
on times of milk service.
The most signit. zant difference between schools with thé SMP and those N
withcat the program, in terms of preference as to times of milk service,

was in the percentage of students without a preference: in SMP schools

15 percent of students responded "don't care" compared to 21 percent of

students with this response in non-SMP schools. A slightly greater

percentage of students in non-SMP schools expressed a preference for

milk service at school "first thing in the morning," and a smaller

percentage expressad a preference for lunchtime milk service than was

found in SMP schiols. .




Secondary students were more likely than elementary students to express
no preference as to times of milk service. They were also less likely
than elementary students to express a preference for midmorning, lunch-
time, or midafternoon milk service. Regionally, there were very few
differences in student preferences as to times of milk service.

For all schools nationwide, 49 percent of students approved of the times
of day milk was offered in their schools, 34 percent disapproved, and

17 percent responded "don't care when milk is served.”" Students in
schools with the SMP were more likely to approve of the times of milk
service in their schools than were students in schools without the
program: 51 percent of students in SMP schools approved of the times

of milk service in their schools compared to 43 percent in schools
without the SMP. Students at the elementary level were more likely than
those at the secondary level to approve of the times of milk service in
their schools, while secondary students were more likely to respond
"don't care" to the approval-disapproval question.

‘The pattern of student preferences on times of milk service coincides

closely with the pattern of times at which milk is actually offered:

e.g., elementary students expressed a stronger preference for midmorning

and midafternoon milk service than did secondary students and milk

service at these times is considerably more common among elementary than
among secondary schools; secondary students expressed a slightly stronger
preference for milk servicg "first thing in the morning" and milk service

at this time is, in fact, about twice as common at the secondary level

as at the elementary {evel. Thus, either schdgls are currently doing a

good job of meeting student preferences on times of milk service or students
simply indicated preferences for milk service at the times they were
accustomed to receive milk. One exception to this is milk service at school
“"first thing in the morning” which was the secénd.@ost preferred time of
service amcn, students yet was the time at which the. fewest number of schools
actually served milk. Also of note is the fact that the proportion of
students who approved of the times of milk service in their schools was
larger in SMP schools than in schools without the milk program: in fact,
milk is served more frequently in SMP schools than in non-SMP schools.
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Table 4 Student Consumption of Milk by Grade Level, by Flavored Milk Availability,

and by Soft Drink Availability: Mean Number of Cartons or Glasses of Milk .
Repqrted Consumed at School and Away From School in 24-Hour Period -

Mean Number of Cartons or Glasses of Milk ‘Consumed by Students In

All Schools : SMP Schools ¢  Schools Without SMP
¢ Away s : :  Away s ¢ Away
"At ¢ From : < At ¢ From : : At ¢ From

School : School : Total : School: School : Total : School : School : Total

Students in Grades: : :

Pre-K - 3 1.01 1.84 2.85 : 1.05 1.84 2.88 : 0.87 1.83 2.69
4-6 0.96 2.23 3.19 : 1.02 . 2.22 3.24 : 0.74 2.25 2.99
7-9 0.93 2.18 3.10 : 1.00 2.20 3.20 : 0.66 2.0% 2.76

S 10 - 12 0.84 2.09 2.94 : 0.96 2.05 3.01 : 0.63 2.1 2.81
" Elementary Subtotal 0.99 2.01 3.00 :1.04 2.00 3.06 : 0.81 2.02 2.83

Secondary Subtotal 0.89 2.14 3.03 : 0.98 2.14 3.13 : 0.64 2.14 2.78
Total 0.95 2.06 3.01 :1.02 2.06 3.07 : 0.72 - 2.08 2.81
Students in Schools ’ : :

Making Flavored Milk : :

Available ’ 1.04 2.09 3.13 :1.05 2.12 3.17 : 0.95 1.92 2.87
Students in Schools : :

Without Flavored Milk 0.89 2.04 2.93 : 1.00 2.02 3.01 : 0.49 2.24 2.75
Students in Schools : :

Making Soft Drinks : :

Available 1/ - - - 0,97 2.05 3.02 : - - -
Students in Schools : :

Without Soft Drinks 1/ - - - : 1.03 2.06 3.09 ¢ - - -
1/ Soft drink availability determined only in SMP schools. \
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Table 5 Student Consumption of Milk by Grade Level and by Sex of Student in Specified
Types of Schools: Mean Number of Cartons or Glasses of Milk Reported Consumed
At School and Away From School in 24-~Hour Period

Mean Number of Cartons or Glasses of Milk Consumed by Students In
SMP With NSLP Schools : SMP Without NSLP Schools +NSLP Without SMP Schools
: Away : : Away . : : Away
s : At . From . s At ;s From sAt : From
-School . School . Total : School . School . Total +School . School : Total

/4

Students in Grades:

Pre-K - 3 1.08 1.79 2.86 : 0.72 2,38 3.10 :1.04 1.72N 2,77
4 -6 \ 1.06 2.15 3.21 : 0.68 2.80 3.48  :1.02 1,95 ! 2.97
7-9 1.02 2.17 3.19 : 0.72 2.66 3.38  :0.84 1.98- 2.82
10-12 0.96 2.05 3.00 : 0.96 2.11 3.07 :0.76 1.87 2.63
Elementary Subtotal 1.07 1.9 3.01 . 0.70 2.58 3.28 1.04 1.82 2.86
Secondary Subtotal 1.00 2,12 3.12 . 0.79 2.51 3.29 0.80 1.92 2.72
Total 1.04 2.01 3.06 . 0,72 2.56 3.29 0.93 1.87 2.80

le Students 1.18 2.23 3.41 ., 0.77 2.77 3.54 1.02 2.06 3.08
emale Students 0.88 " 1.78 2.66 ., 0.68 2.36 3.04 0.83 1.66 2.49
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Table 6

Males in Grades:
Pre-K - 3

4 - 6

7-9

10 - 12

Elementary Subtotal
Secondary Subtotal
Total

Females In Grades:

Pre-K ~ 3

4 -6

7-~-9

10 - 12-

Elementary Subtotal
Secondary Subtotal

Total

A

Hale}vé} Female Consumption of Milk: Mean Number of Cartoms
or Glasses of Milk Reported Consumed at School and Away
From School in 24-Hour Period

Mean Number of Cartons or Glasses of Milk Consumed by Students In

All Schools SMP Schools Schools Without SMP °
: Away Tt Away ¢ Away

At : From : : At : From : At : From

School : School : Total: School : School : Total: Séhool : School : Total
1.07 1.97 3.021: 1.12 1.99 3.11 : 0.87 1.89 2.76
1.00 2.36 3.36.: 1.06 2.37 3.43 + 0.76 2.30 3.06
1.13 2,44 3.57 ¢« 1.21 2.44 3.64 0.82 2.43 3.25
1.12 2.48 3.59 : 1.28 2.43 3.71 % 0.81 2.56 3.37
1.04 2.14 3.19 : 1.10 2.16 3.25 : 0.83 2.07 2.90
1.12 2.45 3.58 : 1.23 2.43 3.67 : 0.81 2.50 3.32
1.08 2.27 3.35 ; 1.15 2.27 3.42 : 0.82 2.29 3.11
0.95 / 1.69 - 2.63 : 0.97 1.67 2.64 : 0.86 1.77 2.62
0.91 / 2.08 3.00 ; 0.97 2.05 3.02 : 0.72 2.20 2.91
0.72 1.91 2.62 ; 0.78 1.94 2.72 : 0.53 1.79 2.32
0.54 1.67 2.22 ; 0.60 1.63 2.23 : 0.43 1.76 2.19
0.94 1.86 2.79 : 0.97 1.83 2.80 : 0.79 1.96 2:+75
0.65 1.81 2.46 : 0.71 1.83 2.54 : 0.48 1.78 2.25
0.81 1.84 2.65 0.87 1.83 2.69 0.63 1.86 2.49

1]
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Iable 7 li Consumption of Students Approved For Free Milk and Students
Not Approved In SMP Schools: Mean Number of Cartons or Glasses of
. Milk Reported Consumed At School and Away From School in 24-~Hour Period

SMP Schools
: With NSLP ) ¢ Without
Total :. Subtotal : With SBP : Without SBP  : NSLP

Percentage of Enrollment Approved

for Free Milk 1/ 19.2% 20.62 43.7% 16.5% 2.8%
ercentage of Enrollment Not - -
Approved for Free Milk 80.8% 79.4% 56.3% 83.5% 97.2% -

t

. - mean number of cartons or glasses reported consumed ~
.Consumption At School By:

Students Approved For Free Milk 1.34 1.34 1.52 1.25 1.26
Students Not Approved 0.94 0.96 1.01 0.96 0.71
‘A1l Students: 1.02 1. 04\\ 1.23 1.01 0.72
Consumption Away From Sch{ol By: ) ‘
-Students Approved. For Free Milk 1.67 1.66 1.47 1.75 2.40
Students Not Approved 2,15 2,11 1.69 2.16 2,57
All Students 2.06 2,01 1.59 2.09 2.56
Total Daily Congsumption By: .
Students Approved Por Free Milk 3.01 3.00 2,99 3.01 3.66
Students Not Approved 3.09 3.07 2,70 3.12 ' 3.27
3.06 2.82 3.10 3.29

All Students 3.07

-l/ These data on percentage of enrollment approved for free milk are taken from the student
questionnaires and differ very slightly from the same data taken from the administrative
questionnaires. The difference is within the bounds of sampling variability.
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Table 8 Persentage of Students Reportin \ﬂiving Consumed Specified
Number of Cartons or Glasses of Milk At School in 24-Hour Period

Number of Half—Pints of Milk\Consumed at School

More

K : : . Than
Zero ¢ One : - Two : Three : Four Four : Total
- Percentage of Sthgints - '

-All Schools ) -

Elementary Students \ 20.3 62.5  15.0 1.5 0.2 0.2 100.0

Secondary Students 39.3 - 40.4 14.7 3.8 1.0 0.8 100.0

Total Students 28.5 53.1 14.9 2.5 0.5 0.5 100.0

SMP Schools

Elementary Students 17.3 64.2 16.4 1.7 0.2 0.1 100.0

Secondary Students 34.0 42.8 16.9 4.3 1.1 0.9 100.0

Total Students 24,1 55.5 16.6 2.8 0.5 0.5 100.0

"SMP" Schools—-Students

Approved for Free Milk

Elementary Students 9.8 50.5 36.5 2.8 0.3 0.0 100.0

:Secondary Students 16.9 - 40.0 35.9 6.1 0.9 0.2 100.0

Total Students. 12.90 47.3 36.3 3.8 0.5 0.1 100.0

SMP Schools~Students

Not Approved for Free Milk ‘ - !
Elementary Students 19.5 68.2 10.6 1.4 0.2 0.1 100.0

Secondary Students 36.9 43.3 13.7 4.0 1.1 1.1 100.0

Total Students 27.0 57.4 11.9 2.5 0.6 0.5 100.0

Schools With Non-SMP - L —

A La Carte Milk Service !
Elementary Students 24.6 64.7 9.3 0.8 0.3 0.3 100.0

. Secondary Students 52.9 34.5 9.0 2.3 0.7 0.6 100.0 g
"Total Students 41.1 , 47.1 9.1 1.7 0.5 0.5 100.0 |
Schools Without A La

Carte Milk Service

Elementary Students 51,6 38.1 7.9 0.6 0.3 1.5 100.0

Secondary Students " 59.4 29.0 8.1 1.8 1.8 0.0 100.0

Total Students 53.5 35.9 8.0 0.9 . 0.6 1.2 100.0
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Table 9 Pefcentage of Students Reporting Having Consdmgd Specified
Number of Cartons or Glasses of Milk Away Fr m School in 24-Hour Period

. Number of Half-Pints of Milk Consumed Away From School
: : . Yo : More
: : : : H Than
Zero : One : Two ¢ Three : Four : Four : Total
~ Percentage of Students -~ .

All Schools ’ -

Elementary Students 15.7 24.6 26.5 17.4 8.4 7.4 100.0
Secondary Students 20.6 18.1 21.6 18.1 9.5 12'1%' 100.0
Total Students 17.8 21.8 24.4 17.7 8.9 9.4 100.0
SMP Schools

Elementary Students 15.1 24.9 27.2 17.5 8.2 7.1 100.0
Secondary Students 20.6 17.7 21.8 18.4 9.6 11.9 100.0
Total Students 17.3 22.0 125.0 17.9 8.8 9.1 100.0
SMP Schools-Students:

Approved for Free Milk

Elementary Students 24.3 30.3 20.8 11.9 7.9 4.7 100.0

. Secondary Students 28.7 20.0 19.7 17.3 6.7, 7.6 100.0

~ Total Students 25.7 27.1 20.5 13.5 7.6 5.6 100.0
SMP Schools-Students
Not Approved for Free Miik
Elementary Students 12.4 23.4 29.0 19.1 8.3 7.8 100.0
Secondary Students 19.2 17.4 22,2 18.6 10.1 12.6 100.0
Total Studénts ' . 15.4 20.8 26.0 18.9 9.0 9.9 100.0
Schools With Non-SMP )

A La Carte Milk Service -

" Elementary Students 17.4 23.5 25.1, " 18.1 8.5 7.4 100.0
Secondary Students T 20.2 19.2 21,2 17.6 9.3 12.5 100.0
Total Students ° 19.0 21.0 22.8 17.8 9.0 10.4 100.0
Schools Without A La -

Carte Milk Service

.Elementary Students 20.4 21.8 21.1 14.1 10.9 11.8 100.0
Secondary Students 23.9 18.0 18.7 15.2 '10.6 13.7. 100.0
Total Students 21.3 20.8 20.5 14.3 10.8 12.2 100.0




Table 10 Milk Consumption at. School by Students Eating
T Specified Types of Lunches: Mean Number of
: ) Cartons or Glasses of Milk Reportes Consumed
at School in 24~Hour Period

—_— k 4 !
/ Mean Number of Cartons or Glasses of Milk Consumed at School By Students i
Schools With NSLP ¢ Schools Without NSLP
R With SMP : - :
: : Students “’: Students Not : : :
. ¢ A1l ¢ Approved For : Approved For : Without : : With

Type of Lunch Eaten: Total : Students : Free Milk : Free Milk : SMP : Total : SMP
Complete School Lunch :
(Type A in NSLP Schools) 1.23 1.25 1.42 1.18 1,11 ¢ 1.22  1.47
A La Carte Items Bought :

At School . 0.80  0.86 0.66 . 0.87 0.52 : 0.70  0:80
Bag Lunch Brought From : -

Home 0.80 0.80 0.77 0.81 0.78 * 0.63  0.79
Combination of Above 1.06 1.09 1.08 1.09 0,86 * '0.70 0.64
Subtotal of Students

Eating Lunch At School .10 1.12 1.38 1.04 1.02 0.68  0.82
Lunch At Home o~ 0.44  0.47 0.37 0.47 0.23 0.23  0.33
Lunch At a Restaurant 0.49  0.52 0.46 0.53 0.27 0.44  0.44
Lunch At Some Other Place 0.59  0.63 0.73 0.62 0.21 0.40  0.33
Subtotal of Students Eating :

Lunch Away From School 0.48 0.50 0.41 0.51 ©0.23 F 0.27  0.33
No Lunch 0.55 0.60 0.70 0.59 0.29 * 0.25  0.59
Total 1.03 1.04 1.34 0.96 0.93 0.57  0.72
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Iable 11  Total Deily Milk Consumption by Students Eating Specified Types
of Lunches: Mean Number of Cartons or Glasses of Milk Reported

Consumed at School and Away from School in 24-Hour Period ’ .
L

Mean Number of Cartons or Glasses of Milk Consumed by Students In

. Schools With NSLP o :Schools Without NSLP
: With SMP —~ . LT T : s -
> ©3 ¢ Students ¢ Students Not : : : N
. ' : ALl : Approved For : Approved For : Without : $"With \
Type of Lunch Eaten: i ; Total : Students : Free Milk ¢ Free Milk : SMP . .: Total : SMP
Complete School ‘Lunch : :
(Type A'in NSLP Schools) 3.12 3.17 3.07 3.22 2.86 : 3.40 3.77
A La Carte Items Bought : ; }

At School , . 3.02 3.07 2,34 3.10 2.79 : 3.03 3.32
Bag Lunch Brought From ' ’ :

Home 3.05 3.02 2.62 3.04 3.00 : 3.10 3.37
Combination of Above 3.63._ _3.66 2.98 3.69 3.40 : 3.30 3.19
Subtotal of Students ’ .

" ~ Eating Lunch At School 3.11 3,14 3.04 3.17 2.88  : 3.12 3,38
Linch At Home 2,43 2.42 1.84 2.47 2.50 :2.78 2.93 .
Lunch At a Restaurant 2.55 2.58 1.93 2.61 2.33 2 2,47 3.04
Lunch At Some Other Place 2.89 3.00 2.54 3.02 1.92 : 2.75 2.57
Subtotal of Students Eating

Lunch Away From School ° 2.54 2.55 " 1.90 2.60 2,41 : 2.75 2.91
No Lunch 2.24 2.32 2.44 2.31 1.86 : 2,20 3.14
Total 3.02 3,06 3.00 3.07 2,80 : 3.00 3.29
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Table 12 Percentage of Stude.x}ts Who Reported ;Eating
Specified Types of Lunches in Specified
Types of Schools

2

Schools With NSLP ¢ Schools Without NSLP
. . : . With SMP - : ' : :
o . : :" Students ¢ Students Not : : :
" Percentr < of Students s+ All .. Approved For : Approved For : Without : : With
Who Repur- E&ting: Total : S;udents : Free Milk : Free Milk : SMP : Total : SMP .
Complete Séhool Lunch . o : )
(Type & in ‘NSLP Schools) '59.4 57.8 o : /
A La Carte Items Bought RN 89.0 ) 49.7 68.2 : 4'91 4.1
. At School = 5.8 5.6 ! qn
_ Bag ..au) Brought From 0.9 6.9 6.8 . 10.1 6.8
| Mowe 19.3  20.7 ‘
3 Conistnation of Above 2.7 2.9 0 g 2;.2 1%’3 : sg'i 62'2
Subtotal of Students - ) ) ) s 77 :
Eating Lurch At School 87.2  87.0 95.1 84.9 88.4 72,4  79.1
Lunch At Home 5.7 5.9 2.1 6.9 4.4 7 17.3 16.0
Lunch At a Restaurant 1.0 1.0 0.2 1.2 0.8 ° 2.2 1.2
\. Lunch At Some Other Piace 1.0 1.1 0.2 . 1.3 0.7 3.3 ia
)X Subtétal of Students Eating ' ' : : :
Lunch Away From School 7.8 8.1 2.5 9.5 ~* 5.9 % 22.9 18.7
_ No Lunch 5.0 4.9 2.4 5.6 . 5.7 1 4 2.2
Total : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 *100.0 °100.0 100. 0

$&
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Table 13 ..

Percentage of Elementary
Students Who Reported
Eating:

Complete School Lunch

(Type A in NSLP Schools)

A La Carte Items Bought
At School

Bag- Lunch Brought From
Home

Combination of Above

Subtotal of Students
Eating Lunch At School

Lunch At _Home

Lunch At a RestauranQ‘ .
Lunch At Some Other xlacé/—a‘\\‘~

Subtotal of Students Eating
Lunch Away From School

No Lunch

Total

Percentage of Elementary Students (Grades
Prekindergarten-6) Who Reported Eating
Specified Types of Lunches in Specified
Types of. Schpols ~

Schools With NSLP Schools Without NSLP
With SMP : J
: ¢ Students ¢ Students Not @ : :
¢ All ¢ Approved For : Approved For : Without- ¢ With
Total : Students : Free Milk ¢ Free Milk ¢ SMP ¢ Total ¢ SMP
68.6 67.0 92.6 58.6 - 78.6 ¢ 2.2 2.1
0.9 ° 0.9 0.2 1.1 1.0 . 21 2.9
21.6 23.0 4.7 29.0 13.1  : 64.7  69.7
2.2 2.3 0.2 2.9 1.9 ¢ 1.6 2.9
93.3 93.2 97.8 91.6 94.6 ¢ 70.5 77.6
5.6 5.9 ’ 1.7 7.3 3.6 ¢ 25.9 19.7
0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.4 ¢ 1.0 1.0
0.3 0.3 0.1 - 0.4 0.1 ¢ 2,1 1.1
6.1 6.3 1.9 7.8 4,0 29.0 21.8
0.6 0.5 0.3 0.6 1.4 0.5 0.6
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

5
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Table 14 Percentage Of Secondary Students (Grades 7-12);
: Who Reported Eating Specified Types of Lunches
In Specified Types of Schools

/

-7 ‘ ‘ ‘Schools With NSLP

¢ Schools Without NSLP

R

Percentage ,0f Secondary - With SMP :
Students Who Reported : ¢ Students ¢ Students Not @
Eating:

Total : Students : Free Milk ¢ Free Milk : SMP

¢ All ¢ Approved For : Approved For : Without @

: With
Total : SHP

Complete School Lunch
(Ty'pe A in NSLP SChOOIS) 80.8 55.1
A La Carte Items Bought _ R
At School ’ 14.2
Bag Lunch Brought From :
Home
Combination of Above
Subtotal of Students
Eating Lunch At School
Lunch At Home
Lunch At a Restaurant
Lunch At Some Other Place
Subtota} of Students Eating
Lunch Away From School
No Lunch
Total

s oo
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Table 15° Percéﬁ%age of Students in SMP Schools, in Non-SMP Schools, and in All
‘ Schools Who Expressed A Preference for Milk Service At Specified Times;
Percentage of Students Who Approved and Disapproved of Times Milk Was Serve
\ In Their Schools ’

R > 3
Percentage of Students Who Preferred Milk s -
Service At School :__ Percentage of Students Who i
First : 2 : : : : : : !
Thing : : s . 8 : s Approved :Disapproved: Expressed
In. The : Mid- : : Mid- : End Of: Don't: Of Times :0f Times : No
Morning: Morning: Lunchtime: Afternoon: School: Care : Served  :Served ¢ Opinion
SMP Schools * H
Elementary Students 25 21 79 23 20 12 :55 32 13
Secondary Students 28 20 71 15 - 21 20 : 43 36 20
All Students 26 21 76 20 20 15 :51 . 33 16 »
Schools Without SMP B :
a Elementary Students 28 21 70 20 24 15 : 42 46 12
Secondary Students = 28 16 - 63 12 20 25 ;44 29 27
All Students- 28 19 67 16 22 21 : 43 37 20
All Schools ’ :
Elementary Students 26 21 77 22 21 13 : 53 34 13
Secondary Students 28 19 59 — 14 20 21 : 44 34 22
, All Students 27 0 74 19 21 16 : 49 34-, . 17
’ 6o - 3




Flementary Students
Secondary Students
~-Al11 Students

Table 16 Percentage of Students Who Never- Bring Milk to School

in Specified Types of Schools

Percentagg of Students Who Never Bring Milk tc School In
Schools With SMp

: Schools :° : Students : Students Not

All : Without : All : Approved For ¢ Approved For

Schools : SHP t Students : Free Milk s Free Milk '

- 82 81 - g2 97 . 78 -

98 . 97 98 ‘98 98

89 89 89 97 87
e
S

£ ” . ;,
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VII. Milk Waste

A description of the methodology utilized in the milk waste measurement
part of the study may he found in Section III of this report. Four
points on this methodoliogy should be noted here: )

1. Milk waste was measured only in sample schools which
participated in at least one of the USDA child nutrition
programs. The applicability of the findings presented
here to non-USDA program schools is unknown. In addition,
milk waste was measured in USDA program schools for all
milk served and not, for instance, for milk served under
the NSLP versus milk served under the SMP, or for flavored
half-pints versus unflavored half-pints. Inferences,
therefore, are drawn on the basis of school groupings-—-
i e.g., NSLP-with-SMP schools versus NSLP-only schools,
schools with flavored milk versus schools not offering
flavored milk.

2, Milk waste was measured only during lunch periods in these
schools.. No data were collected on milk waste at service
periods other.than lunchtime. Since survey data indicate,
hcwevg;, that about 85 percent of all milk served in schools
is served at lunchtime, the findings presented here would
not change markedly if milk waste were measured across all
milk sexvice periodéz ‘

3. Milk from unopened cartons was considered wasted milk.
. Some schools (where permitted by local health laws) collect
and recycle unopened cartons of milk. Since collection
H of milk cartons for the milk waste measurement took place
almost exclusively at the waste disposal receptacles,
T ever, little if any milk which.would have been recycled
entered the "unopened carton" count. ;;j
.

4. Findings may be biased by the "Hawthorne Effect." (The
presence of an observer alters the phenomenon being
observed.) Although the method used to collect milk cartons

 in-this survey minimized the exposure of the enumerators
to the students, the generally quick detection by students
of unusual activity in the lunchroom probably effected a
slight downward bias in the measure of milk waste obtained
here. While the levels of milk waste. reported here are
generally on the same order as those reported in previous,
less extensive studies, they are best used in a relative,

.- . not absolute, manner:; i.e., in making comparisons among
levels of waste in dlfferlng situations.




S
%
Milk waste over all USDA program schools averaged 1l1.5 percent. Almost

15 percent of all half-pints served were completely consumed, 23 percent
wexe partially consumed, and just over 2 percent were brought to the waste
disposal area unopened. An average of 3.2 ounces of milk remained in

each of the partially consumed 8-ounce cartons. About 40 percent of these
USDA program schools had less than 5 percent milk waste, and over 17
percent of these schools had 20 percent or more milk waste. Milk waste
in elementary scnools averaged.l4.8 percent and in secondary schools
6.1 percent.

The Special Milk Program does not appear to contribute significantly
toward milk waste. In schools with the SMP and without the NSLP, milk
waste averaged only 3.5 percent. Moreover, milk waste measured the same
(11.9 percent) in NSLP schools w1th the SMP as in NSLP schools without
the SMP. ,
Availability of flavored milk was associated with significahtly reduced
leyels of milk waste. For all USDA program schools offering flavored
milk at lunchtime, milk waste averaged 8.0 percent, compared to 14.0
percent waste in schools not offering flavored milk. In schools offering
flavored milk, flavored milk accounted for 74 percent of all milk served °*
at lunch-time. Twenty-two percent of all schools not offering flavored
milk had milk waste in extess of 20 percent while only 1l percent of
schools’ offering flavoréd milk had this. level of waste. The lower level
of milk waste in schools with flavored milk was due to both a higher
percentage of completely consumed half-pints (79 percent in schools with
flavored milk versus 71 percdnt in schools not offering flavored milk)
and a 24 percent lower amount) of milk waste per partially consumed
container (2.8 ounces per partlally consumed half-pint in schools with
flavored milk versus 3,4 ounces in schools not offering flavored milk).
The lower level of milk ‘waste associated with service. of flavored milk
was seen in all ﬁSDA program combinations examined (NSLP with SMP,

NSLP without SMP, and’ SMP without NSLP) and at both the elementary and
secondary levels. It is all the more srgnlflcant in view of the fact ~
that about 5 percént more milk per student enrolled was served at *
lunchtime in schools offering flavored milk than in schools not offering
_it. . -

Milk waste was also examined for its relationship to the number of
students eligible to receive free milk. A direct relationship was sefn
to exist; that is, as the percentaqe of students eligible to receive
free milk increased, the percentage of milk waste increased. Because
this flndlng relies on ecological data, it should not be construed as
definitive evidence that free milk causes increased milk waste or that
children who receive free milk waste more milk than children who do not
receive free milk.
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- Table 17 ﬁllk Waste at Lunchtime in USDA Program Schools on
- . o . the Day of the Survey. .

’ + A1l USDA - : ' : ¢ SMP With : s
- ‘Program : All SMP : All NSLP : NSLP : SMP Without : NSLP Without
] Schools Schools : Schools : Schools : NSLP Schools: SMP Schools
Number of Schools 1/ 91,597 79,%08 83,530 - 71,341 8,067 12,189
;,Enrollment (Hillions) 46.89 . 40.57 44.19 37.87 2,71 6.32
Mean Enrollment - 512 511 529 - 531 336 519
-Numbex .of Half-Pints. , ‘ : /
" Served at Lunch .
(Millions) 31.11 26.86 29,78 25,53 1.33 . 4,25
- Percent Completely : ) o . -
Consumed- 74.8% 7442 - 74.2% 73.7% 88.07 . 77.0%
-'Percent Partially . '
Consumed - 22.8% 23.2% 23.32 23.8% 11.7% 20,27
'~ Percent Unopened 2.47% 2.42 2.5% 2.5% 0.4% 2.8%
- Mean Number -of. Ounces ¢ A
Left 1n,Partially ' :
Consumed Half-Pints - 3.19 " 3.13 3.21 - 3.16 2.18 3.58
Percent of Milk Left ' ' ;
Unconsumed 2/ 11.5% 11.5% 11.92 11.92 3.52 11.92

IS

~

- 1/ Excludes schools not operating‘at lunchtime on .day of the survex.

2/ Ounces of milk left in partially consumed and unopened containérs
divided by total ounces served. '

e
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\med

All USDA Program Schools
Number of Schools

.= Percentage of Schools
Mean Attendance

Per Capita Half-Pints 1/

-

" USDA Program Schools Serving

N . . . .

Distribution of USDA.Program Schools by Percentage
6f Milk Left Uncongumed . /

R e

S

" Flavored Milk A
Number! of Schools *

-~ Percentage of Schools
_ Mean Attendance

Per Capita Half-Pints 1/

USDA Program Schools Not
Serving Flavored Milk
Number of Schools

= Percentage of Schools
‘Mean Attendance
Per Capita Half-Pints 1/

1/ Number of half-pints served at lunchtime divided by number of students

in attendance.

66 .

, j ~ 4
‘ . —Percentage of.Milk Left Unconsumed——
.Lesg @ : H - : e :
Than *+ 2.0-: 5.0~-: 8.0-: 11,0~ : 14.0 - : 20.0 - : 30.0%
2.0 ¢ 4.9 : 7.92 : 1,0.92 : 13,92 : 19.92 : 29,92 : or More
19,294 17,535 19;978\ 11,223 7,156 9,448 9,001 6,962
212 192 . 122 122 8% 107 102 8%
318 524 522 520 488 396 468 440
0.79 0.80 0.83 0.91 1.01 0.92 '0.92 1.18
3 .

7,930 9,062 4,945 6,092 - 1,670 2,855 2,439 1,447
22% 25% 14% 172 5% 8% 72 4%
419° 518 603 496 601 387 288 588

0.73 0.83 0.8 1.03  0.92 0.90 1.03 1.47

11,364 8,473 6,033 5,130 5,485 6,593 6,562 5,515

21% 152 112 9% 102 122 12% 102

247 530 455 549 453 400 535 401

0.87 0.77 0.82  0.79 1.05 0.93 0.89 1..07
&




Table 19 Milk Waste in Schools Offering Flavored Milk
and in Schoels not Offering Flavored Milk

- N - -

w

Schools Of fering Flavored Milk : Schools Not Offering Flavored Milk
- SMP + SMP ¢ NSLP H . s SMP : SMP ¢ NSLP .
\ All USDA: With : Without. Without: All USDA: With : Without Without
Program : NSLP ¢ NSLP ¢ SMP ¢ Program : NSLP ¢ NSLP : SMP
-Schools ¢ Schools: Schools. Schools Schools : Schools: Schools: Schools
Number of Schools - 34,752 26,524 3,321 4,907 56 845 44,817 4,745 7,282
Farollment (Millions) 18.91 15.23 0.92 2.76 27 98 22.63 1.79 3.56
Mean Enrollment : 544 574 277 562 492 504 376 490
Number of Half-Pints Served : . .
at Lunch (Millions) ) 12.89 10.56 0.53 1.80 . 18.22 14.97 0.80 2.46 8
~ Percent Flavored Milk ' . . : . .
of Total Served at Lunch 14z 74% 767 722 ¢ - - - - e .
Percent of Half-Pints s : .
Completely Consumed 79.4% 78.4%  91.47% 82.6%8 . T71.4% 70.4% 85.7% 72.9% '
Percent of Half-Pints ) ] :
* . Partially Consumed 19.12 20.0% 8.4% 16:8% : 25.4% 26.4% 13.92 22.7%
Unopened 1.4% 1.6% 0.3z ~ 0.6% : 3.2% 3.1% 0.4% 4 .47
Mean Number of Ounces - , : e
Left in Partially - %
Consumed Half~Pints 2.76 2.75 1.95 3.00 - 3.41 . 3.38 2.28 3.89
Percent of Milk Left s .
Unconsumed 1/ ; 8.0% 8.5% 2.3% '6.92 : 14.0% 14.3% 4.4 15.5%

1/ Ounces of milk left in partially consumed and unopened containers divided by

‘Percent of Half-Pints - - s .
4

total ounces served.

|
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Table 20 Milk Waste in’SMP Schools by Percentage of Enrollment
With Approved Applications on File to Receive Free SMP Milk

AN

SMP Schools~-Percent of Enrollment Approved for Free Milk
Lesg Than 107 : "10% - 24.9% : 25% - 49.9% : SOZ - 74.92 4¥3752 or More

Number of Schools 37,507 21,186 9,635 5,502 5,578

Mean Enrollment 528 456 555 . 532 507
Number of Half-Pints Served .

at Lunch/Attendance 0.69 0.72 0.80 0.95 1.03
Percent of Half-Pints

Cospletely Consumed . 76% « - 17% 73% 70% 66% ‘
Percent of Half-Pints L 3

Partially Consumed 227 . 217 24% 27% 282
Percent of Half-Pints ’

Left Unopened 2% 22 3% 3% 6%
Percent of Milk Left . .

Unconsumed 1/ 9.1% 1142 13.52 13.6% 17.6%

1/ Ounces of milk left in partially consumed and unopened containers divided
by total ounces served.




VIII. General Program Data
&

Table 21 presents the general program data. Because of the sampling
methodology, the total school count (105,505) is the same for January
for each of the 4 years listed (1972-1975). Office of Education, DHEW,
data show that the actual number of schools in the United States
declined slightly over this period. N

Of the total school count, 88 percent, enrolling 90 percent of the

U. S. school population, participated in at least one of the USDA child
nutrition programs in January 1975; & percent of these schools, with

8 Percent of total enrollment, did not participate in a USDA program but
did make food and/or milk available to students. Only 4 percent of all
schools, with 2 percent of total enrollment, had no food or milk service
in January 1975. A slightly higher percentage of elementary schools
than of secondary schools participated in a USDA program in January 1975
(89 percent versus 86 percent), but only 1 percent of secondary enroll-
ment, compared to 3 percent of elementary, did not have access,to food
or milk at-school. :

. 4
The survey data show that over the 1972-1975 period there was a slight
increase both in the number of schools with a USDA program and in the
number of schools with food and/or milk service outside USDA auspices.

Just under 2 percent of .all schools operated on a split-session bhasis
for all or most grades taugn. in January 1974 and in January 1975.,

(]
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Table 21 General Program Data

<

Schools With No USDA .
Programs But With Other ¢
Food or Milk Service

Schools With
All : One Or More
Schools 1/ : USDA Programs @

Schools With
No Food Or
Milk Service

0

[P

14

January 19‘5‘
Number of Schools

Enrollment (Millions)

Mean Enrollment :

Avg. Daily Attendance (ADA)
(millions)

Attendance Factor {ADA/
Enrollment)

Number of Split-Session
Schools
- Mean Enrollment in Split-

Bession B8chools

January 1974
Number of Schools
Enrollment (Millions)

January 1973
Number of Schnols

January 1972
Number of Schools

-~

105,505
52.57
458
48,57
92.47
1876

626

105,505

52.75

105,505

105,505

92,622
47.14
509
43.54
92.17
1358

800

91,919
47.23

~.
~

92,071

41,378

8,167
4,32
529
4,09
94.77%

96

4,716
1.11
235
1.04
93.6%

422
181

5,512
1.43

5,619

6,446

1/ Due to sampli{nig methodology total school count identical for
all four years. Office of Education, DHEW, data show number
of schools declined slightly qver this period.




IX. SMP Operations

Tables 22 through 32 present the survey data on operations,éf the SMP

in' January 1975 and on the day of the sutvey. Data were alsdo collected
on January 1974 operations of the SMP. Except where noted in the follow-
ing text, these 1974 data reveal no significant operational changes

from 1974 to 1975; they are therefore not presented in tabular format

in ‘this report.

Survey data indicate 79,800 schools in the 48 coterminous_States and the
District of Columbia participated in the SMP in January. 1975. This was
down from 81,700 schools participating in the program the same month

the previous year. This decrease was the result of 4,300 schools
dropping the program during this perlod (see Section IV for reasons) and
2,400 schools adding it.

The number of half-pints served through the p.ogram measured 11.4 million
on an average daily basis in January 1975, up from 10.7 million in
January 1974, according to survey data. About 2.4 million average daily
half-pints or 20.9 percent of the total sexved through the program in
January 1975 were served free. (Actual program ‘data show 19.2 percent
of-all SMP milk was served free in the last half of fiscal 1975.) Over
8.2 million students in SMP schools had approved appllcatlons on file

to receive free milk in January 1975. Approx1mately 29 percent of these
students actually recelved free milk through the SMP on a given day during
this month, roughly the same percentage as that of students enrolled and
not approved for free milk who actually bought SMP milk on a given day.
Average daily half-pints served through the SMP measured 30.4 percent of
average daily attendarce in SMF schools in January 1975.

In schools with the SMP, 36 percent of .all milk on the day of the survey
was served through the milk program. Of all milk served in these schools
(including milk served through the NSLP and SBP), 4 percent was served

at breakfast, 84 percent was served at lunchtime, and 12 percent was
served at nonmealtimes. Of milk served through the SMP in these schools,
2 percent was served at breakfast, 66 percent was sexved at lunchtime,
and 32 percent was served at nonmealtimes.

The following summarizes the survey data on specific areas of importance
in the operation of the Special Milk Program.




Cost of Mitk to the School and Charge for Milk to the Student

The average cost nationwide to an SMP school for a half-pint of milk

(all types combined) 9/ jin January 1974 was 8.5 cents; the average cost
to the student for this milk was 5.8 cents. 1In January 1975 the average
cost to an SMP school for a half-pint of milk was 9.5 cents, an 1l percent
increase over January 1974; the average .charge to the student for this
milk was 6.1 cents in January 1975, a 6 percent increase over January
1974. The difference in cost to the school for milk between elementary
and secondary schools was less than 1 percent in January 1975 (9.4 cents-
elementary, 9.5 cents-secondary), but secondary SMP schools charged an
average of 5 percent more for each half-pint than did elementary SMP
schools (6.2 cents versus 5.9 cents). Regionally, there was considerable
variation in costs and charges for milk. Schools in the Midwest Region,
which includes the country's largest dairy States, had the lowest averzge
cost to the school and lowest average charge to the student for SMP milk.
Schools in the Western Region had the highest aveTage cost to the school
and highest average charge to the student for SMP milk.

¥ S

9/ The figures cited here on average cost to the school and average
charge to the student for a half-pint of milk in SMP schools are
based on those schools which maintained the SMP in both January
1974 and January 1975. These comprise 95 percent of all schools
which participated in the SMP in January 1974 and 97 percent of
all schools whic¢h participated in tne SMP in January 1975. The
weighting of costs and charges for t! ' diffefent types of milk
(whole, skim, etc.) to yield a combined figure was based on the
percentage of each” type served on the day of the survey. This
may inject a slight bias into the resulting averages for January
1974; however, no data were collected on thé distribution of. milk
types in that earlier year, so no estlmate as to the direction of
this possible bias can be made. . ~

An additional bias may be introduced by the fact that the distri-

bution of milk types served on the day of the survey was determined

for all milk served in SMP schools, not just SMP milk. The assump- .
tion implicit here is that the distribution of milk types for SMP

milk conforms to the dis ribution for all milk. In view of the

fact that whole white milk constitutes more than twice as much

of total milk over all SMP schoois as all other milk types com-

bined and is the only type of milk served in 57 percent of SMP

schools, any bias nere should be slight. Ny
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In January 1975, 12 percent of SM2 schools
less than 5 cents for a half-pint of whole
exactly 5 cents, 32 percent charged 6 or 7

nationwide charged students
white milk, 42 percent charged
cents, 9 percent chargkd 8 or

9 cents, and 6 percent charged 10 cents or more. In January 1975, 47

percent of SMP schools charged students more than 5 cents for a half-pint

of milk, compared to just under 40 percent of these schools with charges

above 5 cents in January 1974. The price charged for a half-pint of

milk showed a direct relationship to enxollment size; that is, schools

with larger enrollments tended to charge more for a half-pint of milk.
This relationship was seen at both the elementary and secondary levels.

Margin on Milk

- The margin on milk is the difference between .(a) the price the school
pays: for a half-pint of milk and (b) the price charged by the school to
the student for that milk plus the SMP reimbursement plus any other
subsidies the school received on millk. This margin is to be used to
defray within-school distribution costs on milk (refrigeration, straws,
handling, etc.) and, in view of the nonprofit nature of the program,
should be no greater than these costs. Prior to fiscal 1975 schools
were prohibited by Federal regulation from maintaining a margin on milk
in excess of 1.0 cents per half-pint; in exceptional circumstances., (to
be determined by the States) this margin could go up to but not exceed
1.5 cents. Regulatory controls on this margin were rescinded at the
beginning of fiscal 1975.

In January 1974--before standardization of SMP reimbursement rates--SMP
reimbursement averaged 3.5 cents per half-pint of milk (not including
free milk served under the diminutive Special Assistance Milk Program).
The average margin on milk in January 1974 in SMP schodls was 0.8 cents.
In January 1975 SMP reimbursemen’ for a half-pint of -m¥1k was a standard
5.0 cents. The average margin on milk in January 1975--after regulations
limiting this margin were rescinded--was 1.6 cents. Survey data show
th in January 1974 56 percent of SMP schools had a margin on whole

ite milk under 1.0 centsuﬁl7 percent had a margin between 1.0 and
l S cents, and 27 percent had a margin over 1.5 cents (which suggeste lax
monitoring of the regulatory limits). In Januvary 1975, 31 percent of SMP
schools had a margin on whole white milk under 1.0 cents, 19 percent had
a margin between 1.0 and 1.5 cents, and 41 percent had a margin over 1.5
cents. No significant difference was seen between margins in elementary
scher1s and those in secondary schools. -




‘Whole white milk was by far the most prevalent type of milk served in

The doubling of the average margin on milk in SMP schools across the time
in which-regulatory limits on this margin were removed is partially
attributable to the inception of free milk service through the sMP. Be-
cause free miik served through the SMP is Federally reimbursed at the
cost to the schcol for this milk, exclusive of within-school distribution
costs, these distribution costs for free milk must be covered by the
margin on milk served to students paying for SMP milk. Also in explana-
tion of the margin doubling, it is likely that the previous limit of 1.0
cents (1.5 cents in exception circumstances) was no longer sufficient in
many schools to cover within-school distribution costs of milk served to
paying students. Survey data showing almost 10 percent of SMP schools

in January 1975 with a margin on milk in excess of 3 cents per half-pint
suggest that in some schools the margin on SMP milk in January 1975
exceeded the within-school distribution costs and the nonprofit nature

of the program was being violated. Where such violations occured, how- -
ever, the profits made from SMP milk Service were most likely used to
offset deficits incurred in other aspects of school foodservice
operations.

Types of Milk Served 10/

SMP schools in 1975. On the day of the survey almost 95 percent of SMP
schools offered whole white milk to students, and in 57 percent of SMP
schools whole white milk was the only type of milk served.

Whole flavored milk was served in over 28 percent of all SMP schools on
the day of the survey. In schools serving it, whole flavored milk
accounted for 69 percent of all milk served. ’

Lowfat or nonfat flavored milk was served in just over iO percent of

all SMP schools on the day of the survey. In these schools lowfat or :
nonfat flavored milk accounted for 72 percent of all milk served. A ‘,é
somewhat greater percentage of SMP schools reported offering flavorhd g?pﬂ/
milk in January 1975 (45 pegdgnt) that actually served flavored milk on

the day of the survey (38 percent). This discrepancy is due to the

fact that some schools do not make flavored milk available every school

day. ’

10/ The types of milk served in SMP schools were examined without
J regard to the program through which they were served. It is,

practically speaking, almost impossible to distinguish between
milk served under the SMP versus that served under the NSLP in
a school operating both programs. (Imagine for instance, a
student who takes the Type A Junch and puts two milk cartons,
one of flavored milk and one of whole white milk, on the lunch
tray. Which carton was served via the NSLP and which via the
SMP?) The implicit assurmption in the discussion in this section
is that the distribution of milk types served via the SMP
conforms to the distribution of all milk served in SMP schools.
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Lowfat milk (unflavored) was served in almost 6 percent of SMP schools

on the day of the survey and constituted 42 percent of all milk served

in these §Ehools. Lowfat white milk appeared to be offered more commonly
instead of and not in conjunction with whole white milk: only 29 per-
cent of those schools serving lowfat white milk on the day of the survey
served whole white milk also. ’

Skim milk (unflavored) was served in just under 4 percent of SMP schools
on the day of the survey and constituted only §_ﬁ%rcent of all milk
served in schools offering it. Buttermilk was serveqﬂigfless than 1
percent of SMP schools and represented less than 1 percent of all milk

¢ served in schools offering it._~ »

Ad

1

Over all SMP schools, whole white mil.. constituted 68 percent of all

milk served on the day of the survey, whole flavored milk constituted

21 percent, lowfat or nonfat flavored milk constituted 9 percent, low-

fat white milk constituted under 3 percent, and skim milk (unflavored)

and buttermilk both constituted well under 1 perégnt of all milk served.
Differences between elementary and secondary schools in this distribution
were very slight, while Regional differences were somewhat more pronounced.

Times of Milk Service

-

The time of milk service has always been a major focus in discussion.

of the SMP. Experiments (13) in selected locales at the time of the
program's inception demonstrated that increasing the number of milk
service periods in conjunction with decreasing the charge to the student
for milk effected a significantly greater increase in milk consumption
than did simply decreasing the charge to the student for milk,without
changing the number of service periods. 1In addition, the nutritional
benefits (especially in terms of acceptance) of delivering nutrients
over ..n extended period of time during the day, as opposed to compressing
them into one short period (i.e., lunchtime), have generally been ’
considered to argue for making milk available at times in addition to
mealtimes.

In January 1975, 45 percent of all SMP schools made milk available only
once per day; 96 percent of these schools which offergd milk only once
per day offered it at luichtime. Twenty-seven percent of SMP schools
offered milk twice per day, 24 percent offered milk three times per

day, and 4 percent offered it four or more times per day in January 1975.
Elementary schools made milk available at nonmealtimes relatively moze
often than secondary schools: 44 percent of SMP elementary schools
offered milk only at mealtimes (breakfast and lunch) while 66 percent

of SMP secondary schools had mealtime milk service only. Nonmealtime
milk service was usually offered in the morning rather than the after-
noon: 40 percent of SMP schools had a midmorning milk service period
while under 29 percent had a midafternoon service period; .7 percent had
both midmorning and midafternoon service periods.

-
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A la carte ‘milk sales in SMP schools (i.e., SMP milk) showed a direct
relationship to the number of milk service periods--a finding corrob-
orated by the studies mentioned eatlier. In schools offering milk only
once per day, consumption of a la carte milk measured 26 percent of
average daily attendance (ADH-P/ADA) in January 1975. In schools
offering milk twice per day the figure increased to 34 percent, and in
schools offering milk three times per day the figure increased to 36
percent 1 11/. Eliminating from consideration those schools which had
breakfast or supper milk service, the difference in per capita a la carte
milk sales is even more clear-cut: in schools serving milk only at lunch-
time per capita sales of SMP milk measured 26 percent; in schools with
milk service at lunchtime and at one or more midmeal service periods
(but no breakfast, supper, or "other" service), per capita sales
measured 39 percent. Increased per capita sales of SMP milk associated
with more than one milk service period were evident at both the
elementary and secondary levels and in SMP schools with and without the
NSLP. 1In SMP schools without the NSLP, however, per capita milk sales
wexre only slightly higher in schools with more than one versus schools
with only one milk service period, and the difference was not statlstl-
cally 51gn1f1cant
/

Competitive Beverage Effect

~ .
In 65 bercent of all SMP schools milk was the only beverage (other than
water) available to students. .Sixteen percent of SMP schools made soft
drinks (carbonated, nonalcoholic beverages) available to students, 53
percent ofthese schools making soft drinks available at the same time
as milk. In almost 26 percent of SMP schools beverages other than soft
drinks (e.g., fruit juices or other flaGored drinks) wexre available to
students. Soft drink and "other" beverage availability were far more
common at the secondary than at the elementary level: 6 percent of SMP
elementary schools made soft drinks available to students in constrast to
42 percent of SMP secondary schools; 17 percent of SMP' elementary
schools made "other" beverages available to students as opposed to 48
percent of SMP secondary schools. SMP schools not participating in the
NSLP showed less competitive beverage availability than did those SMP
schools which did participate in the lunch program: 83 percent of SMP-
only schools versus 63 percent of SMP-with-NSLP schools made milk the
only bevqrage available.,

1ll/ In schoolg offering milk more than three times per day
ADH-P/ADA dropped to 18 percent, but the number of sample
schools in this category was too small to allow for any
conclusions. L




Per capita consumption of SMP milk was significantly lower in -schools
in which soft drinks were available to students than in schools in which
milk was the ohly beverage available to students. In schools with soft
drinks, consumption of SMP milk averaged 0.23 half-pints per student in
attendance, compared to 0.33 half-pints per student in schools with milk
as_the only available beverage. There was no significant difference in
per capita consuﬁption of SMP milk between schools, offering soft drinks
at. the same time as milk and those offering soft drinks at times other
than when milk was served. Schools which made "other" beverages (but
not soft drinks) available to students had a slightly lower level of

per capita consumption of SMP milk than did schools in which milk was .. _

the only available beverage (0.30 half-pints versus 0.33 half-pints).
These differences in per capita consumption of SMP milk associated with
soft drink and "other" beverage-availability were evident at both the
elementary and the secondary levels.

Type of Container and Vending Machine Prevalence

Over 94 percent of SMP schools served milk in half-pint cartons only.
Just under 2 percent used 8-ounce glasses, 1 percent used some other
container (e.g., one-third quarts), and 3 percent served milk in more
than one type of container. Schools using other than half-pint cartons
tended to have small enrollments and be private. Nine percent of private
schools participating in tHe SMP served milk in 8-ounce glasses only,
compared to under 1 percent of public SMP schools.

Only 1 percent of school participating in the SMP made milk available
through vending machines. Milk vending machines tended tc¢ be located

in secondary schoois with large enxollments. The prevalence of vending
machine service recorded here is considerably lower than that recorded in
previous surveys [3], [8], which did not differentiate between SMP and
other milk service schools in examining vending machine prevalence. It
seems likely that vending machines are relatively more prevalent in
schools with other than SMP milk service, particularly in view of the
fact that 48 percent of SMP schools in January 1975 charged an "odd
penny" for milk (four cents, six cents, seven cents, etc.) while only

21 pexcent of other milk service schools charged the "odd penny."



Number of Schools .
Enrollment_(ﬁillions)
Mean Enrollment .
No. Of Students Approved
For Free Milk (Millions)
- Percentage Of Enrollment
Avg. Daily Half-Pints (ADH-P)
Served Under SMP (Millions)
- Percentage Free of Total
ADH-P/ADA

¥

. Table 22 SMP Operations - January‘l975

Total

SMP Schools

E °
With NSLP : Without NSLP

With No Lunch Service

79,804
40.64
509

8.23
20.3%

11.41
20.97%
0.304

70,979 8,825
37.76 2.88
532 327

8.13 0.10
21.5% 3.5% -

9.92 1.48

23.0% 6.67%
0.285 0.544

¢

6,595
1.86
282

0.06°
3.4%




Table 23 SMP Operations = Day Of Survey,
Number And:Percentage ©f Half-Pints
0f Milk Served In Total And Through

The SMP At Specified Times Of Day In
Specified Types Of Schools

_ SMP Schools !
: : With NSLP
NJ 3 L) L) 3
it Total . : Without NSLP : Subtotal : With SBP :  Without SBP
j Total Half-Pints Served ) 3
(Millions) - 31.92 " 1.57 30.3¢6 5.69 24.66
o Percent Served at,Breaifast 4% 1% t4% 202 1%
@ Percent. Served at Lunch 84% - 852 * 84% 72% 87%
Percent Served at Nonmgaltimes 12% Iy S 12% 8% 12%
: SMP Half-Pints/Total Jalf-Pints 36 1002 N ) 332 19% 36%
Nﬁi SMP Half-Pints at Bregkfast/ : T ‘/’
, Total Half-Pints S¢rved iat o ) )
Breakfast 17% 100% 16% 1% 100%
SMP Half-Pints at Lunch/Total
Half-Pints Served at Lunch 28% 100% 25% 15% 27% -
) SMP' Half-Pints at Breakfast/ ) .
Total SMP Half-Pints 29 1% 2% . 1% 2%
SMP Half-Pints at'Lunch/Total
SMP Half-Pints 66% 85% 63% e 55% 64% |
SMP Half-Pints at Nonmealtimes/ .
Totak SMP Half-Pints 32% 14% 35% ‘ 44% 342
L
a \ 83
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y
January 1974

Mean Cost to School °
Mean Charge to Students

January 1975‘

A
Meari-Cost to School -
Mean Charge to Students

SMP Operations
Mean Cost To" School And Mean

Charge To Students For One Half-Pint Of Milk In
Schools Operating SMP" In Both
January 1974 And January 1975

s Lowfat
Milk :_Milk
(Unflavored): (Uiflavored)

¢ Flavored

¢ Lowfat or :

¢ Skim Milk

-- In Cents -/

3,85
6.50

11.00
8.00
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Table 25 SMP Operations
Frequency Distribution Of Schools Operating SMP

In Both January 1974 and January 1975
By Price Charged To Students For

One=Half-Pint Of Whole White Milk .
! - Price Charged Students (In Cents)=-
} No : : ; ; : ; ; More
Charge : 1-4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : 8or9 : 10 Than 10 ‘

January 1974 s
Number of Schools 3,268 11,218 30,299 13,180 7,726 4,226 4,098 1?282
- Percent of Schools 4.47 15.17 40.87 1777 10.47% 5.7% 5.5% © 0.4%
Enrollment (Millions) 1.04 5.18 14.12 6.57 3.93 2.66 3.65 0.17
Mean Enrollment 317 461 465 498 509 6°8 891 589
ADH-P/ADA _D.44 0.34 0.30 0.28 0.23 Q.5 0.09 0.33

January 1975 7 i
Number of Schools 3,268 5,329 30,936 13,909 9,79 6,584 4,199 282
- Percent of Schools 4.6% © 7.2% 41.6% 18.7% 13.2% 8.9% 5.7% 0.4%
Enrollment (Millions) 1.02 2.22 14.42 6.48 5.25 4.33 3.38 - 0.15
Mean Enrollment 312 417 466 466 536 657 805 540
ADH-P/ADA 0.51 0.44 0.32 0.28 0.35 0.27 0.18 0.04
-
_ 86
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Table 26  SMP Oparations
Frequency Distribution Of All‘SHﬁ

ols Serving Whole White Milk - /
Margin On Whole White Milk,
J nuary 1974 And January 1975 !

N

i ;- -~ Margin Per Half-Pint (In Cents) -

Less : : : : H : : : More
Than : 025- 0.50- ¢+ 0.75- : 1.00- : 1.25- : 1.50- : 2. 00— : 2.50- : Than
§ 0.25 : 0.49 ¢ 0.74 : 0.99 : 1.24 :1.50 : 99 : 2.49 : 3250 : 3.50

« January 1974

Number of Schools l/ 20,285 2,646 ) 11,115 7,440 8,040 4,498 7,974 3,149 2,640 6,777

P - Percent of Schools 27.2% 3.5% X 14.9%2 10.0% 10.8% 6.0%2 10.7% 4,2% 3.5% 9.1%
Enrollient (Millions) 8.35 1.35 5.31 4.03 3.62 2.20 -4.29 2.22 1.95 4,90
Mean Enrollment 412 / 511 478 541 451 489 538 705 738 723
January 1975 N
{
~  Number of Schools 1/ 4,577 --2,927 5,703 8,727 7,607 5,562 16,285 7,937 6,500 5,204
~ Percent of Schools 6.47 4,1% - 8.0% 12.3%7 10.7% 7.8% 22,97 11.2% 9.3% 7.3%
Enrollment (Millions) 1.91 1.15 2.38 4.73 2.75 2.85 8.39 4.65 3.38 4.04
_~~ \ Mean Enrollment Y 395 417 542 361 513 515 586 520 776
\ L
1/ Excludes sehodbls serving milk at no !
sepdrate ciinrge to students
\ . v ,
( = " ~
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7 Table 27 SMP Operations — Day of Survey Distribution of Total
Half-Pints of Milk Served in SMP Schools by Type of Milk

‘ . And by Time of Day
‘ __Unflavored Milk : Flavored Milk: : :
s : : " : Lowfat : 3 "Other™s
Whole: TLowfat : Skim : Whole: or Skim: Buttermilk : Milk : Total
) - NUMBER -~
Fmber of Half-Pinte Served at
(Thousands) ~ Breakfast 1,162 14 1 165 13 0 0 1,354
\ - Lunch 17,710 784 . 1c4 5,545 2,653 2 6 26,804
— Nonmealtimes 2,674 25 2 856 124 0 0 3,682
- Total 21,545 824 107 6,567 2,790 2 6 31,841
" — PERCENT -
Percentage of Total Milk Served ,
- Breakfast 3.6 0.0 0.0 - 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.3
~ Lunch 55.6 2.5 0.3 17.4 8.3 0.0 0.0 84.2
~ Nonmealtimes 8.4 0.1 0.0 2.7 0.4 0.0 0.0 11.6
. - Total | 67.7 Leb 0.3 20.6 8.8 0.0 0.0 100.0

83




Table 28 SMP Operations - Day of Survey

k t Percentage of Schools Serving Specified Types of Milk
/
SMP Schools
n . . Total With KSLP Without NSLP
Percentage of Schools Serving Whole White Milk 94.5 : 94 .0 ' 97.8
Percentage of Schools Serving Only Wholé White Milk 56.9 < 57.2 54,9
Percentage of Schools Serving Whole Flavored Milk - 28.5 27.4 37.2
"Percentage Whole Flavored Milk of Total Milk Served
in These Schools 68.5 68.0 76.8_
Percéntage of Schools Serving Lowfat or Skim
Flavored Milk 10.1 . 11.1 2.7
"Percentage Lowfat or Skim Flavored Milk of Total ) .
Milk Served in These Schools 71.6 71.7 63.4
Percentage of Schools Serving Lowfat (Unflavored) -
Milk 5.5 6.0 2.0 (
Percentage Lowfat (Unflavored) Milk of Total Milk
‘Served in These Schools 41.8 43.2 8.7
L F
"Percentage of Schools Serving Skim (Unflavored) Milk 3.7 3.8 2.9
Percentage Skim (Unflgvored) Miik of Total Milk Served
in These Schools 8.2 8.3 2.6
. ]
Percentage of Schools Serving Buttermilk - 0.7 0.8 0
Percentage Buttermilk of Total Milk Served in These
Schools 0.7 0.7 0
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Table 29

All SMP Schools
Number of Schoels

- Percent of Schools
Mean ADA
ADH-P/ADA

SMP With NSLP Schools
Number of Schools

~ Percent of Schools
Mean ADA
ADH-P/ADA

SMP Without NSLP Schools
Number of Schools

- Percent of School
Mean ADA .
ADH-P/ADA

1/ Does not include schools with breakfast, supper, or

continuous milk service.,

SMP Operations - January 1975
Number And Times Of Milk
Service Periods In SMP Schools

A‘/

Number of Milk ‘Service Periods Times 'of Serwice
. Four Lunch >
One Two Three Or More Only Meals Only 1/
35,718 21,433 19,114 3.082 34,354 27,316‘
45.0% 27.0% 24 .1% 3.9% 43.3% 34.4%
486 461 440 583 491 393
0,26 0.34 0.36 ?.18 0.26 039
30,615 19,353 17,728 2,906 29,609 24,720
43.4% 27.4% 25.1% 4.1% 41.9% 35.0%
513 484 446 600 515 400
0.23 0.33 0.35 0.17 0.24 0.38
5,103 2,080 1,385 176 4,745 2,596
58.4% 23.8% 15.8% 2.0% 54.3% 29.7%
324 2¢3 364 312 337 329
0.52 056 0.55 0.49 0.52 0.51

|

|

i

\

|
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Table 30

Namber of Schools

- Percent of Schools
Mean Enrollment
ADH-P/ADA

SL

*

SMP Operations - Day of Survey
Competitive Beverage Effect

|

\

SMP Schools- -

Offering]Milk : *

‘Offering Other Beverages

As Only \ Offering Soft : With Soft : Without .Soft
Beverage | ¢ Drinks :Subtotal Drinks : ADrinks
52,397 \ 13,070 20,664 5,758 14,906
65.22 _ 16:3% 25.7% . 7.2% 18.5%
436 \ 622 717 861 661
0.33 \ 0.23 0.28 0.23 0.30
|
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T 7able 31 SMP Operations - Day of Survey ‘
2 o ~ : ‘Types: of Milk. COntainers Used L .
. ’ '. ’ . B ) \ ) R
- - Ealf—'-l’int Cartbnp ¢ Eight Ounce : t  'More’ Than'
) ‘?_\\ ; * Only . “:. Glasses Only : Other Only : “One Type .
R . . - ‘,{l = :5 - ' - ; - ’ . — ' P
Nunber of SMP Schools Serv:lng ! Y ‘ / o
. Milk in Speciﬁed Contaiders 75 483 R 1,390 .933: 24375
= Percent 6f Schools : 94 1 - - 1.7% 1.22. 3.02
Mean Enrollment Ce 520 ; . 123 - 443 36\
¥umber of o Public Schoola : ’ )
Serving Milk in Specified SN © -
‘Containers - . 66, 870 - 853 . 2,093
f - Percent of Public Schools 95, OZ E » 0.8% - 1 22 - 3.0%
Mean Enrollment 554 218 " 466 400
. . R
lulber of SMP Private Schoola o ¢
--Serving MilK in Specified N . ] - '
. Containers " — 8,613 846 80 282
- = Percent of Private Schools - §7 7 8.62% , 0.8% 2.9%
Hean Enrollment 257.. 62 191 103
- R
y
: ‘ \
< ‘,w(»—\‘ ﬁ
-~ v / .
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Number of Schoels
.- Percenu of Schools

o  Mean Enrollment
~

Table 32 SMP Operations - Day Of Survey - '

Prevalence Of Automatic Milk Vending
Machines In SMP Schools:

5 \

- - . . SMP Schools
N : Schools With Milk Vending Hachines }
Schools With / : : As--Only © ¢ " Along With/
No Milk Vending, : - : Form Of : Other Form /
Machines : Subtotal : ‘Milk Service : Of Milk Service
79,545 828 80 . 748
99,0% 1.0% - 0.1% ! 0.92
503 984 191 / 1069
¥
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X. National School Lunch Program'Qperations

-

Tables 33 through 39 present the survey data on operations of the’ NSLP
in January 1975. Data were alsoicollected on, January 1974 NSLP opera-
tions. Except where noted in the following text, these 1974 data
revealed no’ significant operational-.changes from 1974 to 1975; they
are, therefore, not presented in tabular format in this report.

Survey data indicate 83,450 schools in the 48 cgterminous States and
.the District of Columbia participated in ‘the NSLP in January 1975.
(Actual program data indicate 85,100 schools in the coterminous area
participated in -the program that month.) Seventy percent of these’
schools with 56 percent of NSLP enrollment were at the elementary level,
about the same ratio of elementary to secondary as exists among schools
without the NSLP. Average dally attendance in NSLP schools measured
» 92.1 percent of enrollment at both the elementary and secondary levels;
- that is to say, on an average day that month 7. 9 percent of students
enrolled were absent from school. In addition "o those children
recorded absent from-school, 1.5 million students, or 3.5 .percent of
NSLP enrollment nationwide, were involved in organized programs that
prevented them from eating lunch -at school. Most of these students
were at the elementary level, where split-sessions for kindergarten
children are often' scheduled on either side of the lunch period and
account for many of these students being unavailable for lunch. Only
1.4 percent of eecondéry‘NSLP enrollment, compared to 4.9 percent of
elementary enrollment, was involved in organized programs causing
. studeh to be away from school grounds at:lunchtime. The bulk of these
: ‘secondary students frere. in work=-study programs.
¥
About: 10?6 million children in January 1975 had approved applications on
file tO/recelve/free lunches in NSLP schools. Just over 1.0 ‘million
students had approved appllcatlons to receive reduced-price lunches. - ’
This was an increase of over 7 percent, in the number of children |
approved. for free lunches and over 90 percent in the number approved for
reduced-price lunches from the same month the previous year.

Suryvey data indicate 23.0 million lunches were served on an average
operating day in January 1975 (actual program data show the figure for
the coterminous area to be 22.6 million). Almost 38 percent of these
lunches were served free, 3 percent at a reduced-price of 20 cents or
less, and just over 59 percent served at the full price. About 82 out
of every 100 students enrolled and approved for free lunches received

a free Type A lunch on an average operating day in January 1975; 68 out
of every 100 students enrolled and approved for reduced-prlce luhches
bought a reduced-price lunch on &dn average day; and 42 out of every 100 //
students enrolled and not approved for a free or reduced-price lunch

bought the full~pricé Type A lunch on an average day. Overall, participa~- .

tion in the lunch program measured 56.5 percent of averageldaily attendance

in January 1975 (58.7 percent when those students involved Ih organized

pregrams, which prevent them from eatlng lunch at school, are subtracted v )
out).
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"The following summarizeés the survey findings with regard to those jtems \
which previous. study has revealed to have significant impact on NSLP
operations, especially on student participation in the program.

Onsite Versus Offsite Food Preparation

dominant mode, -a slow but significant trend toward central preparation

and satelliting of Type A meals is occurrlng. In January 1975, 78.0 .

percent of NSLP schools prepared the bulk of their food onsite; of these,

83.7 percent prepared food for their own use only, while 16.3 percent

prepared food for other schools also. This 78.0 percent flgure is down

from a figure of' 79.8 percent in January 1974, as indicated in data

from this survey; these are both down from the '83.1 percent of NSLP . s
schools which the 1972 NSLP Survey indicated had onsite food preparation

in March 1972. Almost 91 percent of NSLP secondary schools prepared

food onsite in 1975, compared to 73 percent of elementary schools.

|
|
\
|
|
|
|
‘Survey data indicate that while onsite food preparation remains the

The increase in NSLP schools rece1v1ng food prepared at -another site

is probably due in large, part to the expansion of the: lunch program in .
recent years, particularly into schools which prev1ously were without

food service: In-the 3 years between the 1972 NSLP Survey and ‘this

study, over 5, 000 schools 1n1t1ated/part1c1patlon in the NSLP, accordlng

*. to actual program data. .

"

Of those NSLP schools which did not prepare food onsite in. January 1975,
almost 904percent réceived food from a kitchen operated by the school
system. Foodservice management companies provided féod to about 9
percent of those -schools which did not prepare their own food, or -about
2 percent of all NSILP schools. Schools preparing food'onsite for
service at other schools had the highest average enrollment of all
schools -by type of delivery system. Schools rece1v1ng food prepared
offsité had the lowest average enrollment.

Student participation in the NSLP was markedly higher~~at 62 percent
(ADL/ADA)--in schools preparing food onsite for consumption at the
site school only than in any other type of school. Participation in
base schools (on51te schools which prepared food for other schools
also) was somewhat lower than that in receiving schools (schools ,
receiving food prepared offsite), but this is principally a reflection of
the fact that most Of these base schools are at the secondary level, |
whexe NSLP part1c1pation is tradltlonally lowest, whlle most receiving
schools are at the elementary level. Elementary base schools had a
considerably -higher Type A participation rate than did elementary
receiving schools (69 percent versus 53 percent) while secondary base
schools had the $same participation rate (37 percent) as secondary
receiving schools. X ¥
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ildren app ved or free and reduced-price lunches. Participation
in le program by children paying £ful! price for lunches,-however, did
vary markedly with\the type of food delivery system used. . * -
\ . ..
A'La Carte Availability . i . ) 7
; - i

The nUmber of NSLP‘schools offering ala carte items in addition to the
Type A lunch has grown considerably since the 1972 'NSLP Survey. In’
this earlier study a la carte food service was found to have been

, —-available in 10. ‘4 percent of all NSLP schools in March-1972. 1In the

current .study "complete" a la carte sexvice was found to have been
offered(in '13.8 percent of all NSLP schools in January 1974 and in 15.3
percent of all NSLP schools in January‘l975 -"Complete" a la carte
service corresponds to the traditional concept of a la- ¢arte service.
"Limited" a-la carte sexvice was found to have been offered in an
additional 33.5 percent of all NSLP schools in January 1975. "Limited"
a la carte, as defined in this survey, consisted of only Type A lunch

‘components and/or dessert items being sold separately.

The substantial growth in-a la carte,availability since the 1972. study
is probably due in large part to Public Law 92-433, enacted in —

. September 1972, which eased previous restrictions on food sexvice in

competititon with the NSLP. Most of this growth in a la. carte avail~
ability has been at the secondary level. In March 1972 only 22.8 -
percent gf secondary schools participating in the NSLP offered a la -
carte se) ice. By January 1975, 40. Sipercent of these secondary
schools ad "complete" a la.carte offerings. "Complete" a la carte
service was_av: availaﬁle in only 4.5 percent of NSLP elementary .schools
in January l975.

-

‘At both the elementary and secondary levels, a la carte availability

was associated with high enrollment. Schools- with "complete" a la carte
sexvice had the highest average enrollment, those with no a la carte
the Iowest, and those with "limited” a la carte fell in between.

Student part1c1pat1on in the NSLP was much lower in schools offering
"complete" a la carte service than "in schools with either "limited" or
no a la carte -offerings. This differnce was seen across Regions and at
the elemeritary level but was especially pronounced at the secondary
level, where student participation in the NSLP measured 34 percent in
schools with "complete" a la carte service, 52 percent in schools with
"limited" a la carte, and 67 percent in schools with no a la carte.

For all NSLP, schools, participation measured 37 percent in schoo1s which
offered "complete" a la carte, 59 percent in schools with "limited" a

la carte, and 68 percent in schools with no a la carte service.
Participation in the NSLP by type of recipient showed the same pattern:
students approved for free, reduced-price, and fulleprice lunches all ,
had the highest participation rate in schools without a la carte

service and the lowest rate in schools with "compléte" a la carte
service.

& type of foo delivery system used had little effect on particrpation -



-Qﬁnu choices

SurYey data indicate that offering choices on the ‘Type A menu was not a
— common practice in NSLP schools. Menu choices on the Type A lunch were
reported to be offered more than half the time in 14.5 percent of all
NSLP schools and less than half the time in 8.1 ‘percent of all -NSLP
schools in January 1975; 77.3 percent of all NSLP schools reported never
offering. Type A menu ch01ces. A significant -difference was evident be- !
tween- elementary and secondary schools with respect to the offering of
Type A menu choices: over 85 percent-of NSLE elementary schools ’

~ reported never offering Type A menu choices while only 58 percent of
NSLP -secondary schools indicated- that Type ‘A menu choices were never
available.

0ddly, student part1c1pation rates in the NSLP were lowest in schools
which offered Type A menu ‘choices more than half the time (43 percent

’ ADL/ADA) and highest in schools whlch never offered a choice on the
Type A menu (62 percent) This was true at both thé elementary and
secondary ievels and consistent across Regions. While this#is the
inverse relationship of that expected, there are several possible .
explanatlons for it. For one, respondents may have not clearly under-
stood that the question related only to choices on the Type A menu
and consequently 'responded that Type A choices were available when
these choices_were offered in the form of -a la carte service only.

T Since Type A part1c1pat10n is lowest in schools with "complete"-a la
carte, this could explain the low participation rates found in those
schools which indicated Type A mend choices werce available more than

; half the time. Aanother possibility is that ‘choices on the Type A menu
are offered primarily in schools which have already low participation »
rates. Whatever the explanation, the relationship seen here shoﬁld not
be thker as a causal one. A number of pro;ects have been reported in .
‘which student participation in the NSLP.increased w1th the initiation
of Type A menu choices. ] R

Open Versus Closed Campus Policy

<>

An .open-campus policy with respect to the lunch period (students could

leave the school grounds at lunchtime without special permission) was.

found to be in effect in 31 9 percent of all NSLP schools in January

. ‘1925. A closed-campus policy was in effect in 68.1 percent of all NSLP
schools during this month. Open-campus policy was more prevalent among
elementary schools, 33.8 percent of which had this policy, than among -
secondary- schools, 27.3 percent of which had this policy. Many older
elementary schools, .of course, were built- on a—neighborhood basis,
allowing children to walk home for lunch.
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Student participation in the NSLP was 51gn1f1cantly higher in closed- /

. campus scnools than in open-campus schools. In open-campus, schools the'
.NSLP partipipation rate measured 51 percent, while in closed=campus
—schools it measured 59 percent. The disparity in particlpatlon rates

between open and closed-campus schools was about equal at both the
elementary and secondary levels. b

The percentage of open~campus schools recorded in this survey (32). is

,congiderably lower than that recorded‘ln the 1972 NSLP Survey (48 percent).

The -differénce is especially pronounced at the elementary level: in the
1972 survey almost 57 percent of NSLP elementary schools reported an open
campus policy; in the current survey only 34 percent of NSLP elementary
schools reported &n open-campus policy. Whlle sampling  variability
might account for some of this dlfference, it could not account for -all

of it. Since the phraseology of the questions asked in the two studiés

was substantially the same, it seems likely that .a real trend toward
closed-campus policy is in evidence. {(Earlier studies reported an ‘evén
higher incidence of open-campus policy than the 48 percent reported in
the 1972 survey.) Such a trend could be explalned, in part, by the
decline in neighborhood schools and the upsurge in student busing seen ™.

. in recent years. 12/ .o

Publicizing Menus .In Advance

Over -89 percent of Nsﬁb schools publicized, their.Type A menus in advance
in January 1975. Menus may be publicized by posting them on bulletin
boards, publishing or announcing them in the local media, or by sending
circulars home with students. ?There was almost no variability in the St
percentage of schools' publicizing Type A menus in advance by elementary,
secondary, or Regional breakdowns.

Due to widespread popular advocacy of publicizing menus in advance, the
percentage of NSLP schools with advance publication of Type.A menus has

. 1ncreased from 63 percent in 1958 to 89 percent recorded in both this

study and the 1972 NSLP Survey. Yet, despite the success of advocates

of -advance menu publication, the raté of student participation in the

NSLP measured in this study is significantly lower in schools which
publicized menus in advance than in schools which-did not (55 percent
versus 68 percent)-~-a phenomenon noted in previous studfes [2], [10]. While
factors other than advance menu publlcatlon may very well be responsible
for this- relationship, the possibility that prior publication of Type A
menus causes lower participation in the NSLP. should be noted. '

i %
f

12/ *The Office of Education, DHEW reports that the percentage of
publlc school students transported to school at public expense
"increased from 43.4 in 1970 to 51.5 in 1974, .
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Dining Site ’ -

- * ! R S
* 3
Over 55 percent of NSLP schools used a cafeteria as the dining site in £

January 1975; .37 percent used a multipurpose.room ‘(usually a room that
also serves a gymnasium or auditorium); 6 percent used a classroom; and
6 percent used some other fac1llty as a dining site. About ‘5 pércent ‘of -
NSLP schools used more than one type of facility for: dlnlng purposes.
«Classrooms and multipurpose rooms were used as dining sites relat1vely
more often in elemeantary schools: than in secondary schools; almost 9
percent of NSLP elementaky schools used: classrooms as dlglng sites .
compared to just over 1 percent_of se€condary schools: oVer 40. percent of
elementary schools used multipurpose rooms compared to under 30 percent
of secondary -schools. Cafeterias, on the other hand, were relatively
more common in secondary schools: over 69 percent of NSLP secondary
schools used this faci llty as a dining site’ compared to 49 percent of
elementary schools. Schools with cafeterias had -the largest average
enrollment of all NSLP 'schools by dining site, while schools with class~-
rooms as dining sites had ‘the. smallest avérage enrollment, at both the
elémentary and secondary levels.

- 4

Length of Lunch Period oo B

Over 32 percent -of NSLP schools scheduled 25 minutes or less for students ' /%
to eat lunch in January 1975; over 20 percent scheduled 20 minutes or less.
Forty~five percent of NSLP schools scheduled between 26 and 35 minutes for /
lunch; 16 percent scheduled between 36 and 45 minutes; and 7 percent °
scheduled over 45 minutes for lunch. Secondary schodls allowed students
sllghtly more time for lunch than did elementary schools: 24 percent
of NSLP elementary schools scheduled over 30 minutes for lunch as Spposed
to 35 percent of secondary schodols. There was a tonsiderable difference
in the amount of time allowed students for lunch between the two westexn-
most Regions (West—Central -and Western) -and the other three Regions (North-
east, Southeast,. and Midwest): ‘over 45 percent of NSLP schools in the-
two westernmost Reglons dllowed over 30 minutes for lunch while under 14
- percent -of NSLP schools in the other three Regions combined allowed over

/ 30 mlnutes. . : .

.

) Student partlcipatlon in the lunéh program was hlghest in schools which . v

A allowed 25 minutes or less for ldnch, at -64 percent ' (ADL/ADA), and de~
) clined over time intervals to 49 percent (ADL/ADA) ‘in schools which
allowed over 45'minutes for lunchi fThis inverse relatlonshlp of time
allowed for lunch to partlclnatlon in the NSLP was“found at both the
elementary and- secondary levels and was generally consistent across )

« Regions. That the relationship- of participation to time allowed for %

lunch is an inverse one rather thanaa direct one is surpris§ing in view i

of the widely held notion that a pr1nc1pal constraint to high NSLP

participation is the limited amount of time many students have scheduled

for lunch. It is possible, of course, ‘that this relationship is not a

causal one. It is also possible that as more time is allowed students

for lunch the greater’ the competitive effect becomes of alternate food - “.

sources, especially those which requlre the student to leave the school

premises. ‘ ’ v

.
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Type-A-~Lunch Prices

F

The average price- paid nationwide for a full-prlce Type A lunch 13/ in
January 1975 was 45.7 cents. - This was a 6.8 .percent increase over the
42.8 cent average price measured in this survey fbr January 1974. ‘In
NSLP elementary schools the average price paid for a full-prlce Type A
lunch in January 1975 was 43.6 cents .and in seconddry schools it was
49,1 cents. Type A prices rose at about the same rate at both the
elementary and the secondary level from January 1974 to January 1975.
The modal price 1nterval for- a.Type A lunch, by the number of schools
charging that price, was the 41-45 cent interval, with 26 ;0 percent of
NSLP schools setting -a price for the lunch in this interval. The modal
price 1nterval by the number of students enrolled, however, was the
46~50 cent interval,~with %§ﬁé_gercent of NSLP enrollment falllng into
-this interval. This points up the direct relatlonshlp ‘seen in these data
. between price charged for lunch and enrollment size: that is, as. the
price interval increased so did the mean school .enrollment. This relation-
ship was evident at both the elementary and secondary. levels.
-
Not surprlslngly, part1c1patlon in the NSLP by chlldren not approved
for free or reduced-price meals .showed an inverse relatioi sh:.p to the N
price charged for the full-price lunch: that is,’as the price interval
incréased the student partlclpatlon rate declined. This relationship was
evident at the elementary and secondary levelsland by Regional breaks, <;
Reduced-price lunches were available in January 1975 in 59 percent of _NSLP -
’schoolsto over 64 percent of total NSLP enroliment. is was a substan—
<t1al 1ncrease in reduced—prlce lunch availability over January 1974, when
reduced—prlce lunches were available in 37 percent of NSLP schools to u
only 39 percent of total NSLP enrollment. The average price paid for *
a rediced<price lunch' in January 1975 was 17.2 cents. Almost 61 percent
of those schools offerlng reduced-price lunches charged 16-20 cents for
"~Nthese lunches, 15 percent.chaxged from 11-15 cents, and 24 percent charged
" from 6-10--cents (the high point of these intervals was in most cases the
actual price charged). Part1c1pation by reduced-price eligibles showed
‘no relationship to the charged for the reduced-price lunch.

13/ The average price paid for a full-price lunch was derived by
weighting the price charged in each school, for a full-price
lunch by the numberlof.lunches served at«the full-price in —
each school. A 51mllar procedure was uséd for computing the
average price paid for a reduced—prlce lunch.

L3
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NSLP. Expansion - i
Survey data,indicate over 2,400 schools at the time of interview planned
to initiate the NSLP between April 1975 and April 1977. Seventy percent
of these schools were at the elementary level. Two-thirds were schools
without food service. Many of these schoolS'splans to initiate the
program were in response t -Tecent legislation, passed by several States,
mandating NSLP service. " If these plans to initiate the program are
fully realized, almost ore million additional students will have access
‘to the NSLP by April 1977. Y. ‘ !
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o Tgble 33 NSLP Operations - January 1975 g N .
i - - ) ,”NSLP Schools L I i :

ks : o ___. Without SMP - -
e : ¢ 3 : Wit}x !o A La
N - k ) .o \ : With Other : Cafte MI1K
S __: - With SMP : Subtot?l s _Milk Service : _ Service . .
Numbet of Schools . 36,979 12,473 10,101 . 2,370
Enrollment (Millions) 3776 - 6.38 5,52 0.86 ° - :
Mean Enrollment 532, \\511\\ . - 546 - 62,
is’tudents Unavailable L . ‘ N S c g
' For Lunch /- (Millions) = . - 21,32 S 0,17 '0.16. |- 0.01
Students Approved. For- y T T i . ~ Ce

Free Lunches (Milliops) . | 10 58 L e 8462 .95 N\ . - 1.37 .0.58 Q-
- Perczntage -of Enrollment 24,07\ .- 2238% 30.6% 24,9% "L 67.7% e
‘Students Approved For .. 1 T N ) -

" R-P Lunches\(M{ilfons) .- 2:00-." \  0.85 015 0.13 0.03 | e

‘e Percentage\of Enrollmens foe 2,370 7T 2.2% 2.4% 2,3% : 3.0
Avg. Daily Lunches™(ADL) T e ; ) P X
: (Millions)’ '\- Total “s®* 22,97 - T . 19.17 3.80 :3.13 0.68
. : \ ‘Full<Price . 13.60 11,56 - . 2.04 1.87 . 0,17
- ~ ~\Free * . =~ 8.69 .-, 17.03 1.66 1.17- . 0.49
T 2 Reduced—h:ice 0. ;68" ‘ 0.58 0.11 0.09 - 0.,02-
"A{DI‘./ADA‘.'“ P \ 1‘~ ‘; 56.5% - 55.1% 65.37 61.6% ‘ 90.2%

, \ - * . -
- N R - \ -

‘1/ \Unavailable due to organized programs preventing students .
- from” eating lunch at\school. . . .
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© . - Iable 34 NSLP Operations,- January 1975
’ ‘On-Site Vquﬁs“Off%SiteLFéﬁd'P:eparation_"

e

L

Numbetr of; Schools *~

Enrollment (Millions)

Mean- Enrollment

ADL/ADA

ADL-Free & R-P /ADA

ADL-Free & R-P /No.
Approved, for Free & ReP

ADL-Full-Ptice/No.
Full<Price Students

-
>

1/ 'Includes Barent-Teacher Associations and local restaurant operators.

LY

ER

- ‘ 3
/ I e -
. } v
e
H

On—SiterPrir‘

Off;Site frqg§ration

: By A Central:

r-

.

1

1

~

- By A :
. : B : Kitchen t Foodservice : ' s
For Site  : For Other Total @ Operated by : Management s~ : Total
School Only : Schools Also : On~Site : the System Company. :Other 1/: Off-Site
B T , B - B - }
© 54,5167 10,601 65,117 165430 -. "1,678. f// 225 18,333
T 28,72 .45 37.17° 6.16 0.76 0.04 6.96
527 797 571 376 450 156 352
62 443 - 58% 50% 51z 152 50%
25%. 18% 23% 212 43% 10% 23%
821 75% 81% 81% 82% " 742 812
C 47 32% 437 35% 14% . 5% 33%




Table 35 NSLP Operations - January 1975 . . S,
R o A La Carte Service
. i *

i

Pt

- T B e ANSLP Schools

N . .- - - .- .
. H .
« -

.
-~

[

.

. With Complete With Limited : With No

With A H
__La Carte : A La Carte : A La Carte : A La Carte
*Nunber of Schools . 40,716 --12,772\ 27,944 ’ 42,735
_Earollment (Millions) S . 26,72 - — 12,57 . 14.15 17.42 .
“Mean Enrollment 656 | 984 ¥ 506 408
Students .Approved for : . o o
y I?rees(Lunches (Millions) . 5.07 2,25 I 2.82 % 5.51
. = Percentage ‘of Enrollment . 19.02 17.9% " 019,92 | 31.7%
:Students Approved For Reduced- R : <.
" Price Lunches (Hillions) - 0.53 0.20 0.32 - . 0.47
- = Percentage of Enrollment 2,070 = " 1.6% 2,32 2, 7%,
“Avg. Daily Lunches (ADL) I ¥ . .y T
. (Millions) - Total 11.92 )y 4.22 70 11.05
e - Full-Price  7.63 C L 246 5.17 5.97
: ~ Pree : 3.95 . . 1.66 . 2,30 4.73
: - Reduced-Price 0.34 - : 0.11 e 0.23 0.34
ADL/ADA v o, 48.7% 36.9%7 v 59.0% 68.5%
. ADL~Free/No. Approved for- . ‘ '
. Free ‘. "78% TT4% 822 ) 86%
cAI)I.—R—I’/No. Approved for L , ’ ) |
. . 64% 53% 72% YA
ADL-Full-Price/No. Full-Price . / s ‘ : ‘ N
-Students - ) - 36%. 24% - 477 - 52%
| ‘ 107,
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\ 'rable 36 NSLP Operations - January 1975 . -
. Menu Publication, Open and Closed Campus
Policy, Type A Menu Choices T
| . - .
’ ':DoNat'/; R = Offer ijpeA!hnu Choices
- swPublicize : Publicize : Opep ¢ Closed : More :Than : Lesgs: Than 2
. Menus In ': Menus Th "t Canpus, : Campus, : Half The : Half The T
- Advance _ : Advance :'Policy : Policy : Time. - : Time : Never

“Number, of Schools 74,392 9,057 . 26,591 56,859 12,133 6,79 - 64,522
Earollment (Millions) 40.28- 3.85 13,85  30.29 11,24  4.39 28.51
Mean Fnrollmént . . 1% ’ 426 521 533 | 927 * 646 442

ADL/ADA : 552 68% . - 5127 5% 43y 52, 62%
“ADL Free & RP fmAf‘?ff'zzz 36% . 20% 242 152, 18% - 272
;("’I——‘_/ e

| .
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/ ' Table 37.

Nuiber of Séhools 1/
Enrollment (Hillione) 1/
Mean Enr?nment

. NSLP Operatione ~ January 1975

~ ADL/ADA

|

" Dining Site
mfeteria s Mult;l.—Purpose Room _ : ,Ciasérobﬁ. ‘: Otherr
465239 - 31,129 5,396 5,250

29,07 . 13.68 1.95 f,/) 2.51
629 439 362 477

C 57X 56% 64% 382
. 162 322 $20%

ADL“Free & R=P /ADA
l

262

1/ Summing acrose columns yields totals for schools and enrollment 3reater than

NSLP{total for January 19773
one If:ype of dining site.

|
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about 5 percent of NSLP schools used more than
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Number of Schools

- = Percent of Schools
.. ‘Enrollment (Millions)
‘ _Mean Earcllment
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Table 38

"NSLP- Operat:l.ons = January 1975

‘Distribution of ‘NSLP- Schools-By Length of Time

Given Students for Lunch

Tine Scheduled for Lunch (In Hinutes)

Less -: z*}{irzs . 26-30 31 < 35 36 = 40z 41 = 45 : Than 45
17,463 - 9,319 ' 34,281 3,605 . 4,961 & 8,326 5,493
20592 .22 3 41 12 4.3 5.9% 10.0% 6.6%
7.78 5.06 "42719.38°  2.24 2.54 . 4.39 2.75
445 543 565 622 512 - 527 - 500
642 64%, . 55%, 51% 532 | 52% 49%
\7 b} v ’
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. Table 39 NSLP \Operat:ions ~ January 1975 5 -
/ Distribution of NSLP Schools By Charge to Student :
P for Full-Price Lunch - ' . '

*
1
¢

cee . PR \ Full-Price Lunch Charge (In Cents)

30-Cents : : “ : "> 3 More Than
or Lees ¢ 31 - 35 ¢ 36 -.40: 41 - 45 46 - 50 _: 51 - 55 : 55 Cents
;‘Nlmber of Schools 1/ 4,045> : 10,126 =+ 16,390 21,259 18,370 6,584 5,399
. Percent of. Schools 5,00 - 12,42 ¢ 20.12 26.0% 22 5%, 7.4% 6.62
‘;En":ollment: (Millions) ' 1.34 4.09 6.92 10.38 . 11.01 4,77 4,90 -
‘Mean. Enrollment 331 404 / - 422 488 599 , 783 \908 :
- ADL/ADA 84z 682 662 617 55% 432 - 347
: ADL Free & R.P, /ADA 332 28% .. 25% - 23% - 22% . 19% 142,
ADL, Full-Price/No. of ' ' e - \
: . Full-Price Students T 73% 53% - 51% 48% -40% 292 122% \
}* + . 9 ’ N

. l/ Does not include schools which :gerve Type A lunch at no separate charge - g
to students (e g., boarding schools). ‘
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XI, School Breakfast Program Qperations

Although the design “for this survey did not call for estlmates to be made

on operations of the SBP, .74 SBP schools fell into the sample and -a

limited number of questions relating to SBP operations were dsked in these o,
schools. The estimates produced from these schools"' responses do not -

have the- rellabillty associated:with the estimates produced in this study

for NSLP arid SMP operatlons, ‘but they are presented here to give some
indication of the characteristics of SBP :schools and. the program's opera-
tions. A fOrthcomlng FNS evaluation of the SBP will yield -considerably

more exten51ve and rellable data,

Survey,data 1nd1cate that 11, 225 schools in tne 48 cotermlncus States. and R
the District of. Columbia operated the SBP in January 1975. (Actual pro-

-gram data 1nd1cate that 11, 904 schools in this area operated the program

in that month.) Over 69 percent of these schools were at the elementary

level, about the same percentage of elementary schools found in the NSLP.

" Both elementary and secondary schools in the SBP: tended to have larger -

enrollments and a higher proportion of needy -children than did non-SBP
schools.. Over 42 percent of children enrolled in SBP, schopls had approved
applications on file to receive free or reduced—prlce breakfasts in”

IO€

N

»

LT

. January 1975 2 - 2 . . ‘ "’“ Ve e &
The average charge to the student 14 /“fpr a full-price ‘breakfast- in B .
January. 1975 was 18.8 cents, an 1ncrease of 11 percent over the 17. 0 cent =, -

average charge recorded for January .1974. Only 69 percent of SBP scﬁools
indicated serving any full-pricée breakfasts in January 1975. The distribu—
tion of SBP schools by prite charged for breakfast was relatively highly
dlsperse§“ but this could be simply a reflection of the small nurber of
SBP- schodls surveyed. As with lunch partlclpatlon and lunch prices,
participation by children paying the full price for breakfast was inversely i
related to the charge for breakfast, i.e., highest in schools with a low
charge for breakfast and lowest in schools with a hiqh,c&arge for breakfast.
i
The potential for growth in the SBP was ‘seen to be’ large. Expanded
survey data| indicate over 6,100 schools with an enrollment of 3:7 mllllon
studentsiha plans 1n the spring of 1975 to initiate the SBP within, the
follow1ng 2 Wears. Some dlssaflsfactlon with the program, however; was
also -detected: expanded survey data indicate almost 1,300 ‘schools
dlscontlnued\partlclpatlon in the program within the 2 school years prior
to the survey. ILow student participation in the program was the most
Trequently cited reason for discontinuing the SBE..

manner as\the average charge for lunch in NSLP. schools: .

14/ The averﬁie charge for breakfast was computed in the same
I See .footnote 13. /

,‘ ¢ ;
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. Number of Schools
“‘Enrollment’ (Hillions)

- Mean Enrollment
Students Approved For

Free Breakfast (Millionms).

- Percentage‘of Enrollment
.Students Approved For Reduced-
~ Price Breakfaat (Millions)
° = Percentage of ‘Enrollment
. Avg. Daily Breakfastg.:(ADB) ~

(Miilions) . = Total ’

o©

L Free-

ADB/ADA \
ADB-Free/No. Approved For Free
- ADB-R-P/No. Approved For R-P

Table éQ:

- Full-Price

- Reduced-Price

ADB-Full-Price/No. Full-Price Students

5
N

SBP Qpérationo\a January 1975

7 ’SBf‘Sohools ; v
/. o

°
3 /
H /
.
.

Total /With SMP : Without SMP .
— L : — = >
11,225 /T 8;951 o 2,274
7.38 6.26. ~ . 1.13
658 / 699 495
, 2.96 / "2.21¢ 0.75
/ 40.0% /' 35.2%7 66.7%
/o ; A .
o 0.15 / 0.13 0.03 .
2.1% / 2.07 2.6%
. / A
1.46 A 1.06 0.40
0.19 . / 0.15 ' *0.04
1.23 7 "0 0.88 0.35
0.04 / | 0.03, 0.01
2212,/ . & 18.87 <« . 41..8%
. 81%, 407 - 462
26% 262 27%
/sz 4% . 122
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me, ¢ Table 41  SBP Operat:lons = January 1975
T ~ Charge. to Student. for Full-Price: Breakfast

~ (In Cents)

_ Full-Price Breakfast: C&rge (In ants)

10 Cents - ; L s ¢ .More Than
. Or Léss : 11 -15 ‘:. 16 =20 ": 21 =25 : 25 Cents
Number of Schools 1/ - 750 2,180 1,578 2,023 1,192
- = Percent of.Schools . 9.7% ¢ 28,2%. 20.4% "26.2% 15..4% -
_Edrollment (Millions) - " 0.23 0.7% © . 0.66 1.58 1,14
Mean.'Firollment - 313, < 364 417 779 " 959
_ADB/ADA -, . R} . 36 - 30% 13% 1% -
n z‘nee ‘& R-P/ADA 21% .26% 267 112 )4
Full-Price/No. of . _ : o
. F‘ull-Price ‘Studénts 272 ' 162 - B 3% 22

N - L

’
f\\,

71/ Does not include schoo].s which reported no full—price breakfasts served ;I.n

-
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XII. Milk and Meal Service Not Under USDA ‘Sponsorship ' .

- <
~

Other Milk Service
]
Survey data show 17,900 schools which did not partiéipate-in the SMP in
January 1975 made milk avallable on an a la carte ‘basis to students, i.e.,
‘had "other milk service." This was an increase’ of 4, 000 schools with : ]
other milk serV1ce from the same month the prev1ous\year, th1s increase o .
compr1s1ng those gchools which discontinued ‘participation 1n “the' SMP
during the" previous year but which continued to make milk available on ‘an
a la carte basis to students.. About 56 percent of these' other milk
. "géryice schools in Jaruary 1975 were schools participating in the NSLP,
) and about 62 percent were at the elementary level. Over. 3,300 schools . .
: with other milk service did not have food service. Average enrollment
: size in Other milk service schools was roughly comparable to that found
5 in SMP schools. - R g i -
Average daily sales of a la carte mllk in these other milk serv1ce
schools measured -19 percent of average dally attendance in January 1975,
or 38 percent lower than- the rate found in SMP schools. As found in the
case of .the SMP, per capita sales of a 14 carte milk (average dally half-
plnts/average daily attendance) in schools with other milk sexvice were
sllghtly higher at the elementary as opposed to the secondary level and
substantlally higher in schools without as opposed to those Wlth the NSLP.

T 4

~In schools with other milk service .in January of both 1974 and 1975, the
] "average charge to the school for a half-pint of milk 15/ was 9.1 cents
- in the former month and 9.9 cents in- the latter month, an 8 percent in-
' crease over this 1 year period:” . The average charge to, the student for
milk -in these schools was 12.2 cents per half-pint in January , 1974 and
13.6 cents in January 1975, a 12 percent increase over this period Schools
with the SMP in January 1974 and other milk service in January l975 paid

15/ The average charge for a half-pint -of milk in other milk service
) schools wds computed in the same manner as the average charge in
SMP schools. <Since data were not collected on the distribution
: . of milk served by milk type in- other milk service Schools, ex-
. cept where one of these schools also participated in the NSLP,
the welghtrng -of-prices.b mellk types in -other milk service
schools ‘was done using the same weldhts -used--in. SMP_schools. 3
Data from those othér milk schools whlch did participate in the——- - - _ _
NSLP suggest that the -distribution of milk by milk type in othex
milk service schools is very 51milar to that found in SMP schools. R
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an average of 9.2 cents, for, a- half-plnt of milk in the former month and
9.4 cehts for a half-piht in the lattor month, a 3 percent increase over
this period. The average charge to the student .in these 'schools, however,
rose from 7:5 ‘cents per half-pint in January 1974 to 10.7 cents in
January 1975, a 41 percent 1ncrease,.occaslonea by the discontinuance of
the SMP and ‘consequent loss of milk subsidy in ‘these schools. The -

average charge to st]dents for a half-pint of milk in January ‘1975 in
schools with- the SMPfln 1974 and other milk service in 1975 was some 22
percent” lower than the average charge in schools which had other milk
service in both yeyrs. :

For all schools withs other milk service in January 1975, the average
cost to the school for a half-pint of milk was 9.8 cents, 3 pekcent-

! higher than the average cost to SMP schools, anq,the average charge to
~ the student for this milk was 13.0 cents, 113 percent higher than the

average charge in SMP schools. Over 90 percent of:6ther milkuservice
schools in January 1975 charged 10 cents or more to students for a'half-"-
plnt of milk, compared to oonly 6 percent of SMP schools with charges at
this level. . The average margin on a half-pint of milk in schools with
other milk serv1ce in January 1975 was 3.2 cents, or double the average
margin.of 1.6 cents found in SMP schools. >,
Schools with other milk service in January 1975 tended to offer milk less
frequently than did schools participating in the SMP that month. Almost
62 percent of these other milk service schopls, compared to 45 .percent of
SMP schools, made milk available only dnce per day. As was.seen in SMP
schools, per capita consumptlon of a la carte milk was lower--in the case
of other milk service schools some 48 percent lower--in schools which

‘made milk available once per day than in ‘those schools which made it

available more than once.

-

. > ~ L
Meal Service Outside USDA Sponsorship

Data presented in Section X of this report show in January 1975 12,800
schools which' participated’ in the NSLP also offered complete a la carte
service. In addition to _these gchools, approximately 6,400 schools not
participating in thé NsL¥ made food available to students at lunchtime.
Almost 62 percent of theSe non-NSLP schools with' food service were at
the secondary level and 57 percent were private/schools. The average
enrollment in these schools was about the same /as_in NSLP schools. Non-
NSLP schools with lunchtlme food service constituted 29 percent of all
non=NSLP schools.

“Survey data also show in January 1975 a apperimately .6,000 -schools: -which

did fiot participate in the SBP made food avallable to students at break-
fast. Almost 75°percent of these schools vere secondary schools and 37
percent were private schools. No data were collected on th extensive-
ness of the breakfast service in these non~SBP schools. In- Many cases this
breakfast service may have consisted of only juice and donuts.
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In addition to those .schools which offered a lunch or breakfast service
outside the sponsorship of USDA on a regular daily basis, a handful of
schools were visited which.provided foodservice on an irregular or
intermittent basis. In these schools, home economics classes, parent-
teacher associations, or individuals in the school community prepared
meals for students anywhere from once a month to once: or twice a week.
These schools are not reflected in the above statistics.

"
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Table 42 Other Milk Service Operations - January 1975 T :
= - M - / . .
" == Schools With Other ¥ilk Service (Now®) - .
S Total © With NSLP : Without NSLP : With No Food Service. _
Number of Schools. : 17,883 10,101 7,782 - 3,314 : ]
Enrollment (Millfons) - ‘ -9.69 5.52 - 4,17 1.37 .
Mean Enrollment h 542 - 546 : 536 - 414 I SR
Avg. Daily Half-Pints. (ADH-P) o . - : e : T
Served A La Carte (¥illions) 1.70 0.73~ 0.98 0.30 '
ADH--P/ADA - 0.189-  0.143." - — 0,247 0.233 .
¥ “ . ¢ 4
Vo ‘ o S
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Table 43  Nen-USDA Food Service ~ January 1975 .
N g -"_ "Complete" Luﬁchtime A La Carte :  Non=SBP Breakfast Service
T . *with, ! Without : . .. % With * Without
’ Total NSLP t  NSLP' ° . . Total: NSLP ¢  NSLP
‘ e .« . - - S - ” .- §
Nuaber of Schools’ T 19,198 12,772 6,426 T 6,642 4,640 2,002
~Enroliment (Millions) ‘ 16.29 12.57-  3.72 .. 5.1 3.74 ©1.37
Hean Enrollment: o 848 984 \ 579 _ 769 805 686
= v :.‘: . ( - > X .
« c ‘1‘- } )
' . 4 i . A “
* . e » /
// )
- ‘ 7 N\
. ¥ @ ’ OV‘
. ’ ‘ . ! ¢ i . £ )
) v * X - ’_“ % ¢ .
Py - % . . ¢ 1
. ’ - Y @ -
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XIIIZ Summary of Narrative Comments '

- R - ,
Open~e£ded questions requiring ‘narrative answers were asked with régard
to (1) reasons for discontinuing participation in any of the USDA child T
nutritioh programs, (2) reasons for not 1n1tiat1ng one -or more of these .
programs, and (3):-general comments about’ the- programs. The responses to. ’
(1) were almost entirely from schools which had dropped the SMR and are
discussed in Section V of thiS report. Responses to (2) and. (3) ‘are
summarized below.

In many schools no narrative 'responses, or cursory and often vague ones, .
were given. The usable responses which were supplied, however, cover -
the gamut_of concerns and issues surrounding these programs at the local-
level. Due to the narrative nature of the responeg, the variety of

. types of respondents (e.g., principals, cafeteria managers, dlstrlct Lt
supervisors), and the number of different expan51on factors employed in -
this survey, a normal statlstlcal treatment of these responses was not
possible. Responses have beén grouped and  ordered in the following
narrative by the: frequency with which they were given. Concerns
expressed by only one or two respondents have generally been omitted.

1S

A. Reagons For Not Initiat{hg A Program

ot Y . .

-

- Natiohal School Lunch Program «

The most frequently cited 'reason for not initiating the NSLP was a lack

of adequate facilities to prepare meals. The second most frequently cited’
reason was' from schcools established on a neighborhood basis which revorted
that children ‘were accustomed to going home for lunch and parents wanteq’
this to continue. Expected difficulty in administering the program was

Ehe third mogt. frequently cited reason-for not partic1pat1ng in the NSLP.
egsponses here included "too much government red tape," "excessive book-

keeping," "ldck of personnel," and the expectation that the program

would not be -self-supportifng. Lack of community -demand for the program,

small numbers of-needy sEudents, and food waste associated with the,

program were also cited 'in a number of schobls as reasons for nonpart1c1pa—
tion. The desire to maintain independence from the Federal Government \

was mentioned by several private sectarian school. R

.

v
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School Breakfast ?rogram
Since the SBP is found in fewer schools than ig the. NSLP or the .SMP, the
question relating to ncnparticipaticn in the .breakfast program generated
7 a Targe numver of responses., By far the most frequently cited reason
- for .not initiating the. SBP was scheduling: problems., This reason was ‘
” especially prevalent among schools in -which large numbers of stidents .
© were Bused to school. The next most frequently cited reason was a lack o
of adequate facilities to prepare breakfast, followed by a lack of ) ' .
. adequate numbers of perscnnel for SBP service. "A large number of schools
. cited the expense of the program and their expectation that it would not
i be self-supporting as reasons for nonparticipation. Anothex ‘reason
frequently given was a-lack of needy students enrxolled and a low level -
of anticipated participation. / 4 { A

' { Special Milk Program ’ oo -

The most- quent%y -cited reason for not part1c1pat1ng in the SMP was
- anticipate®}difficulty in administering the program ("Too much xed ‘tape, "

~ "excessive bookkeeping," etc.). A lack of adequate facilities to store

-milk was the next most frequently cifed reason for nonpart1c1patlon. ’ e
Next in order of frequency were: lack of student or community demand
for the program; expense of the program- and fluctuation of mllk prices,
and-a desire to remain 1ndependent of the Federal .Government by private
sectarian schools. 1In addltlcn, several schools cited as a, reason- for
nonparticipation in_the SMP the lack of .time in their class gchedule “for N
theé- required nonlunchtime milk break (Federal regulations require no such
milk break). 1In addition to schools declining to part1c1pate in :the SMP
for the above reasons, a large number of surveyed schools which dis-
continued part1c1pat10n in. the prcgram because of the free milk provision
indicated they would not rejoin the program untll the free milk provision ’
is rescinded or revised. B . l
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;*\\\\' -, B. General Comments on_ the Program : : ’ . .
: ) ' B /

The bulk of general comments received concerned the NSLP. Commodities

were the principal area of interest. Many. respondents asked simply . -

that USDA supply more -commodities, especially high-protein items (meat
. and cheese),. flour, and oil. Among other respondents commenting -on t
commodities, sentiment was about equally divided between (1) increasing
-the amount of federally supplied commodities while decreasing the amount :
of Pederal cash subsidy and (2) decreasing or eliminating federally AN
supplied commodities whil.e increasing Pederal cash assistance. Many .
respondents asked for more local input into ‘the selection of cornmodities,
more advance notice of thé kinds and amounts of commodities to be received,”
and more regular deliveries of commodities. Several specific commodities
were reported. to have poor acceptance by' children, and a;number of
‘schools suggested that either supply of these commodities be discontinued
or schools be given. the freedom to refise these items and substitute :
others for them. R

Institution 6f a universal free lunch program was the second most ’
" frequently -discussed. topic. All respondents commenting on this were in

favor of it;,; although several respondents suggested a universal reduced-

price program as a feasible alternative. .

\
|
\
N ":: )
Insufficient flexibility in the Type A pattern was the third most . ~ "w
frequently discussed concern. While many respondents objected to_ specific
requirements in the Type A pattern (vegetables, most commonly), ‘others
objected to "the. push-button mentality of the program: one slice of
this, one pat of that." Several respondents in schools receiving pre-— —
packaged meals complained abqut portion sizes being too small for older
students and too large for younger ones. Savéral respondénts suggested.’
restricting the sugar level in the lunch, while several others recommended

less starchy foods in the Type A pattern. ,

-

Closely tied to insufficient flexibility in the Type A patte{n is plate .
waste, which was the fourth most frequently commented on area:of concern.
Respondents called for increased flexibility in the Type A pattern to :
reduce waste, including a reduction in the vegetable requirement and
a reduction in portion size for younger students.

. Excessive paperwork required in ‘the '‘NSLP was the next most frequently .
commented-on area 6f concern. 2 reduction in regulations and red tape
was called for by many respondents, although few respondents cited
specific ares where they felt such reductions -could be made.
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Dissatisfaction with the eligibility criteria and the application pro-
cedure for free and reduced-price meals was -expressed by a number of
respondents. Some commenting :on this felt that more stringent certifica-
tion procedures should be mandated.  .ers expressed their distaste for
reviewing applications and learning other people's income, sStill, others
called for greater latitude to be .given to principals ‘in determining a
student's eligibility for free and reduced-price meals
‘Several respondents complained,about the difficulties imposed on running

the program at the local levél by the frequency of federal legislative

and regulatory changes to the program. One respondent called for passage 5
by Congress of 3 to 5 year plans for the program, thereby alleviating

the uncertainty and concomitant difficulty currently faced in planning

future program operations at the local level.
Other suggestions on NSLP operations included: mandate nutrition educa~
tion in schools; restrict a la carte sales; prohibit students receiving
free .lunches from buying -a la carte items if they don't’finish the Type A
Lunch; and ‘USDA should publish a detailed handbook of collection proce-

- dures used to serve free ,and reduced-price meals without -overtly
1dentifying recipients. .

Very few comments on the SBP were received and almost all were p051tlve.

One respondent suggested increasing the amount of protein served in SBP

‘breakfasts., Another respondent, in a school which operated the NSLP,

the SBP, and SMP, called’ the breakfast program by far the best -of all

three programs L , . .

/

The majority of- comments received on'the SMP were concerned with the

free milk provisionj these have been discussed previously in this
report {section V)/ Comments -on other aspects of the SMP generally ’
paralleled comments on-the NSLP., Red tape, excessive milk waste, and .
advocacy of a universal free milk program were the most frequently

-

. cited-areas offconcern. To reduce milk waste and food waSte a nunber

of respondentg suggested serving less than g ounces of milk to younger
children, elinunating midmorning milk, afid eliminating service of free
SMP milk, Several respondents stated that the milk program was needed
only at\the elementary level. Several others stated that too much
classtime was being taken by serving milk at required ’milk breaks";
*as noted/previously, no Federal requirement mandating "milk breaks"
ex1st§/
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The vast majorlty of comments recelved .on the programs. were favorable.
7 Many respondents simply =aid "great programs" and left it at that. One
- respondent stated, "The NSIP is an integral part of our educational
Y program. " Another said, "These are the best federally funded programs7
- " the government has." @And finally, one respondent commented’ "Try to

educate a hungry chlld "

PR,
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GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS

ADA............AVerage Daily Attendance

ADB............Average Daily Breakfasts

ADH-P..........Average Daily Half-Pints
ADL............Average Daily Lunches
DHEW...........U.S. Department of Health, Education, and

FNS.....+......Food and Nutrition Service

i )

-~

NSLP...........National School Lunch Program

SBPrcvietesasce«School Breakfast Program
SMP............Special Milk Program
i . s

Welfare

Type A lunch...A ldnchrecefving reimbursement under the NSLP
s N . _

USDA.d.e.......U.S. Department of Agriculture

|
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UNITJD STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Feod and Nutrition Service | . R

H

ang
Stotistical Reporting Service

0. M. B. Number 40874096 .
Approval Expires 63075~ [286]

" .

T »
s

L aver r

1975 SPECLAL WFEX PROGRAM SURVEY

2 B ”

— —— /
- The Statistical Reporting. Service is acting as the collecting- - /
, -agent for the, Food and Nutrition Service in this survey.
P . Information is.needed to-assess the. role of the Special Milk ”
Program’in schools ard its impact-on child nutrition programs. /
All information givén will be kept confidential and will be i
‘used only for--statistical purposes in combination with /
similar reports from other schools across the. Nation.

"Name of School:

g
;\ i
- .

Street Address: : ’ \\ ‘ /oo _

¥

City: _ - _ ASm.: ' i Zip'Code: _
; County: N

-

‘Name_of Principal: —_ ] . i - Phone No.:

" Appeintment date and time: ____

»
/
/

Respandents:

~=School administrator

‘School food supervisor . - ~

District or area food supsrvisor

Other (specify) - = - - I —

ENUMERATOR'’S SIGNATURE: _ : i
/

TYPE OF - DATE TARTING ENDING
INTERVIEW ’ TIME TIME

OFFICE USE

e x«x\‘%‘éﬁ(‘.;‘%hﬁ\f’” A
RSt & ‘*’%\ i
SR "\‘,\k&f -~:¥\ w! w\“-
Y &5 Sebey b 3

Telephone

School

School i C o . ‘
Student ) )
or Class.

" Student .
- or Class . . >

e
>y

LR

‘\\ - N )




| L ’ .
| ) ' ASEC”C!J;M\ENML“NT AND FOOD SERVICE PROGRAMS —
t . Fee o ’

1, Is this a public or private school? [ - Public [J2 = Privetesseesos Enter Code

2 O -
2. Wus this school classified us ... e e lus of= o e ?
- (specify) ) (date) , - )
) (Read list and check one for each year.) I ] ) .
5 . . . Jonuary 1, 1974 January 1, 1975.
' a. An elementary school. . T .
(Pfe'klndefg‘aﬂen 'hﬂl6fhgf8de.)non"""""n"n""'onoc"" E:] D
b' A'“.“G'y school(7'})'hfu12'})gfades)onontcn"n'c'o""'c"nc m E]
“Co Other(Specify . . - ) )'io"""cc"c D D

ENUMERATOR NOTE Do NOT check “‘other” if the majority of the students
enrolled are at the elementaty or secondary level

¥

" 3. .What was the lowest gralle level and highest grade
" level in this school on each of the following dates?
{Include pre-kindergarten, kindetgarten as well as —_ : -
first through twellth grades.) Janvary 1, 1974 Januory -1, 1975

N

8o LOWOS',pMe'level in this SChOQInc;nc""nvocttocc'cc"c"' .
!

b, High.;' gl’ade level iﬂthis SChQOlnlnoo':'C"o-oH"oi'ctotcn'

Januvary. 1, 1974 Jonumyl 1975
104
. . veES[ ]-1 ves (] -1
4. ‘Was this school operating on a SPLIT—SESSION NO L-D] (’ NO g
basxsasof ! ?"""'""'!"0""0'!"""" b
S - a— e jg * -
5. What was the TOTAL ENROLLMENT for this . 3
schmlasof ?."'."".""".;Q""""""' -
(date) - !
3
- ~
7/




6. What was the AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE for al classes in

-

(date)

--

-

&a. JﬂlﬂUOIV 19747 0.0,0 000000000 00000000000000 00000000000 0000000080000 No. of Students

v\ h

Approxxmately how many of these students (Item 6a) were
involved in organized programs that prevented them from
eating lunch at school? (Such as split-session kindergartens,

day-caré centers. fonelememary students and work-study -
programs for secondary students.) «vvvsesescsacsnsedessssssssesssss No. of Students

=

‘b' J_Qnuﬂfy ]9\75? 'QQ""QQ'QQQ"'QQ'QQ"QQ"'O"Q"'QQ"""O"""'NO: Of S,Ud’nfs

Apptoxxmately how many of these students (Item 6b) were

involved in“organized programs that prevented them from

eating lunch at Schooli (Such as split-session kindergartens, ’ .

day-care ce}:t'ers for elementary students and work-study )
Fogfams fof seccﬂd&y students.) 0000000000000t e00 000t et 000ed0ee NO. oijtudents

\\

7. What is the ACTUAL ATTENDANCE for all classes TODAY?.eessususves No. of Students

Approxxmately how many of these student$ (Item 7) were
involved in organized programs that prevented them from
eating lunch at school? (Such as split-session kind:wgartens,.

- s-day-care centers for-elementary students and work-study

programs fOl' Qecondary studentSo)....tv tesecceccrvecrcaceeerrcrcreee NO. Of S'Uden's

8. What is your estimate of the number of ECONOMICALLY .
?‘EEDY studentS—emolléd,in Janual'y 1975? Ce0eeeeeceeveteteIePrseee e NO. Of Sfudcnts .

--NEXT WE WOULD-LIKE TO'KNOW ABOUT THE FOOD SERVICE THAT HAS-BEEN
AVAILABLE TO YOUR STUDEN TS,

. ~
f ”

111

132

102

103

22

203

301

302

783




¥

9, Which of the following FOOD or MILK services were in operation in this school in January of the years

" indicated? (Read list and check.)

January

Janvaey January Jonuary
SERVICES IN OPERATION 1972 1973 ]97‘ 1975
BREAKFAST - oo 673 083 183" 283
o ves{J-t1{ves[J-v|ves[J-1|veEs[]-1
1, USDA Schocl! Breakfast pfogfam (SBp)vnnnnn;no.o NO [:j _|NO D HNO l:l’v NO E]
» 074 ‘|or4 f(\ 184 84 -
- ~ ves[J-1 YESE—][ ves{J-1|ves[J-
__2 _OQherbrg_ﬂ!(_fglise'{vxce.:'.:"‘:'_::"-._3'-_:'__.:'"'_::_';._:L.__NS_E.-l —Eo g ;"m NO D —
LUNCH T TETmmEmmmmmm T T 075 “Tees TTTTT L (T
. . ves{T1-1|ves(D-~-1lves[J-1|ves[ -1
1' USDA Nationnl §ch°°l Lunch ,Progxam (NSLP)' se0e ; se00e NO D NO D NO Ej NO D
. 076 - 088 we o |
2, A la catte servjce: ves([J-rives{J-1|ves[J-tlves[]-r
: Y CompletéalﬂCmeseWibe'--"'-uo'-oo-'--'o"oo' NO D NO Ej NO [:] _|NO E
077 ., 087 . 187 287 .
b. Only Type A lunch components and/or ves - 1jvesC]-1fvesC]-1fvesC]-9
. dessert items sold sepatatelyo.oossostossaorsessree fom L1 dno 0] o [ no [
MILK o 078 688 T T T T T T T 288 -~
1ves[)-1dves{"J-1|ves[J-1|ves[]-
1' USDASpeClal Milkproglam(SMP)"-'--'o"oo-o'o'-'o' NO f‘j NO Ej NC [:l NO [:-].
079 089 187 289
ves[[J-1|ves[J~}vesJ-1|veEs[ ]~
..,_%:_Q.“!P.'.'E‘l.k..s?.'!‘.?.e.:'.:r_'.:' ST CTITITISITITTCPTTILTIVM 1. 03 {vo O3 o [ Ino L)
080 090 i9¢ % -
‘ Ives[J-1|ves i~ t{ves{J-1|ves[]-1
NOFOODORM‘LK SERVICE """'."I.Il;"l.".""'.' No E] No _j it No D NO’L—
ENUMERATOR NOTE: If this school discontinued participation in any of the (Item 9)
* USDA programs in 1974 or 1975, ask Item 10,
10, What were the teasons for discontinuing your school’s participation in the program?
) - . . (specify:) .
a. National School Lunch Program (NSLP) L]
b, School Bteai}nst Program (SBP)
D
c. Special Milk Piogram (SMP) -
.f
o7 . ‘ Ay
o
112
2 29) ‘ “




»-114 During the- next two yenrs, does this school plan to initiate .

12. Which of the folfowxng USDA p

-

Y

pazticxpntion in any USDA;progxams not now being used?

P

BYES"E"‘B"CM@Iaﬂdelln“ea--o--o.-.o.¢......\--...-oon--.cooou-E'\fel'codg

[_'j NG — Skip to Ilem 13.

(Cﬁeck appeopriate programs & mdtcate‘data.) .
. \

\

D SChOOl Bte.kf“t Program\..n.............--.Date

A

7

[:"_}Special -Milk Ptogram........................Dete

e

(] Nationnl Scl;bpl Lux;ch Progmm-_.'; seeerenscnse ..Dét;a

-

ograms will be initiated and when?

Year i‘

&

"ENUMERATOR. NOTE For programs not- currently in operation in this school --.
S > refer to Item 9 +- and not'expected to bo initiated in

the next two years, ask ltem 13,

342

F—13. Briefly,could you tell mefwhy:tl;e \ “%rogram will not !g’e’“mit%ated?
. ) R (specify) .
a. ‘National School Lunéh Program (NSLP) -
4 ,7 )
b. School-Breakfast Program.(SBP) z.
¢, Special Milk Program (SMP) ~ g
{ ' [ 24
*.
. *\113 ~
t 1 3 4 "u’;;l .
. . <#'_ﬁ_v-ﬁ_w_ .

Bir.
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B N -

14. The U. S. Department of Agriculture is conceriied with improving the child rutrition programs it administers.
We are jnterested in any comments or suggestxons you care to make oz these programs, 2ven if you do not

‘_—..______.__.—‘

pnmcxpate in*thent, : . R
a. Hational Schoo! Lunch -Program (NSLP) _ : A , ‘
. ‘g’
;‘“ i * i ]
- 2 i ) ° . N
l';. School Breakfast Program (SBP) K
- - g\ .
c. Special Milk Program (SMP) -
- e

‘v

d. Other Comments

¥ S -

“
.
\\
i

"
WE WOULD LIKE TO SELECT TWO CLASSES AND ADMINISTER A QUESTIONNAIRE TO STUDENTS AND
OBTAIN INFORMATION ON TYPES OF LUNCHES EATEN, MILK CONSUMED, ETC, NOW.I WOULD LIKE
. TO SEE A SCHEDULE OF ALL YOUR CLASSES IN THIS SCHOGL AND SELECT THE TWO CLASSES THAT
WILL BE GIVEW THE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE.

ENUHERA TOR NOTE: Reler to Item 9. If this school is.in'the NSLP and/or SMP check .
the appropriate program boxes on the Milk Waste Tally Sheet. .

) . 114 = i

<

*

- 1350~
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- d. ’I:Otel bfeakfasts.ooo.uoo:0000000090.’1..0000000000‘0.0000000000-0000.0000 NUmeI’

- '—"A B -
SECTION 1. FOR SCHWLS ‘CURRENTLY PARTICIPATING IN THE
* ' USDA SCHOGL BREAKFAST PROGRAN ~ ~
! Lo - N .:\-j\ v Junua}‘, 1974 Janudry 1975
1. How.many days did yourschool have bnqkfuu | 106 - 208 ’
S.fVlC. in Teetee0eeeencecetvoconne Duys
(date)
2. 'How many of e&ch of the following types of '
brukfosu were served.in ? . -
(date)- _f Janvary 1974 January 1975
) R . 107 - 1407
a. Full price breakfastSeecsovesevore vessesenssensceresss Number
3 . ~flom 208
bo Reducedpricebteakfasts 0000.00000.0,-0000600000,00.00.Numhﬁr : -
v ' < 109" 209
c. Free bl’eakfa‘StSoooooooooooooooooq.ooo.. teeccecscenvoe Number L -
do Totalbreakfasts..............u..o....u..u eoo Number -
3’.; How much were students charged for each of the Tollowing -
types of breakfasts in Janunry 1974 January 1975
’ (date) : -
( {~o')ly one price was charged, enter it under “low.”) - - Low High Law High
-, m 1z n ) 212
a. Full prlcebreakfasts.......o...o.o...o.o.......o.....uoCenfs io 7l0 N] 0
13 114 I b3k 214
b. Redllced pflCbeeaMaQtS ooooo.oooo000oooo.ooooooo.oo'oocen.s AQ— 0 - A0 0
4, How many students were comlf&i_od to receive each .
. of the foll “ f breakfasts ? - - __
0 .e ollowingtypes-of bre in T . January 1974 Jom{ary 1975
Ax s 218 i,
a. ReduCEd pnce"ueakf&stﬁ ooootoooo-oo)oooo-oooo-aoo-ooop!ﬂmbﬂr s 2‘6"
bo l‘"’e bfeakfaS:Soooooo00000.00000.000000000oooc-to.00- Numbf" -
Ce TOtarCe'tlfledoooootto001000.00000.0.000000000000-000 Numbgr o
5 How many. of each of the followmg USDA breakfasts To d‘;
were served today? . T y
a. *Fuu:pncebl’eakf@ysts..:.;‘....o.xooo0000‘.000000oooool.o-0-00.000000:000000 NUI‘\:IBBI' 08
bo Reducea pl’ice‘bfeakfasts).000000000.ot..oo.ot:o;ooooooo-oOo-ooooon-oontt Number )
> i .
Ce El’eéb?{‘ﬂkfﬂst!..h.o'oaoo.noooooo...00.ooonooo-ooooo-oooo.-oontontoooﬂo NUmbCI’ - -

.

MOTES: .

¥l
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SECTION 111,

USDA NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

°

1. How many days did yout school operate a
lunch zervice in

(date)

2. How many of each of the following Typo A lunches
were served in

‘(date)
F\}ll p’l’iée lunches--o""""""""'00000000000000- Number

‘Re. C d bfice junches -':"-n."'.""""'--',c"'.' Nu;nbe‘r

Ce
d.

How much were students charged for each of the
followin‘g Type A lunches in d ?

. (date)
(Ix' only one price was charged, enter it under ‘‘low.

. b

a, Full ptice lunChESo"o-."u'-'......'-"..""a.'.'-.-';CQH'S

b. Reduced pﬂce lunches ""'"'".'"'..".'q'o.'...-"'cenis
Hov\hmany students were certified to receive each
of the following Type A lunches in

4

(date)

- Reduc\ed‘:pticei‘lunches 900000020000 000090000000s00 000" NUrﬂb".I"

b. Free lunchcs.f‘-"o."."-.'"""'.."o-"'.".'0.‘0'0 Number -

n-n"-'h'---n-nn'-"H',n'.--'.nh NUmeI’

Approximately what-was the average length

of time given each student for his lunch

perIOd in ’v""'un""'.-"MInU'eSpefDQ/
‘“{éate)

c. Total certifi

5.

6. How many serving lines or stations served
Type A lunches at the peak serving timesooocoe

in

¢

(date)

A2

7. WHERE were lunches served at your school in

(Read list and check:) (date)

. g' Multi-pmpose l’OOm"'.-""'"\-"".:"""-""""""'..-'.

b.

Cafetefia""'ouuu'.o'i""""'o"""""""""oo"vo"

Ce

Classl’oom'.'"""-..""""'0'n""'q"""u".o"'n"n

)."'.""'_'.’

d. Some other place (Specify

-~

,"'""""r"'..-"'-.. UOYS

f;‘reé lunches'."C"'o""'u'c"'.-o"u"""'t.o'-!"-- Number“

Total lunches".""'0-"cu"-"'."v.""."u.v""-. Number" —

ottessssccees N'Jr"“ﬂr )

‘FOR SCHOOLS CURRENTLY PARTICIPATING IN THE

ot 2 g

Jonvary 1974 .

January 1975

18

RiL]

Janvary 1974 Jonuary 1975
ny’ 29
4120 220
I;{ [N

* Jonuary 1974 ‘

. Jonuary 1975

Low High | Law ;| High —
[FX RN | 7 SRR bF &) b2
Jo L - jo .
(1 SR ) V. S i S V+13
* 0 * 0 - ¢ 0 *

*Jnnun;'y 1974 °

Jnt;‘unry 1975 .

127 427
[P 20

[

Jonutosy 1974

[ January 1975

Bt

230
-

137

g

231

»

Janbary 1974 7

L Janvary 1975

132 ves [J-1 (B2 ves[J-1
Nno ] wo ]
B3 ves -1 B8 ves[C]-t
Nne [ no [
3 yegs [J-1 (334 ves[)-t
Nno [] ~o [
135 ves []-1 (235 ves{T)-

Nno [

wo [




-

-

8, With respect to the lunch period, did this school

operate on an oten or closed campus bzsis in

|

? (Check) |
. , : 1

|

- Jonuary 1974 Jonuary 1975/
.. (date) 136 " 1236 ,
B a. OPEN carﬁ;;us - - students could ‘ YES r_] ! > YEs i—l/
leévefol'luﬁchcocccocoaocca'ccccovcooooocccoooccoocccccooc;oo L NOQ ‘ NY ‘
, E - 237
b, CLOSED campus -- students could pot . , YEsL J-n Y?/l- J-
Al leavefol'lunchocoooococoocccoc00«9-000.0000ocvcoccoccmccoooo 1 NO E——-] N D .
138 ' - Zay - R
9. Were menas forType A lunches regule ly: . ' |- YES Cl-r , ves(J-1
publicil.d in\advancein______.-. "0000'10"'00'"'00"'0,0, NO D NO E:] -
N (date) / 139 GED
] ‘ y More thon %, . E:] { Mgre than .. D 1
10, Were choices-available for Type A lunches on 1’ Lossthon . LA2 | Lessthants.[ ]2
: - Ofthedéysin_— ?occocccooocboooccc None........ E:l“3 None....... ‘Ds
pecify) - (date) /" /
) / .
11, Was ail or most of the food for lunches / S - '
.. prepared at this school or was it ' Jdnbary 1974 January 1975
prepared elsewhere in — ? (Check) 140 — {240 -
i ( (date) YES[J-1 ves{T]-1
- a, At this sch Ol:cocvcQ;ocoocvccovcocoto_cocoovoco-ooooooccccvoc - NO D - NO. D
- : 414 24 )
~0OR - T oves[J-1 ves[]-1
b. Elsewhefe..........---............-.......-.-........--.... NO D NO D

ENUMERATOR NOTE: Ask Itém 12 only if food was prepared at this school.

12, Was,fc;od prepared for this school only or

January 1974

January 1975

other schools as well in.—_

? (Check)
(date) ;

a. This SChOOl Only 000ooovoooo0000otcvoooo0000000000000000009‘00 i

142

242

- 0OR -~

YES[ J-1 YeEs[_]-1

NO m No [
143 . 243

yes[ J-1 ves[J-1

NOo ] Nno [

b, Other\schools also.-oievccqocccoccocccoocooaoovcccccoctocoooo

ENUMERATOR NOTE: Askltem 13 only if food‘was prepared elsewhére.

in ?

13. Was food prepared by

. January 1974

January 1975

(specify) (date)

¢

(Read list and check.)

144

244

a., Food service management Companycooooocc'ococccocococcccoooco

bc‘ Kitchen Opel’QtEd by school Systemcoooccooccooooococcoocccccovo

‘)00000000"00

c. Other (Specify

NOTES:

=

ves{J-1 vyes(J-1

No [} No []
145 245

YeES[]-1 ‘ vyes[_]-1

NO [] NO [
146 245

vyeEs{ J-1 - vyes[ ]-1

No [} No (O]
e 3




P (A Nn-ske)

NOW WE WOULD LIKE TO KNOW-ABOUT MILK SERVICE WHICH HAS BEEN AVAILABLE TO YO;,R STUDENTS.

1. ‘For each of the followin of mil., -t was (a) the COST PER HALF~PINT container PAID TO SUPPLIER
and (b) the cost PAID, SY TUDENTS_ . auar, Of 1974 and 1975? (ll type not served at t;us school, ‘please d

"hﬂ"*o)

|

|

| . _

, | SECTIONIV.. FOR SCNOOLS CURRENTLY WITH MILK SERVICE T

P, TP S N N TGS i - g y w—— —
e R A % % Yoo mb.-,.’-!&'-»w%%-ﬂv* .o #

R o ) S . cow PER HALF-PINT
o Paid TO :
~. . | Serve . Students
. (Cents to
L . , (v) Hundredths) | _  (Cents}

” ¥ R . 147 ) 154 . R
Whole mﬂk00,0010000;00010oooooooooooooooooooooooooogoooo - Ta,g-_‘_-_-_—_,r — .00
‘Fl.med (chocolan; ?‘Co) whole milkesssosecsoscorssssores .,. — TF—:.'J—S—.T“A — __:’(Ooo B

-~ Skim I‘ukoog’ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo - : e b e o e .00 ;
Iu‘ '13,_-_—
. - . N\
‘Lowfat mi‘k00.000010000000!0003000100000000000000000000000 — 3 - - — o 00
, ' ’ AL T -]
,Fl.vor.d (@hwo'&fe, 9‘00)'10"lt“ gkim milkesosssescesocsnss 52'42-4—_.— —— : —_— W00 -

. R 59
B‘utg."ﬂ“hn00000000o000000000ooooooooooonoo,ooo_ooooooooooo - - — Y —-, o S e . ———-—.mA -
JANUA RY 1975

B . - . ‘\ 247°, 254 )
Wbolc milk 00'507010o,ncoo'oooco"oo'ooo\'ooo0000000.0000000 e 24 ===._'..g - I I, 'm
, . g, - . 255 .
Flavored (chocplate, Q‘Co) whole milkesseoseosscecssssovereces T\ uL.—;g.'.’ - ooy e 00
pii ) v T% "
i Skim m‘lk00000'.0.0000000)0'OO"O."Ooogo'.ooo'oooooc000O" \ \ e cwes O oven - asse ,__"QN ‘
' , 2% - |82
LO'f“'mnkooo'oooooooonoo.oo.o—oooo'oooo"Gonoooo"on. 5 - o e O e wm
S ' o |29 2% :
.Fl.vm (chocolafe, th:)‘ lowsﬂ‘m.kim—ﬁm“k.oo'oo'ooooo"'oo . -;—“*’ e o o +00
- A 259
. Blltteﬂl\nko'oi'o'o'oo'ooooootu_,pooo'ao'on'oooo"to'ooo'.:o oo e | — e -00
- , a3 {260 -
Other milk (smil’.m_____ e Joesovossves = N .| I
f - . . ) Janvory 1974 Januvary 1975 -—
2, How many days did your school operate milk 1% 21 ; -
Befvice in - Pove. oooo.ooooooooooooooooo’oooDayl -
(date) ‘ ' 12 22 R
o . ves[]-1 ves[]-1
3. Did this school recelve reimbursement, other No [ 'Noﬁl'_'j
than Federal, for milk served?to students d
in 0000 08000000000000000000000 00000000000 .
(date) : -
1f YES, continue with a and be - -
If NO, go to ltem 4. * - [__Janvary 1974 Janvary 1975
163 263
- 2.~ How much was reimbursed per holfepint
from Othcf ‘h.ﬂ Fedel’llﬂoufcesaooooo’oooooo'ooaootooooooo COnf’ S cee cmm — e ¢ oo oo
b, Wh’ut were the sevrces o( this reimburgement? cesesesessssee Specify
Q. <« T us’

R &1 B




4. What was the total number of half-pints ‘of milk
served separatély in (date)

Al

’-ot-----l-oNUmef

(Exclude those served as part of a USDA beeakfast

or a Type A lnch. Exclude those served tzradu{ts )

i

5. How-man half-pmts ‘of mulk served separately
were FREE -in_January 197

5’!‘!!--!!!0'!!.!!!'!!I!n!l!!c.nnnl!cuooiooo.l..poNumbor

(Exclude those served as part-of-a USDA breakfast -
or'a Type-A lunch, Exclude those served.tc adilts,) N

-

-6. Complete cotumns a and b, Complete column-c if this school
ple

pamclpated in the SMP § in '1975, (Refer to page 4, Item 9,)

January 1574

Janvary 1975

| 164

4
2
Y

264

&

Janvary 1975

265

o . - MILK-OFFERED TO STUDENTS
& ::':::;‘::i;’g offered to students Januery 1974 Janvary 1975 ‘Jnnuc'r!y IE975
" (Road list and chect.) (Check /). (Chéck /) (Check 7)
S ) b -
' 166 R e - 27
' . CYES[ .t ves{ -1 veS[ -1
mes““tI'III'.I'I'IIII'I'IIQII'IIII"II'I’III PJO D d No D No D
’ 187 247 m
.yes{ -1 YES[ 1~ ves{"]-1.
. . o NO NO
:Mid'mo“ung,---o---'---'-c-----------------.4'- ‘“N Dr - 5% - D ) E]
vss[]-1 1 ves[J-s ves[J-1
ALuﬂch--------o---ooq------o---o-----------o- RO E—Jl "~ NO 'L_—r ‘ NO- D
’ Y 169 R « |ass B ¥
o T vé§t]-1 T vesJ-: vES[J-1
Midvafternoon.--.----.-:.----.------.--.‘l.n.‘.; HO D " %0 D - _No D
- ' {170 St [ 280, .
- ves[J veEs{TE. 1 ves[J-1
* | Continuously available® seessscesssceeccrscnens no (] : NO L_l no [ ]
* i Hmn : m 281
yes[J-1 : YESE]—! ves[ -1
Other (Specify )eeeeo)—NO L] No [T] No [

*Nilk avatlable through vendmg machines, snack bar, etc.; which is alwaya opert.

b WHERE was milk offexpd to students in
? (Read list and ‘check.)

( date)

7 (1) M}'ﬂti-putpose room-----o---'--'----'--o-,---o--'----u---o'--

.

\-

v

£

.(2) Cafeteﬂa.--------o-------o---'o--oo-----,.---.----o------

-

(3) Classroom---o--;o---o-----

3

(4) Some other place (Specify

o

»

o

)IIIIO'II

4

e

. Jdonvary 1974 |  Jenuary 1975
172 N -
ves{J-1- ves[CJ-1
NO-¢ 7 ... | - No ]
Jrs . 273
T " ves{T]-1 vyES[]~1
, MO L—_] s .NQ g
174 4
coves[J-1 | ves[-a
" N0 [ No [
175 . 75 .
ves[J-v" | YES[] -1
NO % © NO Ejj




rs

ENUMERATOR NOTE: Askltem 2-if more than one type"o_f container is chgcké& inltem 1. .
. OFFICEE:

2.

3.

5.

"SECTION-V. FOR SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN THE
¢ SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM

In what type of cénmlnors/is milk offered to students
in your schoot? (Read list.and check one or-more.) -

a. Half-pint*cartons..u....- 00 P 000 se00 0800I EeTCeeeet st iortorite sestornetoneesesss

b, One Pint CATONS «oeversosrensosnossossnssorssssssassssasessasrsssnsssnsasnssass

¢« Eight ounce glasseseescesersuisscrirtsttetiiiiiiiiiisiitiiiiiitnisiiiitiiiicens
. C e 1

) 2R 0000000000 0003000000000

d. Other (Specify

'

CODE

Which type of container was qsedvth,elmost?

) ‘ . ' \

Is milk available to students in.vending machines? ....o.oviieinniiiiinn Do L

A Al

a. ‘If“YES, is this thgonly mann,er—in which milk is di!PCnSO‘d? tessene 0’0 eesssssvecrene

. "Are soft drinks available to StUGERESP. ¢ vusvrssesessnsraresonssssssrussessssrnisessnss b

a. If YES, are-they avaiiable at the same time(s) milk is offered? o vvvevrronnseronsoress

Are any other beverages available to students at the same time(s) milk is offered?.........

a. If YES, what are the other beverages ?

0

.How mary students are currently certified to receive free milk? voeeeeeressonsesss Number |-

-

How many students were certified to receive free milk in January 19752 voevvreosss . Number

ENUMERATOR NOTE: Ask Item 8 only if there is a positive-entry in Item 6.

8.

\

What method(s) does thi. school use to protect the identity of
‘Free Milk’’ recipients? ,

{ B 7

i

P s -

n

82




SECTION V1. LUNCHROOM RECORD. -
(USDA PROGRM SCHOOLS om) c-

ALL INI':\ORMATION REQUESTED IN THIS SECTIOh" PERTAINS TO TODAY. : 7 5 ' x .
Date,

1. How many half-pints of cach of the following types of milk

wete sarvec at (a) breakfast, (b) lach, and (c) non-mealtime? .
¥ : . NUMBER OF HALF-PINTS SERVED
TYPE OF MILK . Breakfast Lunch Non-mealtime Total
*(a) o) () . (d
o ' 322 330 376
iWholc‘milkc..e.o.:.......e-{...n..........n. C -
. 323 ’ 31 377
-1Flavored (Q_hocolME, e‘Co) WhOle Milkiooooooaconee ’ “
v 32, — %2 378 .
skimmilkco!o!!ooccooco!oo'ooooc_gco;oqooococ'! ’ ’ .
’ 325 ' L 1333 379
d Lowfntmilknnnn.n.nnnn.n..n.unn; . .
- ‘ 1326 . 334 380
Flavofed (Choca’a‘e, etc.') IOWfat or skim milkeeoee . "
. 327 - 338 -1 381
Bqtt@milkcioco!,ccoo!cooooooooo'tooo!toooooccc R -
R T 382 1 \
Othel' milk (Speéify ! : )c'ooooo ) }
7 Totalh‘lf‘plntsvcccooocoooooooo'o/cco!oooc'ooco 7 i - - -
ENUMERATOR NOTE: If this scho!l is-in the NSLP comple.e the foIIowmg questwn .
. " 2, Howmany of each of the following TypoAlunchu 5
=3 “were served today? - . - .
N e Fullpflcecooccocc'oooococcoloc'coo-!ocoooooooooco!oooooco'ooooccco"ooQNUmber — R
— - 339 -
b. Rednpedpiiceo7:cccoo'oooccooo‘c'ooo‘crtootoocccoo"ooooc'!ococ"ocooccooccocNUmer 7T
c.’Free'....nn......n...nn...n}.n......n...:n,n.nn...nn...n.Number
dg Total iunéhes..n.n.......n.-..n...........on,...nn.in.n..nn..Nunibér
NOTES: h .
.3

Q ' _ . ~ /\,f




SMP -3 -
URITED STATES DEPARTHENT'OF AGRICULTURE !
Foed and anhlzm Service ' *

Statisticol Ropomnq Service

. - 0. M. B, Number 40-57409% - o e
: / Approval Expires 6-30-7$

1975 SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM

~ Student Questionnaire —

(Afternoon Session)

, 0 1, 2 . 3 4 . Morethand " -
\ . . , :
b. Most of the time, how many.cattons or glasses of-milk do you drink oway from ul‘ool? .-
2 .0 1 2 3. 4 “Mote than 4
: 7. Now we'd like to know how much milk\you drank YESTERDAY? S B

(Circle how- many cattons or glasses o wilk you drank.)
a. Yesterday, how many cortons or glasses of milk did-you drink ot schoal?

0 1 2 3 4 More than 4

N,

Nome: Dote:
— - J
Grode: . Nome of School: . = hi’4
_..__..__...._....--......--..__.._..__..____..........._..-.,_k..i’_....
1. Ate youa.....(Chéck one) [} Boy 1 Ginl R \
N ,
2. Were you in school ot ony time yesterday? (Check one) {7} Yes
' < {INo . -
: 3. Dxd you have lunch at. scl\ool today?"(Check one) S -
. < [dYes - Complelc itemd. . ’ [C.1No — Complete item’S,
1f YES, which of the !ollowlng kinds o! . {5. If'NO, pléas:e check bélow where you ,
lunch did you have ot school.today? -~ had lunch.
{Check as.many as you had.)
\ . {}1didn’t eat lunch today .
v [:"‘Complete school luich . ° [ Home
- : {- 3 Bought-individual food items - ([} A-restaurant, lunch*coumer, .
(a 1a carte) or carry~out -
{7) Carried lunch from home {"}Some other place '
-CONTINUE WITH ITEM 6,4 ) -
6. Now we'd like to know how much milk you drink MOST OF THE TIME on school days.
( Circle how many cartons or glasses of mllk you drink.) .
- . o Most of the time, how . many cattons or glasses of miik Jo you dtink ot schocl’ o e

b. Yesterdoy, how many cartons or glasses of milk did you.drink o\‘n'oy from school?

& PR J
' 0 1. 2 3 \‘4 _ More than 4 -

L. 8. When do you thirk are the best times to have milk at school?
. ( Check as many as you think.) i R
‘a m First thing in the moming -

3 [:: de-moming ’ -
] Luncht_me . "
C] Mid-afternoon

o End of school day

- 3 Don't care

4

9. Do you get milk at your school at the times you would like 1t?
{ves ,C:,‘ No . [ Don't care when milk is served.
P

~—

! .
10. Do ‘you ever bring ntilk from home to school? "

. & ‘ No
Q Edes t 122 :

==\ 13 -
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-

SHP_4 . , - -
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE .
- * Food.ond N:"‘rl'lm Service h .-

- e o
P Statisticel Reporting Seevice ;/ - N

0. M.'B. Number 4057409 ‘ o

0410 RERNEE NS
G e

A”“”.'E‘!"'_" 6=30:75 -~ ’ i : - o IO AMONA S
ENUMERATOR: e 1975 SPECIAL MWILK\ PROGRAM _SURVEY PO

(Check-p ma fis -] - . :
) ) (nc{loot ﬂ"@fr ¢ O _ ~ Milk Waste Tally Sheet ~

D - S!P onfy. i 7 . 7 ’ - ,

- {:l - ..u/p/‘“ uvsw' ! ! Nﬂm Q‘—,c o'; - - ] e D = = 1
)~ NSLP withowt SMP. Cos - : S : :
. : - ) ) Date: \ s Length of \ . .
. , ; ) ”Luqch Perig 12eee Min. |

e

33

SR ; — N \ f ,
’ - . . . v \ ", .
’ ’ ' — T

e item

: 'i'lalf-’pi;\is Other. | Half-pints. f’ Oﬂsor l;lo'lf-ptnt‘:i Other i}!&ff-pints

- %

2 1 Number of cartons: - R

SR
. NEK QIR
<. - - N . R ) Py TR Aeiue
: s. COMPLETELY: consumed. . i ; . } - RN
. . . 1 - T .. - - ”“i’%”}.’:’ﬁv"';}- ¥ “:_; ,
: : o ' - SR TR
-b. PARTIALLY consumed.... I i : . : e
’ = N : - ) I RO 1. ol e
N BRI T R
- SRS e T s

a
C.Q"UNOP-ENEDJ. (AR XX N N NN RY N
_'d. Totol (8 b4 C)euereeenn.] V |
2, Quantity of milk:REMAINING _ -

in pattially cofigimed
COrtons vocvee.sse. . {Ounces)

3. Tipe,countb;un...,...'..... : : : i 7 — .

-4, Timecom'eﬂded ececrsescose - -

7

09-584/915-1920 661 T IDLIIO OKLIANI, LATHWIACO *§°0e

| L 145

‘ Q"juonm: — i —— ) . <7 ,, .
ERIC.44 - et
:: '"“‘""“"'""‘ . . ~ , . ~ A ' _ , '

-+

_6€




