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" The health and nutritibon of the nation's children has long

been an issue of public concern. This 1s reflected in the growth

of federal expenditures for child nugrit m programs, especlally v

since ‘the late 1960s. As the decade of tfle 1980s begins, however, e

‘these programs are receiving 1inereased '%ublic scrutiny. The - = *

. Congress; may wish to consider ways of reducing federal child .
nutritioh expenditures, or of shifting resources among programs 80
as to maximize the: effectiveness .of the federal effort.

This report was prepared at the request of the Senate and
House Commjttees on the Budget. The report reviews the various
federal child nutrition programs and addresses the complex ques- '

tions related to their nutritional effectiveness. Altérnative

. proposals to address the nutritional needs of children are atso

.-

discussed _ o - - ‘o

~

The paper was prepared by G. William Hoagland under the
supervigion of David S. Mundel, Asgistant Director of the Human
" Resources and Community Deve10pment Division of the Congressional
 Budget Office.. T. Scott Thompson and Lynn Paquette provided
essential technical and computer assistance. A number of persons .
provided invaluable advice, including George Braley, «Thomas
“Buchberger, Eugene Conti, David DeFeranti, Frank G. Gatchell, Jean
Yavis Jones, Deborah Kalcevic, Richard Liberman, Betty Peterkin, .
and Robert Reischauer. o = <
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"Public and privéte experddityres for child gutrition programs
have grown from about $2.4 'billion ten years ago’to $8.1 billion

‘. 1in fiscal year 1980. .Federal expenditures for these programs have

growm-fr021$750 million to :over $4.7 billion in the same period.
- The feder

P;chil& nutrition programs in 1969, and nearly 50 percept 1in 1980.
. If current: pochies are continued federal child nutrftion support

5 uil\‘reach about $7.1 billiqn in fiscal year 1985. -

] f " .
° . . . Pl -

"

CURRENT FEDERAL PROGRANS ' .™.

.
+

-

nutrition’ programs.’ The largest of ‘them {8 the national school
lungh program’ (NSLP), -which reaches over 27 #©illién children on an
" average school day--60 percent of all children enrolled in elemen-—
tary ,and secondary schools. About $3.1 billion or .65 percent of

all federal, child nutrition expenditufes will support the NSLP ‘in

»

fiscal year‘1980 I N ) -

Although the NSLP is the largest federal program, it is not
‘the wost rapidly growing one. Today thgre are nine other major
child nutrition programs ‘that either proviae d directly tp

',.families with children or subsidize meals, food sWvice equipment,

and nutrition edycation programs. These programs (in _general
order of cost): ar& the wapecial supplemental food program for
‘women, infants, .and children (WIC), the scheol breakfast program,
. the child-care. food program,” the special milk" program, the summer
" food service program, a program covering state administrative

expenses for child nutrition activities, an equipment assistance -

program, the _commodity ‘supplemental "food program, - and the
~nutrition education and training program. These non-NSLP programs
, are funded almost entirely by federal funds and are likely to

outlay represented 25 percent of total expenditures on

Shifting federal policies have resulted in an array of child -

-

receive increased outlays in the’ 1980s (see Summary Figure). R

A

i g

A

1. Thleederaligovernnent also affects the nutritional and health

“status of children indirectly through various public assig=
‘tance programs (including the fiood. stamp program), through.

—-—
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o .Sumt\na:y Figure.

~ Growth in Expenditures for Chi

o

, .
Y )

(¢ Nutrition Programs, Fiscai Years 19671980
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9 . .
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SQURCE: Congresstonal Budget Office; 100 Appondix Table 1.
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The ten ccategoil'icalh .chil_d nutrition programs are administra-

tively complex. ° The decade of the 1970s saw:a major shift in
funding the majority of the programs-~away from the traditional
statutorily defined reimbursement
formula for various types of Bervices provided within 4 state.

‘grant-in-aid ' concept to a

Today the programs serve different categories of children,

different types of benefits,

1. (Continued)

provide

and are administered locally- by a
wide variety of civie, health, “and school - organizations (s
Summary -Table 1). While ‘not specifically defined as entitlement

.

E

LY

~ federal grants for social sefviced_ and ¢hild health and
.- Welfare services coveting child day- care, Head Sta.rt:,' and
ough nuf:ritiopa_l research, =

and - thr

-

- mohitori

ng

and regulation. .

foster 'cxe'._ activities;
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SUMMARY TABLE 1. - CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS, PARTICIPANTS, AND FEDERAL COSTS IN FISCAL YEAR

\ ~

R 1

QE

o,

1979
L s ‘ :
Number of .Average ' -~
\ ’ : _Partici~ Subsidy per Costs
L — . Type of pants (in Participant (in millions
' Program Targeted Population Benefit  millions) (in cents) of dollars)
National ( School-age children (under Cagh subsidies 27.3 62 per meal 2,693.5
School. * . 21 years of age) enrolled and commodi-~ \ ' ,
Lunch in schools or residential ties a :
» child-care institutions
. : '
~ School . School-age children (under Cash gubsidies 3.4 40 (per meal ~ 215.0
Breakfast 2] years of age) enrolled and commodi- B
"~ 1in- schools or residential ties ' .
- child-care institutions
Child Care Children undglf’19 years of Cash subsidies, 0.7 42 per meal 151.0
Food . ° . age 1n nonresidential commoditiez; : .. b LT
. child-care organizations and eqyipment ' .
o assistance '
Summer Food "Chlldreﬁ‘pndef 19 from Cash subsidies - ..2.9 92 per meal - 145.5.
.8ervice + areas of poor economic and commodi~ : .
condditions for months ties . - .
‘May through September . "t '
. Spatial Children*under 21 years  Milk subsidies, 8.0 8 per half - 142.0 .
Milk of age in schools, resi- " pint '
dential child-care insti- RN ' .
tutions, and Summer camps ., '
&

(Continued)




SUMMARY TABLE 1. (Continued)

(4

. v

]

-

'Y ‘Number of ‘Average "
, . r 4 . Partici~  Subsidy per % Costs
) . [ . _ Type of - pants, (in Participant (in.millions
Program “ Targeted Population Benefit ‘millions) (in cents) of dollars)
) . - . » . .
Special Low-income pregnart, post-~ Food vouchers 1.5 27 per meal 550.0
v Supplemen-  partum, and breastfeeding and commodi- '
tal Food women, and their infants® ties . \
grogram for and childten up to age 5 ‘ -
omen, In- .
fants and ' .
Children (WIC) A
Commodity  Low-income infants, child- - Commodities . 0.1 19 -per meal »19.5 .
Supplemen- ren, and women certified i .
tal Food vulnerable to malnutyition y
 Nonfood - Schools and residential ° Cash grants 2.9 - ) 24,0
Assistance, child-care institutions .. . .
(Equipment) ' )
Nutrition, Children in schools and Cash grants - 50 per child 27,9
Education / child-care institutibns -, , per .year
and-Train=- ' C | : T
ing .. N '
" : ) " ‘
State State administrativ Cash grants - — . 32.0
Adminis- employees S : ' “ ‘
trative ' | : , L . A \
- Expanse : ‘ »

T

\> Lo 175
X
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programs, they are widely regarded as such, and are administered =
and funded as 1f they were entitlements. ¢

JFARM POLICIES AND NUTR%FION PROGRAMS _ R
The fediral chil§ nutrition ' programs were once closely
- related to federal farm policies, helping" to provide outlets for
surplus agricultural commoditles. THe progyams' administrative
dnd financing systems still reflect. these early objectives. Over
- the last decade, however, the programs have changed so that they
provide less direct support for the agricultural sector. Today,
schQols. and other outlets are’ assured .a prescribed level of
assistance, in commodities or in cash, and can make plans on the
“basis of th¢se guarantees. Commodity, assistance, 'therefore, may
merely substityte for what would otherwise have been purchased by
these organizathons. .
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oy ) Child nutrﬂtion' food expenditures probably «have a minor

impact on gross farm income. In 1978, they may have' tramslated
into an additional $1.9 billion, of about 1.5 percent,-of total
gross farm income. A few#specifi commodities, such as canned
peaches and turkeys, however, may receivel’sqqﬁtantial market
support from the programs' commodity purchases. '
Today the major' goal of the federal child nutrition programs
is. to improve the health and well-being of the mation's children.
Federal subsidies are provided to all income groups, the\objective
 being to increase'program participation and thereby improve nutri-
tional stafus. Larger subsidies are generally provided to lower-
indpte groups thus offering Both a direct form of nutritional
support and indirect general income support. '

.
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EFFECTS OF THE CHILD NUTRITION PROGRANS . e ‘
- T . _ .
Hunger and aevere malnutrition are not wideapread public
health problems in the United States today. Some children, to be
sure, 'have 1inadequate: diets and suffer related health problems.
‘Some diseases of adults=~for example, heart disease, stroke and
hypertension, diabetes, arteriosclerosis, and cirrhosis of the °
liver--may result from poor nutritional problems during child- -
hood. The federal ‘expenditures on children's nutrition programs
‘are sometimes described ‘as long~term investments in public health. *
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It s difficult, however, to say what effect the child nutri-

- tion programs may have on the general level’ of health. Few

'+ studies have been conducted on a national basis to measure their
Existing evidence siggests

impact, d@specially over the long term.
, the following. B _ .

]
' ”

o Iron-deficiency anemia dppears to be the .

rimary child".

nutrition problem' today,

and special

" ow ‘ L

suppl mental food

“impagt on this probtem than do the indtitutionalized feed-
ing programs, -

-

-

Children %ho panticipate in the school lunch program do not
. have lower rates of iron-deficiency anemia than children
PR who do not participate in any federal feeding- program,
Children who participate in only.a school. breakfast or milk
program show a positive and slightly significant increase
in the adequacy of thetf’diets' -

'o In general the nutritional statué of children who partid!- |
ate only 1in the NSLP ddes not appear to be better than

{hat of the: nonparticipating children, but lower-income
children receive slightly more nutritional intake ‘than
" "higher-incomé children from the program; and .

-

.

The nutritional’ impact of participating in more than .one
program appears mixed. - High-income multiple-program parti-
. cipants have no better diets than, high-income  single-

progran .participants; but for low-dncome children,” the
. combination of a breakfast and a lunth program appears to
- provide more nutritional benefit..

. .
The school feeding programs appear to be significantly more

. effective in improving, the nutrition of low-incame children than =
- few

qirect mpney payments. tQ their families, except in
instances. , Based on limiged- data, -the school breakfast program
-apbears to be the least‘costly and the most’beneficial, regardless
of the income of the participant. Becausd it has a relatively low
federal subsfdy ar;de

cost~ef£ectiveness is hdgh. . - . . . N

. . - ‘o
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fonlcy.ALTERNATivEs

Y

\ Two kinde of reforms are possible "In" the child nutrition
prdgrams--broad, comprehensive changes and incremental changes in

. N

, xviid

w

programs such as the WIC program -appear . to have greater_

a markedly greater nuttitional benefit, its.

-
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" particular programs. Because comprehensive reform& reqqire ‘the”
resolution of latge policy ‘idsues, program-by-program incremental
refoyms ma% be the major form of change in the 1980s. Incremental ,
pyefram changes can be made in wgys that are not inconsistent with
'a goal of unified child nutr¥eion policymaking, but to do s0
requires careful planning.

. . . \\ - N ‘\
- Comprehensive Reform stratgq%es' \\\ )

‘Comprehensive reform propbsals include the: following:

o Measures to Correct *&rket Imperfections. These measures
would seek t% lower the prices of foods by increasing
‘competition among producers and distributors. Federal
marketing - orders, import restrictions; ‘and regulations
governing the transbottation Jf specific commodities,
result in higher prices and lower consumption of key
nutrients. Specifically, 1f the prices of dairy products.

. were not maintained . artificially _.high levels ‘by

. marketing orders, low-income children wmight be. able to

consume more of these nutritionally impdortant products.

o Block Grants. Collapsing the mwmultitude of existing
programs into a block grant program that would allow states
and local administrators to implement specific intervention
programs has been proposed 1in S.° 605, the Food and
Nutrition Program Optional Consolidation and Reorganization

.Act. - If all states chose to consolidate, federal costs.

" would increase by about $500 million 1in 1983. The

potential nutritional impact of a block ngnt proposal on

children f% uncertain and depends prflmarily|on the ability
of the 1individual state to conduct meaningful assessments
of nutritional needs,
SR
o A Universal Free Lunch.. Tire. expansion. of the National )
. +#School Lunch Program to provide free meals to all children
has been proposed in the past. This_ would increase federal
‘costs by about $4.3 bilifon”? Because participation would
" dncredse largely among middle- and upper-income children,
~ the nutritional 1mpact would be small. : )

. )

o Program_OV ap. A proposal to reduce federal nutrition

v expenditures has ‘been introduced by Senator Helms in .‘S.
' él;go This plan would reduce the amount of food stamp
‘benefits a household could receive, based on the number of

\\. . \
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childre‘\ in  the household that also received federally SRS

. subsidized school lunches. - An estimated ‘6.8 million

children receive either free or reduced-price lunches and

~also reside in food stamp householﬂs.' This proposal would

reduce federal costs by nea?ly $630 million in fiscal year
1981. The proposal would also reduce overall nutritional
subsidies for the one 1income group that some - evidence »
suggests 1s most bepefited by these’ programs. , ' t

11mination of Ngn—-Needx Subsidies. A proposal that 'would

achieve large . budgetary §avings and not have potential

adverge effects on children's nutritional &tatus would be o
the elimidation of all federal subsidies to children from = ..
families with incomes apove 195 percent of poverty. In '
fiscal ‘year 1981 the federal government will provide an
annual - subsidy of approximately $65 for - high=income .
children participating ‘full-time in a lunch program. Since
little .evidence exists that lunch participation lmproves '
‘the diets of these children, the subsidy becomes a form ,of
dir ‘income transfer. Eliminating the federal i.ncome-
)transfer to nearly 16 million high-income thildren would
result ¥Mn federal savings of over $820 Eillion in fiscal
year’ 1981. = If institutions chdse to rop ~out of the -
programs given a drop in non-needy partictpation, t:')g
proposal could also affect needy ;children 1in \«those
institutions. The proposal might. also stigmatize
low-income children "if the program came to be viewed as
more of .a welfare program than a nGtritidn progtpm. As 1t
stands today, however, 1t might be g_onsidered a welfare .

program for non-needy children.. _ oL "
! ! . '. ' \ )
o Nutrient Fortifiéation. Speqific nutrients could be added

to . children's diets thr ug«h *targeted fortification - O

schenes. Vitamin )fort,ifiq tion -ceuld. provide for 100 .

percent of 4 child's recommended dietary lowance for less N h

than® $3.00° a ‘year in- ingredient costs. Fortification
might® however, raise the cost of the final product for all " o
© oorisumers; ‘unless, it was made mandat:ory,.x or the cost wasg.
absorbed by the ‘government, cheaper unfortified products “\\
might then be purchased by ~the = low-income groups =\ _
- fortification was designed to.assistyy C oo
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Incnemental Reform Options - . L ' i T
. Incremental reform optfons.are the type of legislative option.

most commonly discusged today. The optiona’ a&hd combinations of

-options are endless, but one major-alternative that would incredse

- the nutritional effectiveness of the total federal child nutrition

. budget wou}ﬂ‘ be to target nutrition subsidies on. 1ower-incqme‘
., groups and re g&llocate federal funds among the various programs.

This proposal stems from the general finding that subsidies to -

ﬂ'. ‘higher-income groups, while potentially increasing program parti-

* . °~. cipation, " show - 1ittHF evi&ence of . improving tﬁe children's nutri-_

. tional stdtus. _ _ o : .

- T
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e The Administration 8 recent budget proposal 1is an example of.
. the incremental program approach' '

A She ‘Administration's Rroposal. The Administration " has
o proposed that. the natioral average payment to the. school
_ _ “lunch pregram be reduced by 5 cents (from 18.9 to 13.9
VAN IR centgzd.for all "paying” students (chilfiren from families
_ ', « with™dncomes over 195 percent. of téE;ipoverty level).
’ Betweenr 720,000 agd 1.5 million chil would probably
cﬁoose"not to participate as. a result of the increased

. . student charge; total savings would b approximately $160
N : ’ miilion. This proposal would not versely affect the

e minimal. The reduction in federal subsidies might cause

. - ~ some schools to stop participating, and this%?ould deprive -

lower-income children of ‘ benefits. Cons quently, the

— o Administration has proposed to reinstate the 5-cent subsidy

should paid participation drop below 50 percent nationall .

- L The Administration has also proposed changing the eligibi1~
' .1ty standards for other subsidies. Under current law,,

0 S children from families with net -incomes bepr 125 percent’
_ of the poverty level ($10,056 for -a- family "of four 1w

- ‘fiscal Yyear 1981) qualify for free meals. Those from

' "apilies with:-pet incomes® between 125 and 195 peycent of
the poverty level (up to -$15,688 for a f#hily of four)
qualify for reduced-priced meals. \ The proposal would

families with net incomes at the povertﬁ,}evel net of a
standard dediction of $75 a month<-$8,945 or 112 percent of
"the poverty level. Similarly, the standard of eligibility

v, poverty net of a $75<a-month standard deduction-ahout
’ $15 000-.or 187 percent of the, poverty level.

w , | : ’ . Y xxf

- -+ nutritiongl status of ,the children, since benefjts. are

reducé the eligibility. for free .meals to ;hildren from' -

for reduced-price meals would be reduced -to 175. percent of .
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Savinga of approximately $200 million in fi a1 year 1981

could result from these. thanges 1in the income-eligibility
standards. OQverall, an estimated 500 000 ‘children would.-

- choose mnot to participate.

{‘v . . . ¥
o Cash-Out of Federal Commodities. Some evidence‘muggeata
that the costs of preparing school 'meads are reduced when

* « 8chools receive ‘cash payments instead of commodities.
Replacing commodities with ca payments could ' reduce
"federal - costs up td $300 million if the mandated minimum

Y commodity assistance per meal were reduced  in line _with the
lower cost_ of preparing a(meal. In general however, ‘this:

. proposgl would result in minor reductions in administrative
costs WYor federal - state, and local governments, and.
federal Mpraidies to varfous irncome- groups would not
change. . . o '_@. - SN,

- . e

: o,yodification of WIC. The Special Supplemental Food Program
for WOmen, Infants and Children appears to be nutritionally
effective’ Alternatives for expanding 1t have been
considered by the Congress. If it were to become an enti-
tlement program, participation eventually .could increase to
between 6 ‘and § million, raising fedéfal costs by nearly
$3.6 billion. Less ,expansionary options cquld - be

conbldered that -would merge the program with the '
‘Administration's 1981 proposal = to extend Medicaid

. =~ eligibility to all  children from families with ® income's

‘below..55 percent of the poverty level, also including a_'
state matching requirEment for WIC funda.

. o
s P .

'-}30 School Breakfast Expanaion. The achool breakfaat program »

appears to be a nutrftionally effective program. This 1ig .~
*in part becaude the grogram 1s targeted on very low income’ -
+  groups. Only about 30 percent of all .schools participate,
" - _however, and 235 percent *of the’ childreg, within thes
schools. Proposals to require all states that administer a’
“lunch “progitam to administer a breakfast program as well
'would cost approximately $500 millionﬂmore in fiscal 'year
1981. - v .

o Altering ‘the Speciai Milk Program (SMP!.' ‘The nut énts_

~ provided by-: milk,@re not génerally lack ng in childten's ..
“diets. The elimination of the SMP in‘'all.sthools that alsd
- participate in another federal program' previding .milk has -
" been proposdd aeveral‘timea. This could reduce the milk
~consumed ‘in achools by 12 percent°. moat children wouid

’ . ‘)’
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continue elther to’ ‘purchase ailk or to receive Idlk through
~one of the other federal programs. . Such a proposal could
reduce federal costs by about $100 million in fiscal year -
~ 1981. Since the program appears to be more ‘nytritionally
- cost-effective for the middle~ and higher~incope groups, an. .
, alternative to eliminating the program completely would be.

to eliminate the subsidy for lower-income groups. Most of
those children would receiva milk subsidies through the
other programs .- . R ; . '

—~

Nutrition Education. Less than 1 petcent of the funds o

spent on child nutrition programs can be identifYed as .-

~ targeted, specifically on child nutrition education. .The

' Admipistration!s 1981 budget would reduce this proportion.
' Simply expanding federal nutrition education funding,

however, may not lead to an improvement in the nutritional
status of children. Little evidence jexists one way or the
other as to the. effectiveness of nutrition ~education

) expenditures, ..

»
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| CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION-~THE.BUDGET AND NUTRJTION PROGRAMS

U - . o . . . . = . . s

- National expenditures for child nutrition programs HQVe grown

grown from $750 milliongto over $4.7 billioh during the same

ing: . thé'national achosl lunch program, the breakfast program,

'?'the spec¢ial milk pfogram, child care feeding programs, summer

feéding programs, special nutrition programs for vulnerablé groups
and children, and other programs.1

~
¥

‘,ﬂ Fiscal Year{1981 ﬁudget;ﬁsshes

. ¢ The major child nutrition budget issues 1in fiscal year 1981'>
", - will -be whether to .limit: .program growth and whether to  target

existing child nutrition programs on lower—income ehildren. »In
addition, the authoriyations for three child nutrition programs—+
the summer food service program,. a nutrition education and train-

the need to consider their reauthorization provides an opportunity
to review the programs as a whole ' - o o

v

'The Past as Prologue .

- . ' Th;\ﬁtags\:zs the 1981 debate was set during the fiscal year
) ,1980 bydget provess. Thé’Administrdtion-s fiscal year 1980 budget

_ proposal” called for- a $500 'millibn reduction in federal child .
...~ nutrition spénding. These savings were also assumed in ths first:

budget ' resolution, for ‘fiscal year 198Q, despite reser ations

v

-

'rlg <The federal food stamp progtam prdvides benefits indirectly to

_;children through increasing the food purchasingapower of low- R
income househplds with children. “The program, ‘therefore, 1s

, j*not considered directly in this paper. v

from $2.4 billion ten years ago to an estimated $8.1 billion’ in®
« fiscal year, 1980 ' The federal contribution to these programs.has .

ﬁériod. The programs. encompass a wide_array of activities includ-

v

- ing program, and a program providing federal funds for state child
.nutrition administrative expendes (SAE)—-expire at the end of
. fiscal year 1980. Whtle these three progtams account for 18ss

than 5 percent of the, total federal .child nutrition expenditures,




= '“fﬁ expressed by the relevant authorizing committees. " The 'Senate. -

N .. Agriculture Committee in {its. recommendations. to the Senate

Vo ~/C0mm1§tee on the Budget had asgumed $200 million in savings, while
e - the House Edycation and Labor Committee had assumed $50 million in

," savings in its vecommendations to thg House Committee on  the"
e Budget_.2 o - >, T R T

A - . ] :
.Following the passage of the first resolution, the Congress ,
adopted measures that .achieved a proximately $90 million .in .
" savings. Subsequently, the second ﬂgsolutionzfor fiscal year 1980
~ included assumed savings of $200 million, but the authorizing and -
- appropriating -committees did not adopt proposals that would.
- achieve the additipnal $110 million inssavings. : B

e

s . .Similar efforts to reduce spending-iﬁ'the fiscal year 1981 . .
- budget are curgently being débated. Both the Senate and the House
have recommended, in the first concurrent resolution _for ,fiscal
.year 1981, savings of. approximately $500 million 1in' these.
- programs.: . - S o - o 8
'/ .
; o TN 4
¢ - Throughout the recent child nutrition debates, questions have | .
been raised as to the purpose and effectiveness of the existing
programs. Who receives federal benefits, who pays for the bene- -

44fits, how much do recipients receive, and how do the child nutri&
ltion p%ograms_tnteraqt_with dther federally}ésgisted_prqg:amg?"

- Plan of the Paper

SR LI The purpose of this paper ‘1s to. answer these broader ques-

.~ tioms, Chapter II presents the historical development of the pro-
grams and focuses on the federdl policies affecting the nutrition,
and health  of children. Chapter III describes the major categor- o
fcal programs. ,Chapter IV discusses the  growth in costs; the - *

— - . . . . N ] . ) . 3

_ 2, In paglial response to the Administration's 1980 budget pro-
"+ .. - posal, Senate Resolution 90 was adopted on .June 20, 1979,
" © 7 ‘requesting the Secretary of Agriculture to make a study of the
programs administeéred under the National School Lunch Act and S
_ - the Child Nutrition Act of 1979. This study was directed to:
. © ' costs, incomes of fgmilies participating in the program, use
o of programs ' for nutritfon purposes, contribution of the
' ' ' program to the agriqultural_gconomy, 1ncome_verif1cation, and
"need for future,legislative_changés.'jThe final report will
. nmot be available until January 1982. g : : L )
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cbﬁplei;financing,bqhéme”of.the.currentiﬁrograms; gnd the sHifting

" burden of program costs among 'the federal, state, And - local

governments, and participants, over time. Chapter 'V reviews the
.impact of the programs on the  agricultural sector, and . also
analyzes the nutritional impact of the Various «child nutrition

- prqgrams; the chabter also includes an ahalysis of child nutrition

data from - the ‘first national Health and Nutrition Examinatiof
Survey.. The cost and potential nutritional impact of alternative
. policies 1is presented in Chapter VI.. - S

“,
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'CHAPTER II..”THE CHANGING FOCUS OF CHILD NUTRITION POLICY
v o« v, - - <

* b IS N

-,

e Federal programs and policies related t:o the nutr;ltional S N

' ' status of children have undergone major changes sincg the first - :
direct. feeding gctivities in ‘the 1930s. These changes can best bé - -
characterize% as' a swing. from general agricultural support goals,
to ‘the broad poljcy objective of providing the child the where- *

~ ‘withal. to acquire a basic diet, to an attempt tm'bugh education

o and regulation to " ‘modify that diet. ' <

L]

’ P e
‘This changing: child nutrition policy agend*a has paralleled
the development of the relatively ‘new sclenceé of nutritipn,’s and
accompanied' the recent focusing of national health policies on
preventftve—care. ffhroughout the twentieth century, major advances
have beén made 1in _the- discovery and understanding of essential :
vitamins and minerals: More recently, research.in cellular .and .
» molecular biology ‘has shown that the lack of certain essential
nutrients may affect the development of enzymes and other cellular -~ . ‘-
e components, resulting in severe debilitating diseases. A gap .
' between the theoretical and scientific knowledge of nutrition and . '
.its actual application appears to have developed. The federal
. child nutrition policy agenda seems to be moving slowly to narrow :
- that gap through nutrition education. and certain food safety
‘regulations. This changing focus could significantly alter
federal funding needs for future child nutritic‘fh pro%rams. ‘

' ‘\ . B ‘.
w - o L. . L . B - \9
. .

§TATE AND LOCAL EDUCATION pOLIéIEs

# School feeding ptograms' began in ‘the early '1900s 'with the
_ establishment of free, compylsory, and universal public school~
R ing. Social scientists argu\d that it was unrealistic, from the
- point of view of learning, to have a compulsory school law without
. also meeting the physical needs of the children- 80 that they could
adequate].y ‘receive 4nstructionel . v . _ -
) ' ’ . . .
1. ‘Robert - Hunter, Poverty: ‘Social. Consclence in the Progressive
W' ' Pra ‘(Harper apd . Row, . 1965); John Spargo, Bitter Gy of the

. Children (Times Books 1972; repr. of 1906 ed<); and Horace:r
—

.o - Mann, “Twelfth Annual Report of the Maseachusetts' Board of
o7, . Education,” in- Kenneth' Keniston, ed., -'All Qur ‘Children
S (Carnegie Cgrporation o® New York, 1977). | Y -
. : .
l/ . ‘ ,4; - (W




* AGRICULTURAL ‘SUPPORT POLICIES 2

[ . “

»

During the early 19099, s¢hool feeding programs were Bsup~

,‘ported by ' ph%lanthropic organizatfons, -school-oriented associa-

tions, local school districts, and private individualg., By 1937,

- 15, states had passed laws authorizigg local schools to operate
"lunch, programs.  In almost all these ‘st4tes, schools were -

authorized to serve meals at cost, while in four states free or

- .reduced-cost ‘lunches were served to "needy children."?2

.

‘'
~”

Early and continual federal involvement in the school feeding
programs resulted from the. combihation of two factors: (1) the

fiscal . burden on local governments caused by .the growth of the .

\

In respod?h to the depression, the Roosevelt Administration
established the Federal Surplus Relief Corporation “(FSRC) in
October 193A. The major purpose of the FSRC was.

e o o to purchase, store, handle, and process surplus

. agricultural and other commodities, and ‘products there-

%, of; and to dispose of the same so as to relieve the
hardship and suffering:caused by unemploymente¢ =~ '

In 1935 FSRC became the Federal Surplus Commodities Corpora-
tion (FS&C), and a major amendment to the Agricultural Act of 1935
(Section 32) appropgiated monies each ‘fiscal year to ‘the Secretary
of Agriculture in an amount equivalent to 30 percent of the, "gross
receipts ‘from dyties " collected under the customs laws." This’
permanent .appropriation was to remain in a separate fund, and to

- this day continues to be a major federal funding source for domes—

‘tic feeding programs (see Chapter Iv). " '*V'

' Surplus agricultural commodities purchased using this. fund
were, and  still are, donated to needy families and ' child nutrition
programs. The disposition of surplus commodities to schools led

_ to the spread”of gchool lunch programs nationwide. In 1937, 3,839

schools received commodities for lungh programs serving 342 000
children-daily; five years later in 1942, 78,840 schools serving
ngarly 5.3 million children received commodities.

"2l Gordon W. Gun erson, The National ‘School Lunch’Program, Back-
*  ground and Development, U.S, Department of Agriculture,; Food °

A}

“and Nutritdon Service (1971).

T programs, and (2) the great depression of the 1930s that resulted = -
in crop surpluses and depressed farm prices and incomes. .

-
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INCOME ASSISTANCE POLICIES

‘s The federal‘govarnment 8 involvement in child feeding activi;

~ ties 1implicitly shifted towdrd general income assistdnce during®
- World War TI. Belween 1§42 and 194%, surplus commodities avail-

able for donation to schools dropped sharply. In order to offset
the decline in federal commodity asbistance, the Congress appro-

priated $50° million in direct cash subsjdies to. school lurich

sponsors from the Section 32 fund in 1943, Fand nadé similar
aPPrOPriationa .in the following twd years. S ~ .

The “Uncertainty of continued federal support (either through

' conmodities or annual appropriations) together with high start-up

costs at the local level ‘slowed, the expansiﬂ%lof school feeding
programs. As‘ a consequernce, the National School Lunch Act was

‘enacted [in 1946, authorizing permanent grants-in-aid to states and

placing responsibility for expansion on the educational agency in
each state.

THe National School Lunch Act’ establidhed three .basic operat-
ing* standards for states receiving federal cash and commodity
asgistance: _ . . . . ¢

. (1) School lunch programs would be operated on a nonprofit
basis; _
. ' ) ) '
«(2) Free or reduced-price lunches would be provided needy
'children, and . _ :
<4 N ’ . e b
¢ (3) Lunches would meet specified federal standards.

!

Funds appropriated under the-act were'apportioned among the

A statgs on the basis of the number, of school children between 5 and

18 years of age in each state and according to each state's. per

" capita income. For fiscal years 1947 through 1950; federal funds

were to be matched dollar for dollar from state and ' local funds.
Over time the state matching rate has increased entil today each ..
federal dollar spent must be matched by three dollars from state
and local gources.3 L T

. 3. Today tha match only applies to peneral cash assistarce fund-

ing ‘(Section 4). 'See Chapter 1V, page . 52. States are
waquired to provide at least 10 percent -of the total matched
. funds provided from state revegues. The greater part of the:

matching monies is provided by" childreq,s payments .and local o

. rasources.

“, e \,.' . .. \ .
N e
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Some low~income areas had difficulty in expanding their feed~-

" ing programs, because they lacked facilities and sﬂace for meal

preparation. This led to the development of a gpecial commo¥ity

--assigtance program, for needy schools, and an equipment assistance

program (both programs are operational’ today)

)‘The apportionment prouisions were eventually disgarded and
replaced‘in 1972 *with, a ,performance funding system. This gﬁg"—' o
e .

. legislatibn guaranteed a minimum general federal subsidy on

f’

basis of the number of lunches served in a state regargless of the
income status of the participants. Legiglation enacted in 1973
extended the performance funding concept to provide .higher federal
subsidies’ to lunches served to needy” children=--explicitly recog- v
nizing the higher level of nutritignal deficiency in lower-income
groups, and therefore also' attempting .to encourage: participation

by these groups. . o

.HF,ALTH AND NUTRITI()N POLICIES - o -

, During the late 1960s federal policy began to focus on the
problems af hunger and malnutrition. .

Child Nutrition Act ,of 1966 The Child Nutrition Act of 1966
greatly enlarged the scope of féderal child nutrition programs.
It authorized programs to provide nutritional services to children
regardless of whe* they were in an educational institution.
expanded the poterally eligible population to incltide. chil
of all ages at all times of the year. ° The school -breakfast
program was developed to serve children before the normal school

* day began., The special milk program 8 expanded to serve chi

dren who were not participating in other ‘federally subsidized
programs., Federal reimbursement on a. performance funding basis
was also established for qpese programs. :

. ‘ : .
Other grouszalso benefited.— A special feeding program for

‘infantd, children, and pregnant women was established to provide

high-prétein nutritional supplements. A child-care food program
was developed to subsidize meals .served pgeschool ‘children and

4. The term malnutrition used throughout this paper refers to a
- condition chdracterized by an intake of one or more nutrients
at insufficient levels such that the individual 1is placed in
high risk of developing specific clinical,signs of deficiency

or abnormal physical development. Severe malnutrition usually

réfers to a clinical syndrome arising from long-term protein &
calorie malnutrition--~kwashiorkor. P '
. ' ' \l . ¢
¢ . ' "
N\
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- after-school .childrven who participated in 'organized day~ca£e
W '+, programs.” A .summer: food program was created to subsidize meals
- *  perved children during nonschool months who participated in suimer
or school ‘vacation programs, providing food service similar to .
: that made; available to childyen during the regular school year.

~ Food Quality and Safety. Recently the focus of policy hass

v - shifted from combating overt malnutrition to identifying marginal
"'Ihutritive\-intake that may foster a low level of vitdlity and
- health, and tha ' may eventually result in subclinical nutritional
. +deficiency symptoms. The ma jor nutrition question in the United
States today 1is no longer whether there is enough food available

for everyone but whether the quality of food consumed is adequate. -

.

Oversight hearings in Congress -have eugé&eted that six of the

ten leading causes of death in the United States could be connect-

"ed to diet: heart disease, cancer, stroke and hypertension,

diabetes, ‘and arteriosclerosis. While a number of these degenera-~

. _tive dipeases are not common in children; 1t 1s believed that

B " dietary habits formed. during the developing® years may continue

' 1ifelgng\and influence  the severity of thoste dYsetises 1in later
~l1fe. - : A :

-, ‘Federal child nutrition programs, therefore, have become
.intertwined with food information and food quality issues affect-
ing all segments of the population. Amendments in 1977 ‘to e
Child Nutrition Act established a grants-in-aid program to assist

¢ -states /Tn the creation of nutrition education programs. Amend-.
T ments 1in 1978 also required states .to provide nbtrition education

to low-income, pregnant women thfougqffunds appropriated under the
' 'specialfsupplemental feeding programs é}

More recently, sengitive programmatic and politicalg issues

have arisen over Administration policles to regulate the Bale of

certain ‘competitive" foods in schools participating in the ‘'school

o7 : ]
P : .

: . : . \
5 'See for example: Joaquin CraJiqta and Elsd R. DaLicardie,
"The Effects of Malnutrition on the Individual,” in A. Berg,
N. S. Scrimshaw, and D.'L. Call, ed., Nutrition, National
Development, and Planning (M.I.T. Press, 1973) and "Value and

i . _Safety of Diet Modification’ to Control Hyperlipidermia 1in
S Childhood and- Adojescence,” in American. Heart Association
‘ Committee Report; Pallas, Texas (July 1978).
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g 1hnch-program.6 The Congress in 1977 granted the Secretary
.+ Agriculture the authority to regulate the sale of certain “nonnu- :
- tritious” foods during school hours on the basis that such faods - Yy
contributed to 'increaged plate waste, low participation inqghe - ‘
-school dunch program, and an increase in the consumption of nonnyr
~ tritious foods in schools 7 e
‘//'0 The Federa{_Trade Comfission and the Food and Prug Administra- .
tion have. also recently increased their involvemdnt in nutrition o
1ssues affecting children. These agencies incréasingly are in- S
" volved in regulations governing advertising of food products aimed

i , ~ at’children and 1ssues related to nutrition labeling and food
fortification. . ‘
AR . \ ) ’ . v ’ ) . L . ‘ i

6. Competitive foods are defined as’any foods ‘that are sold in
competition with the standard frequired lunch (Type A) served
" in schools. In 1970, .Section 10 of the Child Nutrition Act. of
« 1966 was amended to give the Secretary of . Agricultuge the
N authority to prescribe regulations relating to food serv ce in
' competition with programs authorized under the National School .
Lunch' Act and Child Nutrition Act. This provision was amended °
again 1in 1972, preventing ‘such action 1if the sale of ' such '
foods would - tnure to the benefit of the schools or student
v . organizations in the school.. . See: Federal "Register, .
C s Department- of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service. (July B
. . 1979). . _ .

7. A proposal implementing this authority in April 1978 would
have - banned the sale of soda water, frozen desserts, candy,'
‘and chewing gum. The proposal was withdgawn under heavy pub+
lic commént. A new proposal promulgated in July 1979 placed
"emphasis on restricting the sale of foods of “minimal nutri-..
tional value.” ‘

' Further, a Department of Agriculture (USDA) proposal to ban
the use of formulated grain-fruit products in school breakfast
programs because of their alleged high sugar and fat content
and " the belief that they promoted poor eating habits, was

.. overturned in fiscal year 1979 by/ agriculture appropriation :
laws. This proposal*@%ill be congidered again for the school-- ",
year beginning in the fall of cal&ndar year 1980.

R R L T B | . ot . .
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CHAPTER III. CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS © . / . Q G
| .

. . / : .
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Ihé federal child-nutfition.p;ograms'haV¢ been “described as

'v'fragmented, overlapping, and administratively complex. There are*

.

at legst 37 different federal reimbursement ‘schemes within ten
major programs, and at least five major. Congressional committees. -
directly influence legislation and program operations. Federal :

benefits vary within programs *depending on -the :particular. type of S

food service provided, :the income - of the participant, the
characteristics ‘of the -sponsoring organization, and other
. factors. = Some benefits are fully financed by the federal
government; others °"require that additional .charges: be levied:

' against participants or that additional state and local resources -

be made available:. Some programs receive advance funding, some’
are traditionalf grants-in-aid, -and most are. performance funded,
that is, they receive funds on the basis of the number of meals

(%

served and a statutorily defined reimbursement rate.

s This chapter describeé the ten majer child nutrition ‘pro-

gramsy all of them administered by the U.S. 'Departglent of Agricul-
ture's Fooq.and Nutrition Service.l Their mai characteristics

l. In addition to the food delivery programs described 1in- this
chapter, the federal government also supports child nutrition
activitiep indirectly through ¢ number of other programs. One
group of supportive services includes the federal food stamp
.program, federal grants to states for social and child welfare
services onvering child day-care services, Head Start pro-
grams; foster care ‘actjvities, and child residential care),
and federal funding for maternal and child health-care pro-
grams, family planning, preventive health-care services, and

the children's early periodic, screening, diagnosis, and ~

treatment (EPSDT) program. N .
Another category of federal programs covers the broad area of -
re%monitoring,‘ and regulation. The National Institute

‘of Child Heglth and Human Development, funds' research® on

mothers and children; a newly established "Human Nutrition

Research Institute, in the Science and Education inigstra-

tion of the USDA, Will focus on human nutritional requirements -
. and the nutritive value of food; and the Center for Disease

« . L ‘ S : (Continued)
_ R o ’ ', ' . i . ‘
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-~ are summarized in Tgble 1, terms of authorization period, the .

. - .basis ?bﬁxapgropriation, average ‘federal subsidy, whether or not

‘ , the benefits are income-tested, the method of indexini_benefits,
e the targeted population, and the basic delivery system. '

) - t

. NATIONAL SCHOOL.LUNCH PROGRAM sy ot

"The NSLP, the oldest ar largest child nutrition program, is
permanently* authorized. by. the“National.School Lunch Act of 1946.
In fiscal year 1980, ‘an estimated $6.4 billion will be spent
natio wide in the NSLP representing approximately 80 percent of

¢« 811 cf1ld nutrition expenditures. Federal expenditures for 'the
NSLP wi11 reach about $3.1 billion, or nearly half of the total
expenditures for the -program in fiscal ,year 1980 3

D) ) ) Y : :
1. (Continued) . s i
Control has developed a program of nutrition surveil ance
- desfgned to analyze the nutritional status of childreti through
«the collection of  data from state and local health depart-
t  ments, Head Star5¢programs, the women, infants, and children

¥ - (WIC) program, and other health-care situations’, ' S

. 2. ‘The basis of hppropriation refers to whether the program is a
* grants—in-aid subject to appropriations or whether the pro=-
) grams are considered entitlements. According to a USDA/OMB
. study, while no specific definition of "entitlement program”
. has - been developed for the child nutritiOn programs, they are
' managed as 1f they were entitlement programs and are widely
: . regarded as entitlement programs within the executive and
. ’ legislative branches. TUntil 1972, child nutrition programs
were authorized and administered as categorical formula -@nd
project grant programs. However, under legislation en ted
between 1972 and 1975, the major: child nutrition prograns (have
. been "performance funded.” Performance funding means that|the
basis for federal'’ program asshgtance is state performance ¢f a
statutorily defined "reimbursable event." In addition, /the
federal assistance is calculated on the basis of a statutory
4 . ' reimbursement fqrmula, and not on a basM» ‘that 1s discre-~
" tionary within USDA. See: Financial Management in the Food
-and Nutritibn Service, USDA/OMB (September 1976).

4

e
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3. The federal food stamp program proVides assistance to low-in~
come families with children, although it 1s not targeted
R .'specifically on childreg. , Based on data .analyzed from the -
N . ] : : © (Continued) .
- ] 4
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' TABLE 1. ' OVERVIEW

OF TEN cumstNT FEDERAL CHILD NEJTRITI'ON PROGRAMS, FISCAL YEAR 1979

* _ - g

Appropriatfons.
| (williong of dollars),’ .
Start " zation Appropriation Basis, . . Average 1979 Targeted
Date Period and Indexation Federal Bubsidy

N
N 1 . .
. . - .
R ) . - . . . . . - “

Item and Authori- MeanszTést and

Population

. . Benesst o o
. Delivery dystem - -

"National -Perma- $1,781.,8 . Regular:. No. . Schogl-age childten
School neat Entitlement! Formula Free or reduced: (defined as.under 21
"Lunch " subsidy pen—Luﬂeh _ Yes. years of age) enroll-
Program served. * 62 cents per ed in school or
1946 : ~ Semlannual; January and meal. . residential. chil
Julyg CPI for food.away - care institutions
from home.ﬁ - )
N T . i .
, ' * )
' S
~ N .
A}
& A.
. ‘ . ( v
B T R i e IR
School Perma~- $215.0 ' " %ﬁgular. "No.. . School-age children
;Break-‘ nent Entitlement: Formula " Free or reduced (defined as under
fant © v Bubsidy per breakfaat * Yes. 21 yaears of age)’
1968 . .- ' served. 40 cents per “in reoid&itial
2 ~Semlannual, January and meal. " schools ok child-
July; CPL for food away . care ingtitutions
o0 from home. *., o e drawing attendance
. oo ' from -areas of poor
¢ o ¢ I © economic conditions,
, . areas requiring
- :
- . .

Cash and/or commodities
distributed to:
preprimary, primary,

and secondary schools; .-
child-carevinatitutions

- including homes- for

mentally retarded,
efotionally diaturbed,
physically handicapped
pergsons and unmarried
mothers; halfway
houses; orphanages; .
#helters for apused

- children; longrterm .
. healthwcare facilities; -

and juvenile detention -
centers.

- o en - an wm w wm -

.(Same as national
" " school lunch program.)

g . L
/ . k




_ Means Test and

Average 1979

. Federal Subsidy

Targéted:
Population

.~ ‘Benefit
Delivery System

»

CTABLE .1, (Conttnued) .
14 . - : T
o . .~ Appropriations
-Ttem and Authori- (millioms of dollars),
. Start -zation: Appropriation Basis,
 Date’ . Period- "/7and Indexation
.- . v ’ 4
1 e )
. '-\ 13

Child ~ Perma~  $146.0 ,

Care ‘nent Entitlement: ,Formula

.Food -~ " v+ subsidy per breakfast,

" Program lunch, .and euppleMbnt

1968 - served.

. - Semiannual; January and
July; CPI for food away
from home.

) £ . N
* Y .u
K \ ’
1N ) t
‘Summer - Bxpires . $148.50
- Pood - 1980 Entitlement: Formula

Service, . . subsidy per bredkfast,

Program , . -lunch, and supplement

1968 2 ¢ aorved~

~atudents to.travel'

long distances, or
eas with a large

" proportion of work-

Regular: No.
Free or reduced:
Yes.

'42'cente_per

meéal.

;Residential

summer camp
participants:
Yesa.

All other

ing motherss

Children under 19
years of age in non-
resident1al gervice
organizations provid-
ing child care.

Y

‘Children under 19

years of age par- .
ticipating in food

" service prqgrams,

designed to serve

<

Cash and/or commodities

distributed to public

or private nonresiden~
tial child-care organi-

zations 1nc1ud1ng.
child day-care centers,

, settlement houses, rec—

reational centers,

' Head Start centers,
centers for the physi~ .

cdl1ly handicapped,
fﬂh;ly or group day-

. care homes, and facili-

ties providing carq for

"children outside nor=
.. / mal school houre.

. * h
A--"J-ﬂmdvﬂlwn‘----&—"-ﬂ--h-u‘u.ub--l.l“.h-

-.«on--—-—-—-—

Cash and/or commodities
distributed to nonresi-
dential public or pri~

_vate nonprofit institu~ -

tions or residentidl

r(Continued) 
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TABLE 1. (Continued) . 1 1
' " : N . A, .
o _ " Appropriations . C R L
‘Item and Authori- ~ (millions of dollars),  Means Test and . - A
Start . zation ‘Appropriation Basis, Average 1979 Targeted © - Benefit
Date Period " and Indexation " Federal Subsidy . Population Belivery System
* K Annual; January; CPI for service insti- children from areas public o private non-
’ food away.from home. tution partici~ of poor economic ton= profit gumder .campg.
o ' pants: No. °~ -ditlions. For the : T
. . ¢ 92 cents per mqnths May through
t, A B A meal., September only.
‘ : ¥ Children 19 years of = )
. _ age or older who'are T
. v mentally or physi- N
, . cally handicapped. )
- Te s T T T T T T T T T TS T T s s s s s m - < TS TTTTT ST STt TesSsTTo0t .
Bquip~ Perma- -~ $24.0 . " No. A Schools and residen- *Cash grants to schools
ment nent Grants-in-aid subject ., ' tial child-care in-: or child-care institu-
Agsis- to appropriations, $75 o stitutions drawing , tlons similar to-those
tance million 1limit. - attendance from areas’ 1listed uhder national
1946 . No indexation. .of poor economic con- ‘school lunch, and .
. ditions. Priority to child-care fOod prd- e
' ‘ . " °  be given schools grams.
i i without a food ser- o
A : vice program or with= B e
Co L v o out” facilities to pre- - -
& - ‘ { . pare and cook hot' - S .
s C Y  meals. /
- - -‘f- * W m me w w w ow - — - -‘- Il - R I e - e - o = ‘ ————————— - -
Comimod- ' Bxpires $535.0 : :  .No% ® Children participat- - Commodity food dona=
ity *. 1982 . - Entitlement: Formula 13.8 cents per 1ing in national " tions to game food ser~
. Dietri-. subsidy per lunch gerved. meal. schqol lunch program, vice organizations as =
-Surplus commoditiee that school breakfast

“in national school

(éonhiﬂa!éy "
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' TABLE 1. (Continued)

1

Item and “Authori-

Start
-Date
.

o

zation

'Per}od"

Ny

B |
. Appropriations.
(nillions of dellars),
. Appropriation Basis,
and Indexation

Means Test and
Average 1979
Federal Subsidy

. Targeted
= Population

Benefit. :
Delivery System

1935/ .
1974

e
Special ..

Milk
-Program
1943 -

Special
and Reg-
ular

Supple~

mental
Food

Programs

for
. Women,
"Infants,

Chil- «

dren

Expirés

1982 -

LS
B

. “can be used efficiently,
_and” effectively.

Annual; July; Price

- Index for Food Used In
Schools and Ingtitutions.

.§142,0
Entitlement: Formula

subsidy per half-pint

milk served.

Annual; July;'producerg

price index for fresh .

processed milk.

$569.5
Entitlement through

~FY 80; $900 million .
authorization limit

FY 81; $950 million

authorization limit - .

FY 82. o
No indexation.: ' »
.

VR

Regular: No.
Free milk:

8 cents per
half pint.

27 cents per

'-progrﬁm;'childicare-

food program, summer

" food service program,
- and regular supplé-

mental food program.

________ - e w m w am - -

Children/under 21 o

years of age in

_'schools,'tesiden-
tial, and nonresi-

dential ¢hild-care
institutions, and -
in' the summer food -

Low=income, preg-
nant, postpartum,

“" and breastfeeding -

women, infants
(under one year of
age), and children

(under five years of .

. age), who are found
‘to. be at nutritional
risk.’ )

..

- lunch, school'breakfaq;

child-care food, and
summer food service
programs. . :

- e A de wm wm wm W am W w

Cash’ gubsidy to same
food service organiza-
tions as in nationdl
sthool lungh, school
breakfast, child~-

" care food, and summer “'..)

food service. programs.

Commodities and grants-.

. in-aid to be used by
~local agencies for

direct food purchases .
or to be provided

. recipients in ‘form of

food vouchers. Local T%‘l

- agencles may include -
‘public Hﬁalth or wel-

Fre

fare or’private non-
p&ofit health or.wel-. . ..
fare agencies that pro- """
vide heglth services.

- 1_.f(€6nbihued)s L
T RO




TABLE- 1. (Continued) o A ' _ : . o . L C
- o o Appropriations _ o : T _ v
Item and Authori- (millions of dollars), Means Test and : o o
. Start ' .zation - Appropriation Basis, =  Average 1979 - Targeted = Benefit U
wDB;e. . Perioq- . and Indexatiom Feﬂeral;Subqidy » » Population " Delivery System '
" Nutri- Expires ' Grants-in-aid subject - No, s. Children partici- Cash grants to state.
-tion Ed~ 1980 - to apprepriation. ‘50 cents per ®pating. or eligible educational agencies '
ucgtion _ -No indexation. ‘child per ' , to participate in which may in turn con- L
and . ' : : ., - year. . - national school _tract with” land~grant ‘
Train- . RS L e - lunch or related colleges, other insti-
. ing Pro- = . . R ' C ‘child nutrition tutions of higher
gram : . _— s T -+ programs. Preg- " learning, ard \nonprofit
- 1977 o B ‘ L C G nant, postpartum- * organizations Bnd ,
o g N ’ ' B - e and breastfeeding,  agencies providing nu- -
' _ R ' : women and care-" + trition education in
Ty o ' R - f takers of infants |  schools.-
: ~ ’ I ' and children enrol- . : : :
. , , ' L led at- local agen-, ' ' . ¢

- : '5cie clpating ° :
\ ' W!ga grams.c - . )
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Federal assistance in cash and commedities s provided to' :

| children thropgh public or nonpro¥it private schools and public or
1icenﬁed nonprofit residential child-care . institutions. These

serving . nutritious meals to their enrolled chil-

. dren. ."Meals sgerved 'in the program qualify for federal(assistance _
if thqy meet certain federal meal patterns and standards of. nutri- :

. tiontquﬁlity. -

¢
“

<

Beginning as a grant-in-aid program to scates to support: the':

development and expansion of nonprofit school luanch progranms, the
¢ program:was amended in 1972 to provide funds'to state administer-. =

Ang agericlies on ‘a performance [unding bagis (that is, the number

| of. lunches ‘served times a. statutorily defined federal reimburséL
. ment'rate) e . _ »_’_ v

In the 1978-1979 school year (fiscal year 1979), 94, 500

schools and residential child-care imstitutions - participated in
‘the program. -Thesé participating schools had over 90 percent of
‘the total school enrollment, making the NSLP the most accessible

kS

. child feeding program nationwide. . An estimated 27.4 million or 61,

percent of .the eligible school  enrollment participated in ‘the
program. Despite deéclining national school enrollmentd in- recent’
“years, participation in the NSLP has shown a slight increase (see
Figure 1).. Almost all of the increase, however, can be attributed
to increases in the number' of students receiving Special cash
subsidies (free dr reduced—price meals).

J | '-"--50-"

" Schools receive apecial cash subsidiES for meals served to

children from families. with incomes at or below. national income
standards. About half of the federal NSLP expenditures in 1980
are special ‘cash subsidies. For the current school year an annual
1income of less than $8,940 (125 percent of the USDA poverty guide~
lines) qualifies children in a family of four for lunches served
without charge (see Table 2). The state administering' agency

L

'_(Continued) : -
" August 1977 Current Population Survey, it ‘has . been estfhated

that of all houdeholds with children enrolled 1in school
between the ages of 4 and’ 18 and receiving free or.
reduced-price “school lunches, nearly half. (43 ‘percent) also .
receive federal food stamps. An ,estimated 60 percent of all
children regeiving the specially subsidized .lunches .also .
recelve fovd stamps. - . - . S .

S o 17
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) 'ITVABL'E 2., ANNUAL INCOME GUiDELINES FOR D‘.ETE.RMINING ELIGIBILITY AND

NATIONAL AVERAGE PAYMENT STANDARDS IN THE FEDERAL CHILD
NUTRITION PROGﬂAMS SCHOOL YEAR 1979-198048

. USDA "Maximum Ineome “Maximum Income
. . Family Poverty Income  Eligible for Eligible for Reduced-
L - Size Guidelines Free Food Service  Price Food Service
- : . - . LY
- o r . M :
1 $ 3,670 ' § 4,590 - 8§ 7,160
2 4,830 ' 6,040 _ - 9,420 w4
4 3 ‘ 5 990 - = 7,490 - 11,680 _
Cr 4 7,150 8,940 ~ 13,940 »
5 .- 6,310 ' 10,390 16,200
6 9,470 _ 11,840 < 18,470 .
1 10,630 ' 13,290 . : 20,730 -
gb 11,790 14,740 22,990

a. Guidelines apply only to the 48 states, Dist:rict of Columbia, '

" and territories excluding Guam. ,

b. Guidelines for families of more than 8 persons increase‘/ .
{3 approximately proportionately. , . . [
receives a federal ‘cash payment of 97.25 cents per free lunch
served such"children.,4 - States disperse the funds to participating
schools, and'are authorized (within the total free reimbursement
funds available to a state) to pay schools up to a maximum of
112 25 &ents for each free meal served. , By law a school' can
receive meal reimbursements only, up to the cost of producing a
meal. Therefore, if a school receives the maximum reimbursement
(112.25 cents) because of higher -per unit costs, these, higher
reimbursements will be offset by thp fact that gome schools in the: :

- state with lower per ‘_un'lt:' costs 11 receive 1lower federal reimé ..
bursement. \ _ . -

"If the family 8 income is between ' $8,940 and $13,940,’ t:h.p
ctrildren’/are eligible to receive ' reduced-price lunches at a
charge of 10 cents or less.. The state. administering agency

-
-

,d. . ', - ' l : .
4. The gayment represents a combination of '17.75 cents as a basic
national average payment for all school lunches and 79.50

cents for special assistance. Payment standards apply to the
period January-1980~June 1980 (see Table 3 in the text)f

19
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receivéds a cash. aquistan?r payment of 87.25 cents -for ; each '17
- reduced-price lunch sarved.’ - . - - | e T "
~ ' Fnally, {f the Yamily's dincome exgeeds $13,940, the, .
' participating: children pay a meal charge established by the
school. The average lunch charge nationwide for paying students
. 18 approximately 52 cante,6 The state receives a national average

5« Under  provisions of the Child Nutrition: Amendments of 1978

© (P.L.+ 95-627), .schools may charge’ up to 20 centg for
reduced-prife 1lunches, but the reimbursement rate for
reduced-price lunches wduld decrease to 77.25 cents-~10 cents
less than if the charge to the student was set at 10 cents.
As of January 1979, 43 gtates had established ~a. maximum
reduced-price lunch charge of 10 ceats. - ' -

6. Fact .Sheet on Child FeediqgﬁPrograms, USDA Food and thﬁitiéu

. Service, based on data reported through June 15, 1979
N (September 25, 1979). Nationwide the average lunch charge to |
. a paying studeft has stabilized sincé® fiscal year 1975: o

L4

)

Student's u : .
. - Payment CPI Food- |
' Cost per Lunch for Full Price _Away-Fer-Hode
% Change % Change Rﬁ Chqﬁge
Fiscal Previous Previous Previqus -

Year Cents Year Cents ' Year 1967=100 Year

“

>

1971 . 64.8 - 37.3 . 123.2 - e
o : 1972 - 69.2 46,6 39,7 +6.2 128.7 +4.5 _
| 1973 75.5 +8.7  42.8 +7:5 134.7 - +4.6,
- 1974 84,7  +11.4  -46.5 - +8.3  150.5 +11,7
Poe - 1975 95.1 +11.6 53.2  +13.5 167.7  +11.4
. 1976 - 99.1. . +4.1 53, +0.4 180.3 +7.5 v
~1977  102.9 - +3.8 .%2.4 -1.9 . 196.4 +8.9
t ) . A R _ '
. ( T .
1971~ - . . - o
1977  +38.1  +458.8 - 415.1 +0.5 = -~ 39.4 ,

| (Continued) . -




- payment of 17.75 cents for .the 1lunch s;rved the paying student. .
., Within the total federal funds allocated to the state fot paid . - |
lunches, states are authorized to pay schools up to 'a maximum of
23.75 cents per lunch. Again, should some sachools receive the
maximum reimbursement, other schqols would receive lower
reimburgements. within a state because of the requirement that
federal reimburgement along with student changeg cannot exceed the.
- cost of producing a meal. '

@

In fiscal year 1977 (the last year for which actual data are
available), the average cost natlionwide of producing a lunch was }
about $1.03. Paying students supported through their own payments |
51 percent of 'the cost of producing a geal in 1977, down from 58
percent in 1971. The charge to a payihg student has stablilized
since 1975, while food costs have contihued to rise.

In fiscal ‘yﬁik 1979, approximately 10.0 mi}lion “children
received lunches free of charge (37.1 percent of all lunches
served in the program). Reduced-price lunches were served to .1.7
million children (5.9 percent of the total 1lunches), while 15.3 ,°
‘millioh children (56.9 percent of the total lunthes) ,paid for -
their lunches. v : ‘

7
N

- In addition to the basic federal cash ‘subsidy made available
to participating sghools, federal laW‘mandatey a minimum level of
commodity support per .meal served. For the current school year,
this minimum level of assistdhce is established at 15.75 cents per
lunch served. : If commodities distributed to states for the -
support of school lunches do not meet the minimum level of commod- -
ity assistance required, the federal government provides a cash
payment to the states for the difference between-the actual level
‘pgovided and the mandated Finimum level of assistance.’ ‘ .
6. (Continued) ' ' , : '
Ddta from other USDA studies show)slightly different charges
) to children. For dxample, the Spedial Milk Program Evaluation
and National School Lunch Program Survey (June-1978) reportéd ,
~ Average ‘full prices for school lunches of 42.8 cents in ‘l‘
/January 1974 and 45.7 cents in January 1975. Preliminary data
from another study reported average school 1lunch prices of
49.5 cents as of October 1977. All of these studies were
.conducted in a nationally representativé sample’ of séhoq}s.

7. Amendmenﬁa to the National School Lu‘LhyAct 4in 1977 permit a

school to refuse acceptance up .to a maximum..o£-20 s:rcent LY

ke

‘ the total value of cbmmoditieg tendered to'it' in Rny school
« , : o ' » (C ntinﬁfd)
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- Including both mandated commodity assistance and cash assis-
tance payments, the federal government supports approximately 82
percent of the coBt of a lunch served free, 75 percent of the cost
of a reduced-price lunch, and 24 percent of the cost of a paid =
lunch (see Table 3). . e f g /

, | o o /-

. TABLE 3. FPEDERAL ASSISTANCE "PER LUNCH SERVED IN THE NATIONAL

 “SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM, JANUARY 1980-JUNE 1980'(Centq per

lunch) =~ - .
PAyihg Reduced; _
Category of Assistance Lunch Price Lunch Free Lunch
General Assistance . _
($ec- l‘) s 17.75 17.75 17375 .
{ | N . .-. ‘
Specidl,ﬂpsistance B : . N : “
(SQCO 11) b i _— 69.50 . . 79.50
b : . - N .
Commodity Assistance 15.75 15.75 - 15.75
Totdl Federal Assistance . 33.50 103:00 ' 113.00
Estimated ‘Cost of Lunch® 138.00 138.00 = 138.00 |
; : A
Percent of Lunch Cost ' T N : S
Federally Assisted “ 24,2 74.6 T 81.9 N
a. The estimated cost of a lunch for the period ,July 1979 to
December 1979 was based on the change in the CPI for food away
-« from home since fiscal year 1977, multiplied by the “estimated
* 1977 lunch cost as shown in Footnote 5.
; .4 ) ' ’. . | B | .
7. ‘(Continued) . '
. year.  Refused commodities may be replaced with other
! av4ilable commodities, but 1f not replaced their value {is
lost. The purpose of @ﬁ!y amendment was to increase °the
, . responsiveness of the state commodity distribution agéncy in
! providing commodities useful to the operation of a school's
, lunch,progrém., \~ o : _‘
‘ 225 - .
f ,
, ! . '
. . e
, e .
. ‘ ) \1 ’
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SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM (SBP

. the school breakfast program was established as a two-year

- pllot program in 1966 with the:  enactment of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966. The program was originally designed as a grant=in=-
ald to states for the purpose of creating or expanding nonprofit
breakfast programs in schools. In 1973 the funding of the program

was modified to a performance funding basis providing cash assis-— .

tance to states on the basis of' the number of breakfasts served

"and'a feSeral reimbursement rate. The program was extended, and

in, 1975 was permanently authorized.

. In fiscal year 1980, it ‘is estimated that the program will
cost $280 million, making it the third largest federal child nu-
trition program. Last school year, over 30,970 schools and resi-

dential child-care institutions participated in the program.:

School breakfast participation averaged about 3.4 million chil-
dren, or 24 ‘percent of the enrollment in the participating
schools. . ‘ : R ‘

Federal reimbursements for breakfasts served in the program
are based on the same income guidelines discussed in the previous
section for the NSLP, except for a severe need category. Current-
ly, breakfasts served without charge to)ﬂéedy .children (free) are
reimbursed at 49.25 cents. Reduced-price breakfasts (the charge
to the student cannot exceed 10 cents) are reimburased at 40.5
cents, and paying btudents are reimbursed at 14.0 cents per break-
fast served. _ : o @

OQerall, about 84 percent of the breakfasts sefﬁed in. the

program are gerved free or at reduced prices, and 16 petrcent |,

receive the paid reimbursement rate, The SBP, unlike the NSLP, 1is

targeted primarily on schools drawing attendance from areag 'of -
, - poor economic conditions. '

If a school operating & breakfast \program qualifies as in
severe need, higher rates of federal reimbursements apply. A
severe . need” gchool 1s defined as a scho 1 where (1) either the
state mandates a dchool bréakfast, program, or (2) 40 percent or
more of the students are gerved free or reduced-price.lunches, and
the regular federal reimbursement rates are insufficient to cover
the cost of ~ operating a .breakfast pnogram.8 Currently,

« ' [ ]
8+ The severe nedd classification applies only to higher reim-

bursgment rates and was established with, the Child Nutritlon

Anendments ‘'of 1977 (P.L. 95-166) and 1978 \(PeL. 95-178)!

23 T .
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.TABLE-4, FEDERAL ASSISTANCE PER BREAKFAST SERVED 'IN THE SCHOOL _ »

r
. S
. 3 - 4
. " A )
i : '

Category of Assistande Breakfast - Breakfast  Bpeakfast _

reimbursement rates for a severe need school are 59.5 cents for a .
free breakfaat and 54.5 cents for a reduced-price breakfast (see
Table 4). Approximately 28 percent of the sachools operating a - ‘
breakfast progrdm qualify as gevere ‘neegd schools, . "

2 S
AN \

BREAKFAST PROGRAM JANUARY 1980-JUNE 1980 (Cents épet
", meal) " : - |

-

Paying ' . Reduced-Price* Free

Non-Severe Need Schools S B SR !

“ e '
All Breakfasts = . 14,00 14.00 - 14.00
. ~Special Agsistance - : 26.50 - . 35.25
Total Federal Assistance 14.00 | 40.50 49,25
’ : ' - N & Y L .
Severe Need Schools . L T
" A1l Breakfasts - 14,00 54.50 59.50
Total Federal Assistance 14.00 54.50. - 59.50 R
Figures rekated to the average cost of producing a "school . °
bfeakfast are not availqble on a national basis. gBecause of
smaller numbers of participants in the SBP compared to the NSLP,
- administrative and labor costs per unit atre probably higher than
- for the NSLP. Per unit food costs, howevery . are less for
breakfasts than lunch. Based on limited data from 27 elementary
echools, the average cost .of producing a breakfast in 1979 was,
between 55 and 60 cents,‘ about half the cost of producing a
‘lunch.? . L o ' ' .
\ ‘ :
| o | : o iy o . N -
- SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM (SFSP)\ ‘ ' ; S \~.(
: » i
. The' summer food program was ¢stablished as a three-year
pilot grapt-in-aid %fogram in 1968, /providing states funding for
the ~purpose of , initdatingj or exspanding summer programs 4in
‘nonresidential institutions fthat provided food se iJ§ similar to
9, U.8. Department U\f Agriculture, preliminary data from a
special survey of tﬁk costs of lunches and breakfasts.
‘ . ! : . ¢
S L A 7L
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*  hat)of the akfast or lunch programs. | Thgs program was designed
- . to serve t¢thlldren from low-incomé aregs iff which therq was a high
. - concentration working mothers. Current authorization extends

through fisgal year 1980. .
‘ Xn 1975 the program was significantly altered. Federal reim-
bursement rates for meals served-weﬁ?Pestablishéd, and the program
was expanded to cover nonprofit residential summer camps. / Meals
_ were to be provided at no cost™to the child. ~ NeW modifications in
L >19?7-established priority for s&kecting participating prganiza-
. tions and .changed federal reimbursement rates to includ adminis- .
. trative °2§£§J Summer 1980 reimbursement rhtesapgea;/iﬁ'TQS?e 5. .

v )I‘l ‘

_ / _ . :

) ',TABLE/é. REIMBURSEMENT RATES IN THE SUMMER FOOD SﬁRVICEPROGﬁgM, S
8

.-

-SUMMER 1980 -(Cents per qeal)'

. f ~ o \ ‘ '.
Adninistrative

"Total Maximum
Reimbursement Reimbursement
L 1 ‘ . Rural/ - -+ Rural/.
B ' Operating o Self - Self :
i, ; : Reimburse- Prepara- Prepara- - \_
ment Regular ' tion Regular tion _ Lo
Breakfast . 63.25)  4.75 ~ 5475 68.00  69.00 . \

Lunch/Supper  113.50 * 9.00 1?.75 183.25  135.Q0
. /

" Snack 29.75 © 2.25  3.00 ' 32.00 - 32.75

{
4

i

=

wOTEs 'Reimbursgment for administrative expénaea 18 Higher for
rural sponsors and thoge that prepare the' meals thew-
, selves Rates are fixed and do not vary by economic status
oy , of the child served, so long 4s the area 1s one in which at
B »  least one~third of the children are eligible for free or
reduced-price school meals, using NSLP criteria. In the
special case of sgsummef residential and nonresidential
camps, only those participants who qualify for free or
\ - reduced-price meals are reimbursed at the fixed-payment .
standard. (Nonresideptial camgB' are ° those - offering a
regularly scheduled, organized cultural or recreational ‘
program for. children and serve four weals *a day, while not
daintaining sleeping querters for the children.) o
] I C )25 - '

q

. .
. * "
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. mated decline 1in fundin

- . concentrations, of working mothers.

S _ \ . ] . ‘ - :

o . - . e

" Participation in the program grew to a peak of nearly 3.5
. million children in the summer of 1976, declining to .approximately
~.2+4 million participants in July 1979, The number - of feeding

sites has remained stable since 1976, averaging about 22,700 {n

1979, Federal costs in 1979 reached $148 millich.

)

~ The prbgram'has been plagued with administrative and financ-

ing problems since 1its 1ncepﬂlon.a Particularly high administra-

tive and .start-up costs are borne primarily by the sponsoring
organization. As a result, some ‘states have chosen to stop admin-
1stering the program because of funding difficulties. Cash flow

ha# been identified as 4 pervasive problem affecting. sponsorsyand:
agministratoqh alike, even “though - provisions were made for

forward-fundijng of sponsors in the 1977 law.

| [T
Appropriations for;1980 total about $90 million. The esti-
; needs from 1979 was based on the assump-

+ion that appropriations would be restricted to six specific cate- .

gories of sponsors (eliminating nodprofit sponsors who contract

' with food vendors) and that «there would be a reduction' of _
perceivéd fraud, abuse, and waste. Because it has been unable to

achieve the originally estimated savings, however, the Adminisfra-

tion ‘has requested a supplemental appropriation. for 1980 of $38
‘mildlions o S

/

¥

CHILD CARE FOOD PROGRAM (CCFP)

e . "

_ The CCFP has been one of 5Te fastest growing child nutrition
programs. In fiscal year 1980 it will cost over $215 million:and
be the fourth largast feeding program nationwide. The program
subsidizes meals served to childten up to 18, but primarily of
preschool age, who are enrolled in a licensed nonprofit, nonresi-
dential child-care program. ~ L ) "

. , r

The CCFP beqpﬁ*ks a threeiyeaf_pilot program in .1968. It was

designed to provide' grants-in-aid to states for the purpose of -

supporting nonprofit food service programg in nonresjidential day-
care programs. Institutions selected for grants were ‘to draw
their attendance from areas with poor economic conditions and high

I

fajor amendments 1in 1973 expanded the 'CCFP by extending

eligibility to all nonprofit day-care centefs (public and private) -

. . regardless of the service area's econo c,agnditioh. The, 1973 law
“ also petrmitt

d family and group day-cgre Womes to p?rticipate in
L o ' .
- :{ \ S | ¢ o "(0' .
. 1
] \~ v . .
4 ' : R
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the program if they jJoined under the sponsorship of an administra=
tive organization, Finally, the 1975 law replaced the grant-in-
dld funding mechanism with a performance funding system. ' Refm~-
bursement rates (s%milar to the lun¢h and breakfast programs)

child receiving the meal. . - /’
, PO ’ _

- varied by the type of meal served and the economic status of the

In 1978, the CCFP was once again extensively modified. The

program was made permanent and institutional eligibility was
tlarified. The new law and‘ accompanying regulations establish

three distinct types:oﬁvoperafions: ahild-care centers, ‘family -

day-cére homes, and outside-school-hoursr’care centerg. ' These
different facilities vary 1in administrative complexity, opera-
tional stability, and the managerial experti;s required. Reflect-

ing these Qifférences,' federal . reimbursedent and operatiqnaii_

requirements also vary by type of child-care facility. ,

‘In. fiscal year 1979, over. 7,500 institutions representing
‘nearly 29,000 program outlets pargicipated in the program. The
program subsidized the meals served - for over 650,000 children;
over 60 percent of the meals served were free.l0 -

Reimburgement rates in &he CCFP are complicated by the’vist'*

array of differentﬂtypes of child-care institutions and sponsoring
organizations. The program has .over 16 different benefit reim-
bursement formulas. Current reimbursement rates for the child-

care food program are.shown in Table 6. _ ¢

! - e {

PR

"

e

10. Most of the children who participate in the program are

enrolled in sponsored child-care centers. Approximately 60

percent of the participants were  enrolled in sponsored -
child~care centers in fiscal year 1979, 33 percent in .
Andependent child-care institutions, and less thar 10 percent .

. 1n gponsored family day-care' homes.
Approximately 74 percenib of the program's funds went to
sponsored child-care centfers, and nearly 75 percent of the

' children enrolled 4n these : types of institutions qualified
for free meals. Independent thild-care ceriters received 25

percent of the federal funds, and about 60 percent of the -

¢hildren in these imstitutions qualified for/ -free_ meals.

- .Sponsored foster day-care homes received "less than one |
_ ‘ s thar N

pér%ent of all federal fynds.

1
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TABLE 6. FEDERAL ASSISTANCE PER MEAL SERVED IN THE CHILD"CARE l!OOD PROGRAM, JANUARY
o - 1980-JUNE 1980 BY TYPE OF MEAL AND ECONOMIC STATUS OF RECIPIENTS (Cents ‘per °
meal) i
— |
_Child-Care and Outside-School-Hours Care Centers
Lunch and Supper Supplemental ‘ Breakfast
’ Reduce§l~ . Reduced=~ - a ' Reduced- _
Paying Price' Free Paying ~ Price Free . Paying ' Price Free,
. : v - P - . St
. General - . - ' . _ - St ' ,
‘Special - ;'. //' l' : R . : 2
Assistance - / 69.50 . 79.50 -~ 14.75  21.75 - 26.50 35.25 -
-Commodity o , 7'_ o -; . ) . _
- Assistance -~ 15.75 15‘75v 15.75 - S - - R A
: ' o : , o T ' v o
. Total Federal . - ’ y - ' T P
'Assistance '. 33,50 103.00 113.00 - 7.25 22.00 - 29.00 14.00 40.50 49.25 ¢
J‘ Lo | ' Sponsored Family Day~Care Homesa | , :
' S Lunch and Supper = ¢ Supplemental : Breakfast
: : : — — —
' . ‘ : ‘ N . . - . 0 ' . N ' .
Food Cost Factor = . ' 55.75 S, 1900 . 3L.25
' Total Faderal Asistance , . 5873 S 19,005 ¢ 3L2s

a. Special’food cost factors were authorjzed in the 1978 law for e?onsored family day- o
 care homes. In addition to these food cost factors, sponsors of . family day-care home
~ prograus also receive special funding for adminiatration of theiraprograma.




A further modification to the traditional performance funding
‘approach to federal reimbursements for child-care and outside~

. ~8chool-hours care centers was adhpted in the 1978 law. These:

types of ,child-care centers have a choice between the traditional
reimbursement scheme (meals served times the appropriate reim-
bursement rate) and a tiering method of reimbursemént. Under the
- tiering method, a single national average payment rate js assigned
for all particular types of meals served on the basis of the
proportion of chiidren enrolled’ in the program who are eligible
- for free and reduced-price meals to total enrohlment. The purpose
“of the "tiering method 1is to simplify reimbulpement computations
and permit institutions serving high proportions of needy children_
to receive more assistance. Specifically: : S

o If 4 child-care center has between 0 and 33 perc'e"n‘t‘. of its
children enrolled in the free .and reduced-price category,
all meals may be. reimbursed at the paid-meal rate. '

&

\If the child-care center has between 33 and 66 percent of
ts children enrolled in the free: and reduced-price cate=-
gory, all meals may be - reimqused at - the reduced-price
meal rate. L -
.4 .
_ If the center has 66 percent .or mpre of 1its children
enrolled in the free aad reduced-price .category, all meals
- may be reimbursed at the free-meal rate.

CCFP institutions other than sponsoring organizations for.
- family day-care homes also receive commodities.. The value of the
commodities, or cash/&n lieu of commodities, 18’ obtained' by multi-
plying the number of lunches or suppers served by the ;national
-minimum evel of assistance (15.75 cernts 1in the curren.t school
V-year) [Thus lunches or suppers served in the regular child-care
. programd may be reimbursed at between 33.5 cents and $1.13, while .
supplements sare reimbursed at between 7.25 cents and 29.0 - ‘cents,
and breakfast are reimbur\aed at between 14.0 cents and 49.25 .
cents, all depending on the economic status of the participating
] child N . o
_ N\ . : . :
_/;/' CCFP inétitutions are also eligible 'to receive monies for
/ﬁurchasing food- service ‘equipment. The law-authorizes $6 million
annually for eq ipment asslstance and such other uses as may be
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s 7 SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM FOR wounn,-}NFANT&;:&ND'cnlte-

- DREN (WIC) )

. .

; . The WIC‘prdgtam 1s the'%econd largest and éteat’growing -
:federal child nutrition program.. In fiscal year 1980, the program -

oo

1s estimated to cost $776 million, up from less than $100 million

- five years earlier. The program is' authorizid through f{sca&*year
1982 and is allowed to be funded up to $950 million in thg4t year.

S It-began'as a two-year'pilot project-for'fiscal_yearﬁ 1973 f,
., and 1974, with an authorization for $20 million for each of the
B two years. Actual field operation of the program did not begin -

S | untll January 1974. ‘The program has grown' from serving about 600 @

~ women, infants, ahd childden in 36 health clinics 1in its opening
b months, to. serving néarly 1.6 million people in over 5,500 clinics
~ 1in fiscal year 1979. “o _ o - o

_ The WIC program is designed to. provide nutritious food
N supplements to " pregnant, breastfeeding, and postpartum women ag’
?".\\\ well 'as to children up to their fifth'irthday. Funds gre provid-
N ed tb states through grants-in-aid, and then channeled to local
-\ health clinics and other health facilities selected by the state
\as serving areas: of greatest need based on economic and health
statistics. : - . ‘ o -

o

Ay

o qualify for the program, mothers and children must be
individuglly certified as nutwtionally at risk and having . an
inadequate income. ' Nutritional risk is established. by competent
professiongls--physicians, nutritionists, nurses, and other health

‘ . professiona —following broad ‘statutory definitions.ll Inade~
e quete Income is defined as below 195 perdent of the’ poverty guide-
‘ N lines—-currently.$13,940 for a family of four, the same level used

‘to define eligibility for_repuced-prﬁfg”meals in the other child
Yo nutrition programs. R Al R . .
‘ _ For each participating mother or child, monthly packages of
G foods high in protein, iron, calcium, vitadin A, d-vitaminug-are

- _ e
. ,11. Nutritional risk 1s defined in statutes as: (1) detrimental
SV ' - ot abnormal nutritional conditions detectable by biochemical . -
S .. or anthropometric measurements, (2) othe;;_'documented.
e " nutritionally related medical conditions, '(3) dietary
defictencies that 1impair or endanger ‘health, or (4)
conditions that predigpose persons to inadequa'te nutritional -

L% patterns or nutritionally related medical conditions.
A S S e 30 ' "‘
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. prescribed." ‘Depending on ‘the age.of the woman or ,ohild, ‘the =
packages may include such items as iron-fortified cereal, eggs, -

Juice, and either milk or Yortifted Anfant - formula or - cheese._

| Foods may be distributed in one of three ways: -+
N letail purchase.f;vouehers to exchange.for specified items

-~ at authorized -grocery stores are given participating
. mothers.  ‘In fiscal ' year 1979, nearly 85 percent. of .the

. participants received.;snpplementnl foods’ thro§§EQ this

N method.

,clinic and distributed directly to "the homes of partici-

. 'pants.  About 10 percemt of the supplemental foods are

home delivered._

) .
o Direct distribution: specific food- items are purchased by

AR supplemental foods are directly distributed.

Of all funds appropriated to the program, a maximum of 20

percent can be spent ,on operational and adninistrative costs,. the

remainder for foad costs and’ purchases. ‘Included within the '

~operational. and .administrative codts -are expenditgres assoclated
Jith nutrition education, medical certification, outreach ser-
vices, costs of administering food delivery systeme, transporta=-
tion, and monitoring and. review costs. '

: In fiscal year 1979 of the total program costs (approximate-
ly ($580, million), about 18 percent was  spent . for administration
_and-program operationgs. , The remaining monies spent for supplemen-

tal foods resulted in an average program benefit ~per. person of "A

324 40 per month or abbﬁt 2] cents per meal..

£0MMODITY SUPPLEHENTAL FOOD PROGRAM (CSFP) ..

R ra
N '

Like the WIC progranm, the CSFP distributes certain types of

~agricultural commodities to low-income infants, children, and -

women certified by local health 'agencies to be vulnerable, to
. malnutri 'on.l‘2 The program began operation in fiscal year 1239

-

-12 _ Unlike the WIC program, however legislative jurisgiction for-‘.

this program lies with the House Agriculture Committee since
. ~ ‘ n(Continued)

o Home delivery: spacific food items are purchased by the

- the clinic and distributed directly to the participants -
when they visit the clinic. About "5 percent of the

.

R
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4" o srowing to 5 peak participation of about 200,000 ip fiscal year - -
S © 11972, 'and declining to about 25 projects serving 100,000 persons’
o in fiscal year -1979. Today %he_program'distributesfcommddities
el valued at. lesg than $20 million. o ' ‘ '
. _ :’ The CSFP, in essence, was ‘established with the ‘Food and
. Agricultural Act of 1965, which authgriked °the fSeqretaﬁ%m,of |
' ~ Agriculture to purghade dairy;products'for_distribution to schools  °
. and domestic félief,programs.' Funds  for the Qperation of this s
' program were originall provided from. permanent appropriations or
speclal. funds of thefcg;modity Credit"Corporation. ‘ -

’

»

s The Food and Agriculture Act of 1977 mandated that ‘the
"traditional level. of commodity assistance"” provided certain
- programs receiving commodities, be continued through fiscal year .
1981. One of these programs was the CSFP. The 1977 law .also
provided that: an amount not in excess of 15 percent of the value -
» of dongted , commodities would be available to CSFP sponsors for -
administrative expenses, and that funding - would be  achieved
through genera1'revenues of the Treasuty.f : ' .

- ETligibility for the program 1s established for infants,

. Ppreschool children, and women during pregnancy and 12 months
followin§,it. Eligible persons must also have been found eligible
for -benefits undér other existing faderal, state, or local food,
health,;orwyglfare programs for lowsincome persons. o .

(3
I

" While the program may Opépate in the same service area! as a
food stamp or WIC program,. CSFP participants may receive food
stamp benefits but not WIC benefits. In 1979, CSFP participants
received an av!rage.foodggubsidy~of $17.50 per month or about 19 .

. » cents per meal. N ' ' P :

o . Do o N - R
T SR
L SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM (SMP)

| , . K
. The SMP subsidizes milk served to children in schools, resi-
dential’ and- nonresidertial child-care institutions, ‘and summer

[~
h

. 12, (Continued) . < .
- -1t is consgidered a commodity pro rgm;'the House Education and.
.. % Labor Committee has jurisdicti&% over the remainder of the
L . major ' child nutrition programg including the WIC program.
e In ihe Senate, the Agriculture Commiftee . has authorizing:
- go¥Jurigdiction over all programs discussed. o '
w¥Jurieds 3 11 prog ; , | -
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~ camps. In (t;cal year 1980, the program will subsidize the milk
- sexved over
program in terms ‘of program coverage. Because the subsidy per.

million children, mhaking 1§ the second largest

half~pint of milk served 1s smafl, the program will expend only

- $142 million, making 1t the fifth largest federal child nutrition

program in terms of costs.

The current SMP was established in 1957 for the- purpose of

" increasing the consumption of fluid milk by children in schools,
- and later expanded to cover other types of institutional set-

tings.” In 1970 the program was maJl ‘permanent, ‘amd in 1973
amended to require schools to. provide milk free of charge to

children whose family income fell below 125 percent of the poVerty‘~‘

threshold . (free-lunch eligibility standards). - In fiscal year
1979, about 13 percent of the milk was served free of charge,
representing 22 percent of the program's kosts. *

“tn 1974, .a winimum rate of five cents per half-pint was

egtabligshed as the federal reimbursemegt rate for nonfree half-
pints serveds Free half-pints are reimbursed at the actual cost
of the milk to the ‘school or institution. Initially, the federal
relmbursement was indexed annually to changes in the CP1I for food
away from home; in 1978 the indexation ‘was tied to the change 1in
the producer price index.for fresh processed milk In the current
school year, the federal reimbursement for a half-pint of milk 1is
7.75 cents; the frea-milk reimbursement: will average nq'rly 15
‘cents per half-pint., ’

FOOD SERVICE EQUIPMENT ASSISTANCE

The Child Nutrition Act of 1966 provided federal ‘funding

agsistance to states for the purpose of acquiring food service

equipment.: - Grant-in-aid monies are provided to schools drawing -

- attendance from areas of poor economic conditions ‘to supply them
with equipment for preparation, transportation, and serving of

“"food in the school lunch and breakfast programs. Federal monies
- v . . »

v

| :
- oo ' '
.

13. It should be noted' that the meal patterns required for
federal reimbursements in the national school lunch program,
school breakfast program, summer food program, and child-care
food program all include the serving of a half-pint of milk.

‘ . Milk served in those, programs. 1s. distinct from that served in .

SMPo . e
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. STATE ADMINISTRAFIVE EXPENSE FUNDING (SAE) = .

]

L]

ces. 1" ;

" fn fiscal year 1979, ﬂegrly 6,000 schools received equipment
assistance funds. The average grant per school was approximately

$4,000. In the current fiscal year, approximately $20 million was |

appropriated for the-funding of this program. -,
| | '

.

State agencies that administer school feeding programs and
the CCFP have received SAE fundipg since 1970. -Initially the
SAE -program was to assist schools in staffing the school lunch and
breakfast programs--particularly in low~income areags. SAE funds
today may.be used for a wide variety of activities including
salaries, employee benefits, and travel expenses for administra-
tive and supervisory personnel, support gervices, office equip-
ment, and staff derIOpment. o

’
—

Federal ekpenditures fof thig program have 1increased ' from

-

_$1.7'm11110n in fiscal year 1970 to $34.9 mi;lion in @iscal !year

1980. Authorizatidn for these expenditures expires with the end
of fiscal year 1980. The amount of SAE money authprized to hr
appropriated in any -one year is a percentage (between 1 and 1.5
percent) of the total funds appropriated for all child nutrition
programs. N d "

In 1978, amendments to the SAE program’ added an additional
function for the monies—-to improve states' c pliance with basic
program requirements. The fiscal year 1979 appropriations bill
earmarked $4 million in SAE funds for program improvements,
emphagizing program integrity. In response to this new focus, the
Department of'hgritulture has established an Assessment, Improve-
ment and Monitoring System (AIMS). '

AIMS requires states to mogrkor schodl meal programs on a“
ar basis, to .identify problems, and to inmstitute corre;‘ive
under .- various performance standards. Performdnce
relate primarily to the procedures for establishing
ellgibdlity for free and reduced-price meals and procedures for

claiming . meal reimburaeménte_.at the different subsidy levels.

T Y

" muat be matched, by at least one-fourth' from state and local.
sow R I e . o .

A

‘14, The one=fourth matching requirement does not apply for\ 
.achools defined as "especially needy.” » ‘ .
. ¢ :




. &

Sanctions raducing a. state's SAE funds would be" imposed on those
that. fail to carry out. the AIMS program. The Administration

estimates this system gill- save over $65 million- in fiseal year'
1981 costs.

SAE “has thus evolved frmn'a mechenism for child nutrition .

program expansion to being, among ot:he‘iI things, an instrument for

enforcing basic program compliance.

NUTRITION EDUCATION AND TRAINING (NET) PROGRAM

Child nutrition amendments in 1977 greatly expanded federal
funds available for a varlety of nutrition education projects.
Section 19 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 authorized funds to

_be appropriated to states at the rate of 50 cents for each child

enrolled in schools or institutions. The program expires with the
end of fisfal year 1980. Allocation of NET funds to states was
delayed in fiscal years 1978 and 1979, as states prepared plans

- for utilizing the funds.

For fiscal years 1978 and 1979, $52 million in grants was
made available to states, but at the beginning of 1980 only about
$25 million had been spent. The grants were to be used to:

0 »Provide training in nutrition to teachers and schoql food
service personnel; ‘

v

o Provide management -Jrainingf to schdol food servic
personnel' and ’ :

o ,Deve10p nutrition education activities for children
"~ schools and child-care centers.

~

e
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-GHAPTER IV. COSTS AND ‘FINANCING OF CHILD NUTRITION.PROGRAM8~

L)

. “ O 4
_ Over the last deoade and a half, child nutrition program
expenditures have grown rapidly and the share of the ccosts borne
o . ....by the federal government has continuously increased. While afl
'{' . programs have. grown during this period, the most rapid expansion-
l
!

has occurred in the child feeding programs, that ‘are not- directly
related “to schools. . These primarily prenatal and preschool _

[ . programs represent the potential areas of major budgetary growth
- in the 1980s. i '

- : ‘
—_— THE INCREASING FEDERAL SHARE

%

The financing of- the child nutrition programs is.a complex
sygtem of interfund transfers, reprogramming of funds within
accounts, state and local matching requirements, and individual
payment rates. The underlying financing structure is an outgrowth
of changing federal-agricultural policies over the past 50 years.

; o1 L .

' ‘The financing stricture 'will continue to evolve 1if, as
current trends indicate, agricultural production moves slowly from
an era of relative gurplus to one of relative scarcity. Current |
law “provides ,a great deal of administrative flexibility .in
responding to agricultural objectives, but this flexibility has
been purchased at the price of a somewhat untidy accounting system
within the federdl child nutritfon accounts. .

Following the enactment of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966,
total national expenditures for these programs Increased from $1.8
billion 1in 1967 to an estimated $8.1 billion in }980, a 12.3
percqnt annual growth rate. The federal share of these expendi-
tureg increaged i from $438 million in 1967 (25 percent of the
totgl) to an ea;1mﬁtﬁdmﬁﬂlﬂ*hillinnminﬁ128ﬂg(nearlyqﬁﬂ_pencentﬁoﬁ——ﬂT———
thé total)--a 20.2 percent annual growth rate. : ‘ '

By far the single largest program expense has been that of
the school 1lunch program. Here also the federal share has
‘increased from less t%&m\zg percent of the totdl $1.7 billion
costs in 1987, to nearly 50 percent of the $6.4 billion costs 1in
}980 (see F& . S

ure 2).
s #




Figure 2. °
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A more important trend” in program cos ts, hoyever, has been’ -

the rapid growth in other child nutrition programs over the last

decade. These are almost enti?ély financed with federal _funds.

Their- costs have grown from about $100 million in 1967 to over

$1.6 billion in 1980, nearly a 23.3 percent agnual growth rate.

Préschqol, afterschool, prenatal, and postnatal child nutrition

' =1 p‘rogi'aqm-~ not only+ have ‘grown rapidly ‘but also represent the
largest "potential for expanded program coverage (and increased
gosts) over thej next decade.

\} [} <

. HOW. COMMODITIES FOR. CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS ARE ACQUIRED AND
«. DISTRIBUTED —, g

A v

. o Ap” discussed 1in the'prgvious chapfe.i', legislation mandat9s - ’
YT ~ that a’ minimum level of ' commodity agsisdtance, or cash 1in lieu

Ve ‘ ! 37




ST L .' D
thereof, ‘.be provided in the' school' lunch and child-care food
programs. Other programe may receive donated commodities ‘as the
USDA makes them available. st of the foods donated -to the fvod
Asgistance programs are acquir undex. “price~support or surplus-
removal legislation.!l ' o

e
’

i

v y

“" 7 Within the Department of, Agriculture, the Food“and Notritidn
Service (FNS) which administers the child nutrition programs meets
regularly with repregentatives of thg Agricultural Marketing

Service (AMS), ¢«Food Safety and Quality Services (FSQS), 'and .
Agricultural @Stabilization and CGonservation Service (ASCS) 'to

~ develop an-angual purchase plan. The'/ASCS and’ FSQS are harged
with the majoi‘ responsibility for purchasing, writing specifica-

tiops, inspeqting, and distributing commodities. Factorsftthat:-

govern the development of the purchase plan include: *
o fofm‘at:i(m on school dgstricts' commodity preferences

- f#ypes of commodities desired andipecigicationd) as

compiled by state administering agenc
o " Current ‘av'ailabilit:y_. and 1oc§tibn of commodities "'in
'~ government warehouses; and -
o An assessment of . those commodit.:ies "thdt are eligible for

.surplus removal or, based on estimates, are expected to

become eligible for surplus removal. 8

~ Once the purchase plah is agreéd upon, 1ncluding, éomquit:y
processing specifications (such as grade, quality, package or; can
slze, and. cértain nutvitional specifications=~boned or deboned,

- salt and fat content), bids are solicited from processors for

commodities not held in stock. Bids are. also ,requested for
processing governmgnt s&tocks into products™usable at the school
level. ' ' " ' _ -.

’A{o-tiia of intent to offer commodities is then sent )t:o gtate
distributing agencies, which determine the- quantity of each
‘commodity they will be able to store and ‘distributa. Processed
commodities are shipped in carload 1lpts to central imloading
points within a state. Tl::le thege commodities transfers to
the state at the time of oiq

distributing agency arrvanges for the storing, ,t:ranSporting, and

<

1. :For a complet:e' listing .off legislatiog governing bot;h ‘removal
and distribution of agricultural cdmmodities see Appendix A.

g N
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‘eliveﬁ:y in the  state. The state

I S




N

v

[

. 1 . , ,
grogramé w?thin.ﬁ'b state. L, ;

A school does not have to accept all of the foods tendered to
"1t in any school year. Under curnent law, a school can refuse ug
- to 20 percent- of tge total’' value of commoditie"and_may receive
other ‘commodities instegd to the extent that they are available.
But’ if refused tommodit¥es are not replaced with otHer commodi-
tfes, they are nonetheless charged against' the mandated level of
* agsistance. ' ‘The refused. commodities are the responsibility of "the
state agency, which has legal titIe to them. ' R

. distribuging of the commodities to]schoolsﬁanq_otﬁer~food donation

‘ . .

’ The;acquisiéion.and distribution of  commodities fhus involves

complex planning and careful organization. The system.currently
casts the federal government over .$860 million for commodity
procvremeﬁt,'administrativé‘processing, and distribution.

'f't ‘ ) | ) .o

FEDERAL FINANCiNG OF CHILD NUTRITION_PROGRAMS

The'threénmajor federal funding sOurc;s for the child nutri-

tion programs are: (1) indirect support through appropriations to
the Commodity Credit Corporation for net realized losses partially
asgociated with commodity donations to the child nutrition pro-

.'grams, (2) indirect support through the transafer of, permanent .

apﬁropriacions_(including direct commodity purchases for the pro-

grams) out of another "account--funds for strengthening markets, . .

income, and supply-—and (3) direct. appropriations to the child
nutrition accounts. ) ' - .

~ Figure 3 shows the general financing system used for ghe
~major child nutrition programs in 1979. It highlights the compllex
flow of ‘federal funds and supporting state ~and local monies  for
the gaintenance of these programs.

'The Commodity Credit Corporation -

The Commodity Credit QOrporation (GCC) was establahhed- in
- 1933 to provide price suppor§ to.producers of agricultural commoad-

ities through’loans, direct. purchases; 'payments, and oﬁhqa means .2
x . v . N ' BB '

’,

2. Current programs used to support farm prices are authorized by
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, the Commfdity Credit

(Continued)
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ngre 3

Federal Flhancmg of Chlld Nutrition and Related Programs with State Matchlng

~ (n millions of dollars, federal accounts in paremheses)

h

¢

équirements, Fiscal Year 1979

el

APPROPRIATIONS . . STATE AND LOCAL
. REVENUES AND TRANSEERS &Accouur LEVEL PROGRAM LEVEL MATCHING
y
. ) ! g . Commodity Donm\{ '
. . . Dept. of Commerca: * to Institutions
T USDA: Funds for Strenythaning Fishéties Products and Research (4336-361) ¢
Markets, Income, end Supply {6139-376) (.5ec. 416 ] 839 :
Gross Customs |, : . (5209-604) : .
Rgfllpts Section 32 [:316_: - Commodity Donation 0
. $1.662" Usm}z%:”g's';"l Servicay Child Feading Programs v Required Maks-up?
- \ p - (3605-604) . ) of Match
, Unobuw;d Balance — ] Cﬂ d v 18 s Reguired School Lunch® P
$226 - ‘w Matching "L OV
) - <)—'-' s | o | = =t Sec. 32 | $208 » |§3|‘f.'.f§:.
Commodity Cradit Corp, Q . ) 3 """'I $ator §1 g Children’s
: . (4338-35" : @ Sac. 8 $329 | Match Paymants =
’ USDA: Child Nutrition Accounts . l $1,720
‘ Net Raslized Losses {3506, 3510, 3602)
School Lunch: : 5 $1006 |eag— State Revanue
. $990 $1412 Cash-for-Food Assistence 8035 T . Matching
ﬂ ' (Ste.32) Schot Lunch R
I, « 0! Lune
Child (':’l;lolgl:&';wi"m! ‘| Special Cagh Assistance  $1,147 “I $186
. | ::':-37 $1.208 ShoolBruaktet | sz15}e|
Ganeral Fadéral ’ .
Fund :-—-\J> $1,208 - 0 Equipmant $24
3."2 - State Adinistration $26 l M“'_ Reguited Match
Spacial Supplemantsl Programs rr 2 " Summer Food $149 1-1-'
{3510-804) : - J
- Lt
N pron I | rl s Child Care ) ’”9 _ ‘ \
_ . - ;/'\ Lsp“m Milk Program : Nutrition Education " $
: TOTAL = $3,432 N - .
“ l‘l‘ofoul::t‘.:;m 3502.804) ~ Special Milk $142 :
w2 : WIC, Supplemental Food  $670 J b
Food Program Administration . : '
' '(3502-604) ) 3 s { Fed. Administration - 822
——: >| s ) - o ; ' :
. ' !

SOURCL (,nﬂqwmmml Butlyer Office.

& Actital budgnt request anel appropreation estiates for fiscal year 1979 showed Sectinon 32 psrmanent appropriation $1,§32.676,000. \

by tiacal vear 1979, commodities of the type normally provided under Section 418 ware to be mada available with appropriations to Section 8 of the National School Luncgh Act, 3 P

11 additiong) 418 commalitios were tenuired, and i they wore purchaged with Commodity Cradit Corporation lun(ls then the CCC account would be reimbursed from chitd
nutrition appropr ations ’

-
¢ The $3 for $1 matching mqunmmmm for an indiwitual state moy hn mllusml downward hased on the averaye par capita incoma of the state relative to the U S, avemnn

YUncler the state revenun umtclnnq retyremont, smln nm)mmlutlnm must ba miade hwn amount no foss than 10 parcont of the prior-year $3 for $1 match. M8t states ganarally
nmm)mmm mum )

v v

. 2 . . .
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. Larse-.harvedts. in the past Vseveral' years have resulted 1n»17'd
.\y increased government-held stocks,, both hert and abroad.  The -

\rebuilding of grain stocks has been a general worldwid,e policy
designed to prevent extreme price fluctuatibns and - help guard -

.

~agaidst famines in food-deficit countrids similar to " those that
occurred in the early 1970s. e .

] :; ?
-‘.‘ *‘

cceC disposes of; some lof “1ts stdcks through a number of A

outleth. Domestic . salek sales . for forejgn currencies (the
Agricultural Trade Development and Asgistance Act of- 1975, Title

I,

Public. Law 480), and sales for dollars qp long-term credit

" (Titde II of Public Law 480), make up over three-quarters “of ‘the

total commodity dispositions. These activities can also. geperateg
revenueg for the CCC. ‘ . _

} o

2.

~

(Continued) _ ' -

Corporation Charter Act, the Agricultural Act of 1949, the
National Wool Act of 1954, the Food and Agriculture Act of
1977, and “the Emergency Farm Act of 1978.

4

| Eligibilit& in price support.programb is usually based on the .

producer's agreement to also participate in programs of
production ¢ontrol--cropland set-asides and / acreage allot-

~ * ments+ The general philosophy of the CCC programs has been to -~

- The level of support varies by czéapdity and may be legisla-

rely on production control mechanisms to bring supplies into

‘equilibrium with demand at about - the level of price support

desired

The principal method of providing price support 1is through
nonrecourse loans to producers. The loans provide a guaran-
teed floor under the farm pgices of particular commodities.

tively mandated or set by the Sec

tary of Agriculture within
certain guidelines. ~ '

LRI

R . )
If the farmer determines after planting that prices for his

“commodities will be below the loan' level, he may simply borrow

the value. of his crop from the federal ,government at the
established loan rate. If at harvest time 8he, commodity price
rises above the loan rate, he sells the crop oy the market and
pays off the- government loan: including any accrued interest.:
1f, however, prices remain- belew the loan level at harvest'
time, the farmer forfeits his commodity, transﬁerring title to
the government, and the loan is gatisfied. Most stocks of
commodities held by -the governmentii

these forféited loans.

41 = - B

avé accrued as a result of
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. The remaining stocks are availablé_forldoméstid donations. ¥ -
, Currently, the major domestic 'donation;'aut?rrization' for. CCG
«'pnice-sugpor; commodities 1s Section 416 of th

e Agricultural: Acf

© : , n

t

. Seetion fth Sectioﬂ.d?z of the Agriculﬁurél A&t'of.1949
authorizes the Secretary of ‘Agriculfture to distribute food cf od-

~.ities acquired under the CCC's price support activities or, d et
1y purchased with CCC funds from privately held stocks. These
commodities may be distributed to the Bureau of " Indian Affairs;

nonprofit school lunch programs; nonprofit summer camps for chil-

dren; federa » 8tate, or private agency programs for needy per- -

sons; and aritable - {nstitutions, including’ hogpitals serving
needy persons. This same section authorigés'the CCC to pay the
cost of processing food commodities into a’'form suitable for home

- or institutfonal ‘use, plus:the costs of packaging, transporting,

handling, and other charges .accruing up to the time of .their -

“delivery to the" designated state or private agency. Costs

incyrréd by CCC fbr these activities may. Be.reimbursed through

.- annual appropriations for net realived losses sustained by the
., Corporation. in prior years, but not previous reimbursed. " The

primary foad commoditles purchased and distriBBted under Section

<416 are butter, Eheese, nqnfat dry milk, flour, peanut oil, pea-

nut oil shortening, peanut butter, peanut granules, roasted pea- o

nuts, and rice, : -

In fiscal year 1979, 5%1,000 pounds of Section 416 commod~
ities were donated to various organizations. These commodities
were valued at approximately $273 million,'dr about 40 percent of
the value of 'all. surplus federalﬁgommodities donated in that year.

: ‘ «
Budget,Accounting Procedures for CCC. The Corporation has an

to it by the Treasury and. other private lending agencies.

4

. _ AV .

A IS

: 3., "Two other majo authorizations for CCC donations include Sec-

tion 709 of the'Food and-Agricultural Act of 1965, and Section
’ 4 of the Agriculture and Consumer Protection At of 1965. A

-+ full 'discussion of these may be found in a CBO technical .

memorandum of January 5, }979, from G. William Hoagland tg the
Senate and House'CQmm}tt.es on the Budget. e _—

[ v [ 4

»

v
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~authorized ctapital stock of $100 million and a borrowing authority =
.of up to $30.5 billion under current law. ' The Corporation main-
tains a sufficient amount of  its borrowing authority to purchase
at any time all notes and other obligations.evidencing loans made:




‘ B e g v . L. ) o T - . i .
. . ! . . . 13 " ) 2.. > .

" The price upport and other activities of the Corporation }ay:.
in-
excess of 1its borrowing autnorit{ plus other available funds. .

result in.the Cdrporatfon incurring atsany one time obligations!

'When this situyati occurs it is Fecorded as contract authority.
/The ' Corporation'd” contract autho ity 1s liquidated in future
- periodsthrough appropriations or other funds available to 1it.

[N

With res}ect to. the domestic donation program 7 however, an
.annual appropriatfon 1s made to the Corporation
for net realized losses incurred as of the end. of/ each year. In
eariier years; the entire costs of disposing /of food commodi-

ties-—either those acquired under price=

tion of the net realized losses. o
_ T _
Beginning 1in fiscal year 1977, however, only the cosths attri-
~buted to disposing of commodities..to institutions ($60 nillion)
were included in the net realized loss calculation subject to the
annual appropriations. While the Corporation continues to acquire
food ‘commoditges (of the types specified under Section 416) for
distribution to schools and needy families, its costs are reim-
burged directly with federal funds from'appropriations made to the
" child nutrdition, domestic feeding, and other program accounts. As
.4 result of the 1977 change, the costs of purchasing (when not
acquired under price-support activities) and disposing of agricul-
. tupal commodities to schools and needy families now are attributed
directly to child nutritieh program coBts (function 600) and not
to agricultural budget cos::\(function 350). :

CA

.Section 32:» Funds for Strengthening Markets, Incomelfand Supply |

Another majer funding source for the child nutpition programs
» 18 the transfer of funds from the account commonly known as Sec—} -
tign 32. This was established by the Agricultural Act of 1935 to | .

enablé the federal government to handle the disposal of agricul-'

-tural surpluses and to -encourage domest{ ponsumption.-

Section 32, as enacted, appropriates monies each fiscal year

(permanent appropriation) to the Secretary of Agriculture in an.
- amount equivalent to 30 percent of the "gross receipts from duties

" :collected under the customs laws" for the calendar year preceding
- the beginning of the relevant fiscal year. The permanent appro- -
priation remains 1in a peparate fund. The 30 percent factor was -

., based on the argument that roughly 30 percent of the total U.S.
.'}- population lived on’ farms, 'and ‘that Section‘ 32 Vould make

”

reimburse'it'

rt activities or
those purchaséed with- CCG_funds--have béen included in ‘the calcula— -

.Y v -

vy




~ Today, however, its uses and limitati

'available for ‘the benefit of: the farmer a sum equivalent to hia -

fair share of the tariff receipts. ‘
Qhe uses of the Section 32 fund have varied over time.
d/: are generally agreed to
include: o ! - v _ ¢
o Encouraging agricultural comnodity exports by paying
- "export subsidy payments or. indemnities for losses incurred
by processors, . e : l'
o Encouraging the domestic - consumption of- surplus
agricultural commodities by div;rting them from normal
channels of trade through ayments _oﬁ benefits,
indﬁ:nities, or .donations- to low*income persons (a 1949
.amerlment directed that the supported commodities should
be primarily perishable nonbasic commodities),

) Financing adjustments in the crop planti g8 or in the
-fquantity of’ agricultural commodities produce‘ for market;
d \
"0 Limiting expenditlres on any one commodity t& not more
-than 25 percent’ of the total monies available in
and .

o Limiting the authorizéd level of carryoyer of unobligated
fermanent appropriations to no more an"$300 million
annually.: « .

I
Today Section 32 »funds are used primarily for the purpose of
purchpsing surplus, nonbasic, perishable commodities for donations,

- to schools, institutions, and needy families., These commodities

are distinguished from price-support commodities discussed in the

_ previoud gaction. The determination of what K commodities are . in

~surplus is made by the Secreta®y of Agéiculture prior’ - to
acquisition. If ‘the marketaprice for a food- commodity is less

” . . &
) ~ v . ‘

'&,

>

4. ,House Report to accompany H.R. 8492 Agricultural Adjustment

' Act of 1935, Jume 15, 1935. In 1976 “the farm population

~ represented approximately 3.9 percent of the total U.S.
population and ‘of the total duties collected on imported

© commodities 1in 1977, approximately 9.2 percent was asqociated
:‘with imported agricultural commodities.




~ frozen turkeys, canned: and d chicke
" Juice concentrates, green bdans, and dry -beans. These commodit

than 100 percent of paritly, 4t may be lassified asisurplus.5;-'““

Therefore, virtually all flonbasic food commodities are .eligible

for purchase with Section 32 funds. Recently, the major commod= .-

ities purchased -with -Section 32 funds have included guy#lind beef,
3%, apple and frozen orange

wsually have been rated as preferred items by state diStribution '

-agencies. In fiscal year’ 1979, approximately' 714,000 pounds of .

products were purchased’ for domestic ‘donations W1th Section 32
monies, hQying a value of $320 million, or about 48 percent of the

total valug of commodities donated that year.-

Bu@gﬁt Accounting Procedures for Section 32. ‘.In,the past,.
the commodities purchased and donated with .Section 32 funds

appeared as’ obligations and outlays specific to the Section 32

. " budget- account. As late as fiscal year 1973, accounting of

~ -Section 32 was assigned to the agriculture function of . the
" budget. - Beginning in fisc¢al year 1975 following a major transfer S
of funds from Section 32 to the child nutrition accounts, Section _p;

32 was reassigned to the income security function. , ,
Table 7 shows tle historical growth in the permanent.appro~'
prtation to Section’32 .accompanying the growth in gross customs
receipts. 1In 1950, the 'permanent appropriation amounted’ to about
$125 million, by fiscal year 1980, it had-reached $2.145 billion.

In fiscal year 1980, over 85 percent of the permanent appro-

'._ priation "was transferred to the child nutrition account. The

funds after transfer lose their identity. They dre used, with

other directly appropriated funds, to purchase .nonbasic’ agricul-

tural commodities. Since wore funds are being transferred. than
are needed to meet commodity assistance requirements (when com-
bined with other funding . souraes),.smaller direct appropriations.

- to the child nutrition accounts 3te required,

R
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.;5. This conclusion is based on a September 13, 1967 QSDA General -

Council Opinion, NoM 150. There is mno reference to a pergent-
age of parity pri in the legislation. According to the
General Council Opinion:  "Section 32 purchases, when fpade
"faolely to accomplish the purposes of that-section and not made
ffor the additional purpose of prqviding p ice support under
the 1949 Act [Agriculture Act of 1949] re not subject to
limitations of that Act [with respect to
parity price for price support | R T e
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"TABLE 7., HISTORICAL ACCOUNTING OF SECTION 32: FUNDS FOR STRENGTHENING MARKETS, INCOME, AND SUPPLY

e srenlai:

Section 32 Account Transactions

Total Out: . Total In: Unobligated
' _ A ' ‘ Department of Child . "Balance :
Gross Section 32 N ' Commerce Nutrition . Available -
~Figcal -~ Customs - ' Permanent ' ., (Punction (Function + Other Start of
Year  Receipts? Appropriation ' 376) 604) " Accounts: - Period
1950 418,690 - 125,607 750 . -0- -0- 750 -0~
1960 - 838,153 v 251,446 - - 51,144 4,994 © 43,657 2,493 ~ 300,000
1969 1,988,820 . 596,646 198,855 7,413 64,325 122,117 . . 300,000
1970 - - -2,328,210 698,463 - 220,019 7,636 194,266 18,11 300,000
1971 . 2,429,200 728,760 264,101 - .7,626 . 238,358 18,117 - 300,000 -
1972 2,552,956 - - 765,887 - . 257,713 7,553 232,043 18,117 300, 000
1973 © 3,196,957 959,087 147,324 10,042 119,165 - 18,117 - 194,476
1974 , 3,104,953 931,486 : 225,036 _ 7,288 199,631 18,117 262,988
' 1975 3,397,360 1,019,209 730,794 7,751 705,926 17,117 191,005
1976 . % 3,760,290 - 1,128,087 ~ 889,932 8,821 ® 737,111 144,000b 120,810
- TQ . 942 ,280 . 282,684 118 178 1,998 20,000 .96 180 100,069
77 _43,162 ﬁ999~ e % ;990--——-- 1,039 1)06* s QE T 2 IBY
1978 - 4,640 ,471 1 392 141 . 1,027,541 © = 12,984 © 1,017,683 . « 0= 237,696
1979 - - 5 501,341 16527202 1,429,011 17,436 1,411,575 ) ]8- 297,991
1980 . ° 7 »y151, 840 X 2 168,928 1,857,765 26,679 1,831,086 - 197,340

1

SOURCES: The Bud et of the United Statgs Gové{nﬁ/;t, endix for fiscal years 1942 to 1980; fiscal. -
: year 1 “based "on conference report o. , =1379  accompanying Agriculture, Rural
Developmenp_ and -Related Agencies Appropriations - Bill, 1979; ‘customs receipts from' UySe e
Depattment of the Treasury, U.S. Customs ServIée, Duty  Collection by Calendar Year,
.November 1978 Tranemittal (fiscal year 1980 eatimate baaed on, calendar year 1978 . data .
through actober 1978) .

-

\k Groes ,custom receipts shown in Table are for, the calendar year two yedrs!'preceding' tha besinning
. o o .

-of " the relevant fiscal yaar. , o

‘b Spec&al supplemcngal foodvprOSpam wic, ¢ : . .

_ o . A : : : ’ "
- I~ . ' o3 | o '
Q _ ' o . ‘ ¢ o . ' o ) - ‘




'Unobligated Balances. ' The Agriculture Appropriations.Commit-
_tees have not allowed thg transfer of all’ Section 32 funds out of
the .account. - They have tried over the years to maintain an

unobligated balance of approximately $300 million in the Section
32 fund.6 } | s T

The expressed 1egislative intent of maintaining an unobli-
gated balance has been to provide the Secretary of Agriculture
- - with funds necessary to remove surplus nonbasic commodities 1if
- they should ocecur during the fifcal year.7 Given that the y
administrative definition of surplus makes nearly all commodities
. eligible for Section 32 purchases, maintaining an unobligated
A balance 1in the fund provides the Secretary of Agriculture with
discretionary budget authority.8 I1f, for example, "the child
nutrition programs' appropriations begin to run short toward the
end of a fiscal year, the unobligated balances in the Section 32
account can be transferred, avoiding a supplemental request. From
a total budget perspective, budget authority does not change as a
resnlt of such a transfer; outlays,”however, increase.
™~ ¢ . '
In" a cleaner accounting world, Section 32 would be done away
- with, for' it causes some pointless entries in the budget accounts
of the Congress and the Executive Branch. Its repeal, however, is
not requifed for any programmatic or procedural reason. Section
32 remains on the statute books in form but not in eubetance.

—

\

6. See Senate Report No. 95-1058 accompanying the AgricultureL
“Rural Development and . Related Agencies Appropriation Bill
1§i9 (Kugust , 1978).

7. Unobligated balapces at the start of the fiscal year were
"drawn down during the period 1973 to 1377 because of specific
- legislative approval to -use Section 32 monies for, the WIC
program, special milk program, and a number of lesser program
accounts.
& . .
. 8. Discussions with staff of the -Appropriation Committees suggest
L that even if theré were no legal "restriction on how the
. : unobligated balances could be spent for other than traditional
market support activities (which 1s not at all wlear), their
transfer to another account would still be subject to the
Appropriation Committees' reprogramming rules and require new %
_ legislation. In actual practice, however, legislation author-
oo oo Lzing a transfer can be circumvented through a combination of
’ reprogramming and indirect transfers. E , v \

v | | e
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" . and could eventually become an importapt budget issue as well.9

| |i - R . 1 IR ).’”_;
" Direct Federaerppropriations | |

- The third fundipg mechaﬁism'for the child nutrition programs

is the normal annpalJappropriation process. | .

Direct appropriations are made to four specific accognts:
(1) child nutrition programs, (2) special milk program,” (3)
special supplemental food program, and (4) food program adminis-
tration. The largest account--child nutritién programs=-results = =
in appropriations to the national school lungh program, the school
‘breakfagt program, the equipment assistance program, state admin-
_istrative expenses apsociated with program admhnistration, summer
food program, child-care food program, a commodity assistance
program (Section 6 of the national school 1lunch program), and
nutrition eﬂucation, studies, and training activities.

A separate appropriation account 1s maintained for the
special milk program and the special ' supplemental food program,
primarily WIC. The food program administration account ifcludes
‘the total federal administrative costs associated with all USDA
domestic feeding programs. About one~quarter of this account can
be attributed direcEly to child nut¥Ition programa, T

The level of direct appropriations is governed by: + (1) the
amount of wmonies transferred from .Section 32, already discussed
above; (2) statutory authorization limits; ang (3) the number of

1l

program participants and_legislated payment standards. .

Dirget. Appropriations for Commodities--Sectfion 6. The cur-
rent statutory requirement of a minimum level of Gommodity assis-
tance to the school lunchgprogram and child-care food program
serves as the basis for establishing budgetary needs for commodity
donatiohs. The evolution of this provision also evinces the
changing focus of domestic commodity assistance toward direct cash
transfers. Providing cash to schools instead of‘comhoditigs ts
becoming a major policy issue for the food and agrigul@ural sector

'

9. The National School Lunch and Child Nutrition Amdandments of
. 1977 (Public Law 95-166) mandated USDA to conduct a study to
‘analyze the impact and effect of cash payments in slieu of
commodities as it relates toJ ' among other ‘1ssues, ,
administration, nutrition, and producerg' income. The study, -
“"published in December 1979, is discu!g;d more fully in the )
final Chapter of this paper. : P o |

48 - ' : |
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The administrative policy has been to use :Section 6 monies to
purchase commodities that states have ranked as preferred items on
. annual preference reports.  ’ S

The original Section 6 of the National School Lunch Act of
1946 allowed USDA to uBe. funds appropriated for the school lunch
program to purchase agricultural commodities for donation to
schools® These Section 6 .commodities along with Section 32 non-
basic comtodities made up nearly. 38 percent of the total federal
assistance avallable to the school lunch program -in fiscal year
1948. Along with the donation of major supplies of price support

commodities in the 19608, over 60 percent of the federal support

~to the school lunch program was in the form of commodities (see
Table 8).10 ‘ R B ~

- The high level of federal commodity ghppbrt in the 1960s led
regipient organizations to develop their programs on the assump-
tion that such levels of commodity support .wou continue. In
1973, Section 6 was amended, to require USDA to make cash payments
to states 1in any .fiscal year when it found 1tself unable to
deliver at least 90 percent of the commodity assistance programmed

for rhemyear"QSection~32nﬁundswﬂonehusod—toﬂmakewea&h~g@an%s)Trﬂﬂur—mnf&ﬂ"f—w

amount of) the cash payment being the difference between the value
of commodities programued .and tHe estimated deliveries for the
year. ' : o

., Beginning in 1975 (National Séﬁg;i ItinchAct and Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 Amendments of .1975--Public Law 94-105), the
minimum level of commodity assistance was sget at 10 cents per
lunch, and not less than;75 percent of the required assistance was
to be provided in cgmhodities. Cash payments were once again
re ed for the difference in the mandated minimum value and the
égtimated deliveries. USDA was enpouraged to purchase high-pro-
tein foods, meats, and meat altetpfatives with Section 6 monies.
Because the state of Kansas had pHased out 1its commodity distribu-
tion facilities before the beginning of fiscal year 1975, it has

bean permitted (to receive cash instea® of commpdities. Finally,
v . . _g' . . “

4
1‘. Folldwing the Korean Conflidt and; throughout the‘1950§, agri-
‘cultural supplies far outpsced defand &dd CCC inventories grew
from $1.3 billion in 1952 to $7.7 billiou by the beginning of

1960. These stocks we%e gradually reduced in the 1960s under

‘the Kennedy Administration, which placed greater emphasis on
supply management programs' as . opposed to \pontinuihg CCC
acquisition of commodities. AN SR

" &
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TABLE 8. FEDERAL CASH AND COST OF COMMODITIES DONATED TO THE NATIONAL SCHOOL%LUNCH PROGRAM, FISCAL YEARS
1948—1979 (Thousands of dollars) .
’ -

‘ . : Cash NN
fiscal . ... _.___ Coat of Commodities . ... .. . -—Cash in Lieu -- .Cash -Contributions --Fotal Cash + - Percent -
Year (Sec. » 416) (Sec.™)  Total of Commodities (Sec. 4, 11, 32)  Commodities Commodities
1948 19,341 * 13,438 32,779 - 53,948 86,727 - 37.8
1950 38, 505 16,684 55,189 . = <w 64,565 119,754 46.1
1960 70,916 61,108 132,024 Lo 93,814 225,838 58.5
1961 71,623 - 61,081 132,704 T e . 93,746 226,450 58.6
1962 .lfﬁ 027 69,074 182,101 * - . 98,760 280,861 64.8
1963 120,971 ° 58,875 179,846 - ~. 108,600 288,446 " 62.3
1964 135,660 . 99,270 194,930 - 120,810 315,740 61.7
1965 212,949 59,459 272,408 - 130,435 - 402,843 67.6
1966 116,849 58,006 174,855 - 141,090 315, . 55.3.

1967 130,419 57,938 188,357 - 149,685 338,042 57.7
1968 " 220,456 55,520 - 275,976 159,754 435,730 * 63.3
1969 207,790 64,165 271,955 (/j;: 172,041 443,996 61.2
1970 7 200,759 64,834 265,193 e 212,637 . 477,830 59.5
1971 213,040 "64,306 277 , 346 e 427,509, 704,855 39.3

/1972 248,038 64,030 312 068 -— 462,794 774,862 40.2
‘1973 198,209 59,478 257,687 70,797 462,464 720,151 ' 35.8
1974 248,818 \ 67,284 316,102 - ' 664,555 , 980,657 32,2
1973 354,445 63,8337 418,278 5,175 . 1,289,017 . 1,712,470 24.4
1976 prel. 334,431 72,463 406,894 49,562 1,489,571 ' 1,946, 27 20.9

TQ prel. 44,644 4,200 49,700 856 192,842 293,754 16.9
1977 prel. -t 501,375 501,818 / 40,769 1,673,962 2,216,549 22.6
1978 prel. = 447,900 80,000 527,900 80,676 , 1,825,100 2,433,676 21.6- N

3 1979 prel. 597,500 80,000 677,500 6,200 2,009,800 2,693,500 25.1

a. In flecal year 1977, appropriations were made only to Section 6 for purchase of commoditieés. For fistal ‘

' 'yeare 1978 and 1979, appropriations. were made to the traditional Sections 32, 416, and 6 purchasing

authorities.

v v ‘ JJ.L\_.- 7(3
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the minimun level of commodity assistance was also to be applied
to the number of lunches or suppers served in the” child food
program. (Upon request, a state could receive the minimum value
of commodity“assistigpe in the form of cash for the child-care

,l\food program.) 4. ' : Yo

: Once again, in 1977, amengments to Section 6 permitted any
' school receiving commoditieB to réfuse to accept delivery of up to
e—.-20-percent-of the—total--value- of commodities offered,— — -

Influenced by these legislative changes, including expansion
of direct cash payments, and fluctuating levels of government~held -
stocka"commodity‘assis'ance as a proportion of the total federal
effort "to, the .schools fﬁclined to abouty 20 percent in fiscal year
1978. More importantly, cash paymentd to schools making up the
difference in actual and mandated levefls of ‘assistance grew from

"$5 million 1in 1975 to over $80 million in fiscal year 1978.
, . Preliminary figures for fiscal year 1979 show a modest upturn in
\ the level of commodity *assistance--to 25 percent of all federal
assistance provided- in the NSLP-—and g significant decline in
cash-in-lieu payments (see Table 8).

. The overall trend, howver, suggests a growing reluctance of
schools and recipient groups to receive commodities. If it is
assumed that schools do not purchase commodities with the cash
they receive, then new outlets will have to be found 1in the years
ahead for government stocks. .Since international food policies

. have been moving in the direction of self-help programs as opposed
to direct food aid, the balance between domestic and international
disposition of accumulated stocks will also become more critical.
f, on the other hand, schools use their cash to purchase commod-
ties that would have normally been provided through price support
apd surplus removal activities, then the trend to cash may have
1fttle impact on producers) incomes. /

STATE AND LOCAL FINANCING OF CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

_ \ State and local funding 1ig éﬁe_other ma jor source of support
~ for the thi1d nutrition programs. Unfortunately, little informa-
‘tion exists at the national level on this source of funding,
except for the national school lunch program.™ The lack of cost
data plagues the! federal budgeting and planning of all child
» . nutrition programé. Recent pressure for federal funding of state
and lécai costd must confront the fact that little 1s known about
‘the extent of those costs. ' ‘ : -
b : , ) ’ N , ;
i | Y os | , | .
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_ _ Most of the nonschool programa%(summer food service,  child-
. "cara food programs, supplemental food programs) recelive state and
' ~ local support, including a significant leyel of volunteer ser-~
vices, A recent USDA study of the summer food service' program,
for example, found that a major alternative source of funding for e
" that program was the lomprehensive Employment Trgiping Act
(CETA) .11 oOther sources of funding include: (1) Neighborhood
Youth Corps, funded by the U.S. Department of Labor; (2) Youth
. Service Corps, alsp funded by the Department .of Labor; ‘and (3)
Community Action Council, funded through ACTION. The actual level
. of support, however, is unknown. : '

_ ‘ - Matching - Requirements. Only two "programs-—the national
AN o school lunch program and the food equipment’ assistance program--
have major state matching requirements. A small ‘matching effgrt
1s required from the states for their pdministration of the-nqui—

tion education and training program. - : '

In the eq®ipment program, cash grants to states for purchas-
ing food service equipment are made on the condition that at least
one-fourth of the cost is funded from sources within the state.
Generally, this means' from the individual school receiving the
apportioned federal funds. Schools defined as egpecially needy
are @xcluded from the matching requirement. In fiscal year 1979,
approximately $8 million in state and local matching funds
combined with $24 million in federal funds to support the program.

In the school lunch prograh, states must match each federal
dollar of general cash-for-food assistance with three dollars of
o  funds from within the state (3 to 1 match). This requirement can
be adjusted downward in any state with-a per capita income less
than the national average per capita income, "

[} /
+ State funds can be dragn from a number of sour@es, including:
(1) state and local expensds for program administration; (2) the
value of services, supplies, facilities, local commodities, and
. equipment dopated to the program; gnd (3) children's payments for
’ food service. A second provision mandates that state revenues be
- appropriated to the program. These appropriated monies count ¥
o toward the matching requirement and are referred to as the state )
revenue matching requirement (SRMR). Currently, the SRMR is cal- '
culated as 10 percent of the state's previous-year 3 to 1 match, -
. t

11, A _Study of Factors Affect;?gMeal Quality Unddr the Summer
Food Seryice Program for Children, U.S. Department of Agricul~
ture (January 1978). ' : )




In ,fisgal year 1975, (the latest year of available -state

: ‘d,at:h), the total 3 to 1 match required éf the states was $1.270
billion. The SRMR was $66 million. State and local resources

devotgd\to the program exceeded nearly $2.140 billion, almost two
times  the required match. Children's payments alone 'to the
program exceeded the matiching requirement--$1.295 billion. - Monies
appropriated to the program by the states totaled $226.9
million-—over three times the required SRMR. It thus appears that

states have 1little difficulty in meeting the federal matching'

requirementé‘establiehed for the school lunch program.

federal government's share of the school,lunch program began

Growing Federal_Share. Beginning about . fiscal year 1975,t!b
)
grow .as a result of legislation exp§nding - federal paymght

" had 1increased to appyoximately 50 percent (see Table 9). Growth

standards. By fiscagjxgar 1977, the federal share of total costs °
in the federal sedtor has resulted 1in reduced costs  for -

participating children. Approximately 30 percent of program costs
in 19/7 was borne by children. State and local governments have
essentially maintained their same relative share of program costs
over the last 20 years, remaining at 21.6 percent in fiscal year

1977, /

i |
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| TABLE 9.

TOTAL FUNDING BY SOURCE FOR THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM FISCAL YEARS 1960—1977n(Thouaandp of

dollars) - -
- : . e e . —_— ’ i
Federal Share of Total
Sources * State and Local Sources “All Sources Program Costs
. ' ’ s State and
Fiscal ' Cash and Children's » Local o
Year  Commodities  Payments Governments Other * Tota‘l Federal Goveruments Children
1960 225,839 555,707 92,608 127,522 ' 775,837 1,001,676 22.5 22, Ov 55.5
1961 226,450 . 594,840 94,943 134,898 824,681 1,051,131 21.5 21.9 56,6
- 1962 280,861 642,374 93,920 151,519 887,813 1,168,674 24.0 21.0 55.0
" 1963 | 288, 446. 694,030 97,076 156,377 947,483 1,235,929 - 23,3 20.6 ~ 5641
1964 . 315,740 741,856 103,260 166,323 1,011,439 1,327,179 23.8 '20.3 ©.55.9
1963 402,843 797,572 113,682 178,700 1,089,954 1,492,797 26.9 19.7 53.4
- 1966 315,946 852,773 122,004 210,380 1,185,157 + 1,501,103 21,0 32.2 56.8
1967 338,042 ',925 018 ~ 146,527 253,966 1,325,312 1,663,554 20.3 24,1 55.6
; ——~435—¥39w_4~—{MH}%Hi% *16&“973 278,551 . 1,436,280 1,872,010 23.3 23,5 TUTTTSRIVZITTTTT
“1969 475,752 1,041,241 154,979 20,277 1,516,497 1,992,249 . 22.6 24.3 53.1 '
1970 565,450 1,104,959 '185,056 61,595 1,651,610 . 2,217,060 22.4 25,7 51.9
1971 809,546 1,090,209 216,377 376,944 1,683,531 2,493,077 © 29.5 24.9 45.6
1972 1,050,831 ,080,449 270,279 328,726 1,679,454 2,730,285 31.6 24.4 44.0
1973 1,139,850 ‘x123,656 297,573 395,099 1,816,327 2,956,177 28.4 273 44.3
1974 1,401,418 = 1}173,969 412,012 385,007 1,970,987 . 3,372,405 33,2 26.8 - 40.0
1975 1,707,296 - 1,308,491 441,996 406,792 2,157,280 3,864,576 44,3 21.9 33.8 .
1976 1,893,500 1,310,000 930,000 2,240,000 4,133,500 46.5 22.2, 31.3
' TQ 244,200 - ¥ 155,000 130,000 285,000 ° 529,200 50.8 24.6 29,3
1977 2,120,200 1,290,000 960,000 2,250,000 4,370,200 49.6 22.0- 29.5-
!“ 4
<.
Flacal Year 1973 Statistice.
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'ICHAP_TER/V. THE AGRICULTURAL SUPPORT AND NUTRITIONAL IMPACT OF THE

CHJLD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

& v

The two hajor goals'of the federal child nutrition programs
have been: ' (1) to encourage the doweptic consumption of agricul-

~ tural commoditles 'and thus strengthen the nation's agricultural

economy, and (2) to safeguard the health and well-being of the

.nation's children. .Thtse two goals- have evolved over the‘$}o-
~grams' long higtory afd both will continue to receive differing

A

emphases throughout the 1980s. R

In the early years of the programs,~ federal agricultural
policies played the dominant role. The consequence of this
emphasis can still be seen in the programs' administratlve and
financing systems. The original emphasis,on distributing surplus

- agricultural commodities to school “feeding programs has.

diminished; federal cash contributions are now the dominant
instrument, and these provide a less direct. mechanism for agricul-

R

tural—suppore.; , v
' - ’ - T

The primary goal of the child nutrition programs has become

- one of improving the health and well-being of--children of all ages

-and income levels. Toward this end the original programs have

been expanded to cover greater numbers of children, particularly
at lower income levels, while new programs have been created to
serve specific groups such- d4s women, #nfants, and - preschool
children. The newer programs targeted on specific low-income
groups that are likely to be nutritionally at risk seem to have

been more successful than the older (and more costly) programs

“which serve a wide array of income groupsf

| ,\

/
j

IMPACT OF CHILD NUTRITION EXPENDITURES ON AGRICULTURE

The Department of Agriculture sacquires - and distributes
commodities for the putrition programs through the mechanism out-
lined in the previous chapter., This system provides some -degree
of market support for certain commedities that are not covered by
the farm price support programs. Often the USDA accumulates large
stocks of those commodities. How much impact do these” purchases

‘have on farm incomes? = o e e e

[}
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| é;ven ‘that, today,
commodity assistance, they can formulate their own Budgetary needs
on the basis of a guaranteed level of assistance. Commodity
assistance may substitute, then, for what-normally would have been
purchgsed by these organizations. Substitution has probably

increased. under proviaions'allowing the recipient organization to

schools and other outlets for surplus =
commodities are assured of ‘a statutorily défined mi 1mum level ‘of

- refuse a cegtain amount of donated «commodities and to take cashvx

" instead.

The consequence is to diminish somewhat the role played
‘ the * nutrition programs in offsetting ipstability in
agricultural markets. S

Foods purchased in the child wautrition. programs represented

‘about 2.5 percent of total national food expenditures in 1978 (see

-Table

" less cﬂfn 2 percent of total. foaq\expendi;ures.

10). . Excluding out-of-pocket .children's payments (the
minimum portion that, one may assume, would have been spent on
food even in the absence 0f a program), the programs accounted for
The value of
agriculkural commodities distributed through the .programs has
declined:to the point where today they represent less than half of

"~ one percent of total food expenditures.

4

Estimates indicate that in 1978 total child nutrition food
expenditures of $5.9 billion translated into additional ‘farm
income of about $1.9 billion (see Table 10). .This additional farm

income represents about 1.5 percent of total gross.farm income in.’

1978.

hus, child nutrition food expenditures
aggregate, a minor impact on gross farm income. .
the level of specific cqmmodities,‘however, some market 1mpact may

have, 1in the

. e
1. This is clearly a'high estimate of the net additional food
'~ expendlitures generated by the programs.
’later in this chapter find that, in the lunch prograp,
participants did not measurably inc ease caloric consumption

" relative to nonparticipants or to thildren not having the

" program available to them.* This slggests
substitution for normal food purchased, A récent Washington
State study foundgthat children receiving meals free had a 30
percent net increase in their demand for food (70 percent
substigution).- See David W. Price, and others, Evaluation eof

Disaggregated at .

Analyses discussed

"a high ‘layel of .

- Schobl Lunch and School Bre kfast Programs in the State of

‘Washington, Parts fﬁf and (Washington State University,
SeptemEer 1976). : o

.8 a
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TABLE 10. CHILQ NUTRITION FOOD' FXPENDIYURES, THEIR SHARE OF TOTAL FOOD EXPENDITURES AND

- THEIR CONTRIBUTION TO GROSS FARM INCOME, 1967-1978 (In billions of dodlars and =~

pércent) . L, - | ',
. .. . Farm Income
_ _ "I"..j_ - . * Percent of
. o " Child Nutrition - = : . Gross Farm
' S Food Expendi- - . Farm Value Income j
~ Total ' - tures as a Per~- - Total ' of Child . Assoclatéd
.Food - Child Nutrition cent of Total Food 6ross  Nutrition with Child.
Expen- Food Expenditures Expenditures Farm  Food Expen- Nutrition

Year ditures ' Total Commodfties. Total Commodities Income ditures Expenditures

) _ : _ . - . . 4

1967  95.0 - 1.8 S 0.3 7 1.9 0.3 ..~ 47.4 - 0.6 . 1.3
11973 146.8 3.2 0.7 o 2.2 0.5 ,  96.3 1.2, 1.2
1974  166.9 3.6 0.5 (’ 2.2 0.3 97.8 . 1.3 1.3
1975 184.8 4.3 0.5 2.3 0.3 99.5 = 1.4 1.4
1976 200.2 © 47777 T 0.5 T T 2.4 0.3 101.0. 1.5 1.5
1977 217.9 - 5.2 - w 0.4 2.4 0.2 106.7 1.6 1.5
1978 239.4 ' 5.9 . 0.5 2.5 0.2 LW R 1.9 1.5

. _ ) v B —
SOURCES: Data for food expenditures from U.S. .Department of Commerce; Sutvey of Current -
-~ Busipess. Food expenditures exclude value "¢f.}beverage. Gross farm income,
echgding‘governmqnt payments, from J.S. Depgrtment of Agriculture, Farm Ificome
Statistics§ Statistical Bulletin. No. 609. (July 1978). T estimate in ‘the .
next-to-1last column was darived,by multiplying the ratio’of farm value of total -

food expenditures to total; fooj expenditures by the .total food expendiiures'in .

' thé child nutrition progrdms. Farm value of total food expenditures was taken
\ frdm U.S. Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Qutlook, A0-49 (November 1979).
. ' S . ' . _ ' R .
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~ be likely. For example, Sectfbn 32 purchas@g of canned peaches in - .

- the 1977-1978 ‘market .season accounted for over 2.p percent of tie
total canned peaches sold‘that seagoft. Further,! Section 32 pur-
chases of peaches packed "under the “specification of ‘large—size

» cans 'made .up pearly. 25 percent of the matket in 1977-1978.
Section 32 purchases of turkeys accounted for 3.3 percént of the
total market in 1978.. S ' ‘ _ BE

. : ' ) ' U R

IMPACT ON HEALTH AND NUTRITIONAL STATUS

What effect have these programs had on children's nutritional
~and health status? Few studies have been made of their effect on ',
children nationally, and &ven fewer of their impact of particular

.~ income groups. This 1is due 1ip part to the complexity of the
- nutritfonal programs, and in part to the difficulty of analyzing .
all the factors involved. The blological complexities of nutri-
~tion, and 1its™ interaction with physiological, environmental,
cultural, social, and economic factors make 1t difficult to
. 1solate precisely the nutritional impact of participati in a
government programs . )

AN,

fon 1n Children

Healqh and Malbutr,ﬁ

- /What areféhf-:;zritio al problems that are'to be addressed by

" government inter ion? /Hunger and severe malnutrig¢ion are not -

"+ erious public health proHlems in the United States today although -
- some subgroups of the population may be affected.? Despite some
“ | limited cases @f severe marhutrition found by. the Senate Sdbcom=
' - mittee on Employment, Manpower and Poverty in the Mississippi
delta 1in 1967, statements that sevdre malnutrition exists on a
national scale have never been documented, even during the early

years of the “"War-on Poverty" ‘programs. o . KRR

Malnutrition, as found 1in developed countries today, may %ei

MYefined as an intake of one or more nutrients at such insufficient

levels that the person isg placed in high risk of acquiring speci-

* 7 fic clinical signs of deficiency or abnormal physical development,

3

]

2. "Hunger” 1s ¢a nonscientific term. It has been described as a ¢
. craving for food, a weakened condition brought abou§ by the
] Tack o%-food, and an urgent need for food. . Prolonged hunger - 7
~ will create a condition of severe malnutrition with definable C/j
clinical and physiological signs. A . o

‘ I s




Infancy. . While infant mortality in the United States hasf
declined steadily since the 1900s--reaching a record low of 13

- infant deaths per 1,000 live births 4n 1979~-the rate still 1is

abave that of maior Eu‘opean countries and var&éb significantly
among. sociqeconomic groups. Infant’ mortality is nearly twice as

~ high for blacks as foP whites. Prematurity and low birth weight

are .also twice as common for . blacks‘;Pd other minorities as for

' whitea. -

_ Presnant women lacking Propefbnutrition have a 8reater:than~”
averagé chance of bearing low~birth-weight or stillborn babies.

Maternal nutrition is a critical factor for infant, health. Low

‘birth weight represengs the major threat -to infant survival.

Prenatal counseling and ‘alterations’ in social ‘habits such as: smok-

'ing and drinking can be just as important, however, as - pr0per’
, nutrition in averting low=birth-weight babies. Expectant mothers

under age 15 and mothers .with existing medical conditions (some of

Wwhich are diet-related, such as- hypertension - and iabetes) have
‘the highest probability of premature births.- - T

Childhood.  Nutritional _habits develoﬁed fn childhood can

affect health throughout life. ;In the United States few persons-
have ever experienced the more debilitating childhood nutritional .
digeases (protein-calorie marasmus or, kwashiorkor, diarrheal
digeases, scurvy, rickets, beribéri, goiter, ‘pellagra, xerophthal-
-mia{ which have. all but been'eradicated as public health. problems
his country. It is possible, however, -that margihal nutritive
intake and poor dietary habits during childhood may be related to.
the major health pre;Iems of today's adults: heart disease, some -

‘forms of cancer, strgKke and hypertension, diabetes, arterioscler-

osis, and cirrhosis Jf the liver..

J

~ One nutritional disease~-iron—deficiency anemia—-is common 1in
pregnant\ wqinen, infants, and young children. Some 14 percerit. of

all children are estimated to be anemic, the great majority of "

them because of iroh_deficiency;3 Another widespread defect 1is

." '. .
. R S

\)

3. Helen S. sMitchell Henderika J. Rynbeyen, and others, Nutri-
, tion in Health and Disedse (J. B. Lippincott Company, 1976);
Healthy Pebple, Surgeon General's Report on Healtl Promotion
and Digease Prevention, U.S. Department of Health, Education
and Welfare (July 1979); Caloric and Selected Nutrient Values:

% . for Pergsons 1-74 -Years of Age, National Center for Health Sta~

tistics, Vital. and Health Statistics, Series ,1l-No. ~203'
S - % T ~(Continued

. .
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obesity-—a risk factor for hypertension, heart digease, and

~diabetes in adults—which frequently begins during ichildhood. An

obese . child ' 18¥ at : least three times 'more 1likély 'than other -

children to become dn obese adult. Obesity is prevalent at all

socioeconomic levelss Nearly 35 percent of the women between ages
az'apd.Ga with incomes below the poverty level, and 29 percent of
those with incomes above that 1level, are _congidered obese.

.. Further, increaged proportions of .fat and  sugar 1in childrgn's

diets may explain an increase in coronary. arteriosclerosig! in

seemingly_healthyixoung people in their late teens. B

‘Overall,'then, improﬁement in éhi1qrén's diets 1s likely to
be critical in influencing their future health status. Improved

.
\»

;{: "

gealth status 1in early years has been found to be an important

eterminant of intelligence, years of formal schooling completed

¥
market wage rates, and hours of work.4 The rapid growth i* '

federal ~child nutrition program expenditures could thus b

justifled—as—offering—a—long-term return —to—society throu

lmproved worker productivity, reduced ‘unemployment, and. lower

- welfare and health expenditures. This assumes that child

g

nutrition program participation does in fact result in improved
diets; the remainder of this chapter will examine that hypothesis.

4

3.°. (Continued) . B

- (June 1979); andABarbara'Stanfield, "Iron¥Deficiency Anemia,"
" in vol. II, Harvatd Child Health Project, Children's Medical
"Care'Nee%sand Treatment (Ballinger Publishing Company, 1977).

4. Herbert G. Birch and Joan Dye Gussow, 'Disadvantaged. Children:
Health, Nutrition and School Failure (Harcourt, Brace and
World, Inc., 1970); Michael Grossman and Lee Benham, "Health,

.-Hours and Wages," 1in Mark Perlman, ed., The Economics of
Health and Medical Care (London: MacMillan 1973); Michael
Grossman, 'The Correlation Between Health and Schooling," in

——Negter E. Terleckyj, ed., Household Production and 'Consumption
(Columbia Univhrsity Press for the National Bureau of Economic
Research, 1975); Donald O. Parsons, "Health, Family and Labor
Supply,” The American Economic ' Review, .vol. 67, no. &

e

1

- (September 12775} ‘and Harold S. Lufty "The Impact of Poor o
Health on Earnings,"” The Review o Economics and Statistics, -

4

vol. LVII, no. 1,(February'f§7§).




‘. Nutritional Evsluatione

. A great deal of frsggented -evidence hss been. collected ;
documenting the benefits of the thild nutrition\programs. These {
ad hoc assessments have served as the major evaluations supporting !
the continued growth and expansion of the grograms.? Consistent
and reliable data have not existed,. however. . In both 1974 and
1977 the USDA issued'reports'stating that:

v o8 *hars

.Relatively few carefully designed studies have been

conducted to evaluate the effect of these programs on

.the nutritional status of participating. children.

Additionally, 4t 1s douhtful that a study can be

., expected to measure quantitatively the impacts of a

: 2 — spectfic food program on the basis of nutritional status

- of children who receive only one-sixth of their annual
meals from a prograri. 6 : .

® Only recently has the USDA begun to contract for nationally ‘
representative studies of the nutritional effectiveness of the

'various programs.

Evalu;liops\ of Nonschool Nutritional Programs. 0f the
nonschool programs, only the WIC program has been seriously i;
evaluated. In general, despitq some measurement and control group
problems, WIC has been found to be medically ‘successful. To the
extent that the program has been targeted on a specifically
defined population at risk and includes @ strong health component,
this result is snot surprising. One study has suggested that the

- - "

. : o .o P W . ' ( ‘ .
. ) A . e
: ' . - ’

5. A recent Field Foundation report on hunger, discussing a few
~ scientific studies, 1s an example of the most prevalent type
of study used'to develop federal nutrition policy. Nick Kotz,
Hunger in Ahmerica: The Federal Rﬁs onse (Field Foundation, '
). _S§p-commeats on the-report by.George G+ Graham, The
-Johns Hopkins University, Schqol of Hygiene and Public Health
(December 1979). 3

6. U.S. Department of Agrfculture, Comprehensive Study of the
' Child Nutrition Programs (July 13733 and «Evaluation of . the
- Child Nutrition Programs, Background Paper (June 1977).

..
*»
L
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4 7 program incrf(_xed utilization of other health care services by
. serving as aldonduit into the health care system.’ B
i . . .

A medical evaluation of participants in 9 WIC projects 1np14
states betwean 1973 gnd 1976 found that low-birth-weight infants
who participated in t§e program showed’ accelerated - weight and

. height gains and reduced levels of anemia. The study also found

. that pregnant women who participated 1in WIf showed increased .= '
weight gain during pregnancy and reduced ahemia, and that their
children hads higher birth weights.8 Studies in Louisiana in 1972 .
. and in Massachusetts from 1973 to 1978 found similar results.?'

~ Evaluations of .School Lunch and School Breakfast Programs.
Recent evaluations of thq school lunch and breakfast programs. have
been less conclusive. ‘Uﬁé"%tﬁdymhhalyied*ihe'bfféCt of school™
lunch .and school breakfast participation on a sample of Washington-
State school children. This study -found that participants 'id the
- school Tunch program Increased - thelf Intake ofF Five—of ten ]
nutrients studied--prgtein by 5 percent, calcium by 10 percent,
».phosphorus by 6 percént, vitamin A by 13 percent, and riboflavin
by 8 percent. Milk 1s" a good food source for three of these
nutrients and therefore may be the majord contribution to the
child's diet when participating 1in she. !rogfqm. The school

' -

. A : L]

7.. Mar¢ Benedict, Jr., Toby H. Campbell, D. Lee Bawden, and
Melvin Joneg,. Toward Efficiency and Effectiveness in the WIC  *
Delivery System (The Urbgn Institute, Washington, D.C., April

¢

- ———

.. : Co v
8. J. C. Edozien, B. R. Switzer, and R. B, Bryan, Medical Evalua-
tion of the Special Supplemental Food Program for Women,
Infants and -Children (WIC) (Department of Nutrition,
University of North Carolina, July 1976), -

9. E. Kennedy, -"An Evaluation of 'the Effects of the WIC
mwmm~w;mSupplementaLh_Jhod1ng_——2nogxam—_4up-B:p-Nata&z—Jkudﬁuuﬁr in
: Massachusetts,” Harvard ®School of Nutrition, PH.D. Thesis
0N (1978); and R. A. Langham, B. W. Dupree, and others, "Impact
v of WIC in Louisiana,” (Baton Rouge, Division of d1th,
’ : .1976)« 'Recently the USDA\entered into a contract with the
Research Triangle Institutey. North Carolina, to conduct an
expanded health and nutrition'eyaluation of the WIC program.
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- breakfast program . patticipation' "was . found . to lncpgeds¢ the
: conaumption of vitamin C by nearly 42 . percent.1 “ | :

i
l

Between 1968 and 1970, school’ lunch participatidn data- were
collegted ﬂh the national Ten. State Nutritiod sﬂtva on children
between|the\agea of 10 and 16." A study of "theSe data concluded
that, participation in the school lunch program increased the
congtimption of specific  gautritients By betteen 20 and 50

.percent.ll The 1largest impagt was found among' participating
child:en from low-income stat;\ ' '

* An Evaluation of Three Child Nutritiéﬁ Programs ' '
. N - ‘

. 9
B

e The remainder -of this chépterifpnesencs results from a
nq{ional analysis of the nutritional effectiveness of three child
rition rogram%--the school 1lunch, school breakfast, and milk

. : and Nutrition Examination Survey (HANES) have been ana&yzed 13
’ . -

¢ . K
. .
. wiA

10. See: David W. Price, Donald A. West:_l and others, {"Food
- Delivery Programs and Other Factors Affecting Nutrient Ihtake
of Children," American Journal of Agricultural Ecpnonijics,

vol. 60, no. 4 (November 1078). ' \\h'
1

i

11. Ten State Nutrig&on Survey, V-Dietarx, Départment of Hea
Education and Welfare, Center for Disease Control (72-8133)'\\ -

R ad

12. More technical descriptions of the data base and modgling
procedures can—be found in previous papers: . "The Impact o

Federal Child Nutrition Programs on the Nutritional @tatus of
Children,” G. William Hoagland, paper presented at the
Southern Economic Association Meeting (November 1978); "The
‘Nutritienal Effectiveness of Three Federal Child Nutrition
Programs: United States 1971-1974," GY William Hoagland,

oo” paper presented ‘at the American Agricultural ‘Economics
Association Meeting (July 1979). '

"13., Th data, collected on a consistent basis, were deeigned to
4 be representative ‘of the. civillan ‘noninstitutionalized
' population in the age range 1=74 years. This analysis
examined a subset of the survey population, children reported
in school ,between the ages of 6 and 21 years. The subsample
. ) ~ (Continued)

¢ _ . :
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Dietary Anélysis.,vlnformation on food intake was obtained by
asking children what they had eaten on the day preceding the

integpview.... Those whose diets were atypical webe excluded from'the“
"analysis.  Standards of dietary intake by age and sex were
‘egtablished for: . 'food energy (calories), protein, calcium, iron

vitamins A and C, niacin, thiamin, riboflavin, and phosphorus.la
Each child's ug#tritional “standing was measured 1in, termg of a
Nutrient Adequacy Ratios (NAR) for the ten nutrients. The NAR for
a particular nutrient was theiratio of the child's daily intake of
that nutrient to the recommended dietary allowance (RDA) The
NARs were combined into a composite nutrient index, defiped as a
mean' adequacy ratio (MAR).16  The MAR over the entirfe sample

" averaged 85.3 percent.

Results for S{Eglngrogram Impact. On the average, the NAR
usually exceed standard requirements (see Appendix Tables C-2 and-
C~4). Only in the case of a few nutrients (food energy-calories,

iron, and nis 0 do he  oversg -data suggesbh

13. (Continued)

/
consisted of 3,155 observations weighted to represent c
35,854,168 children nationally for tha\::riod 1971 to 1974.

The population of child nutrition prognam participants, -
nonparticipants, and children reporting not having access to
a -program (that 1s, nonavailables) was' ddveloped from a
cluster of questions asked in households where sample
children were attending school. Children who were surveyed
.during nonschool months were excluded from this analysis..

l4. HANES standards for energy, protein, calcium, iron, and
vitamins A and C were used for this analysis. These

. standards differ only ‘slightly from standards adopted by the ©

World Health Organization '(WHO) and the Food and Nutrition
Board of the National Academy of Sciences. Standards for all
other nutrients analyzed were based on the National Academy
of Sciences' recommended dietary alloyandh (RDA).

15, The NAR 1{s expressed as a percentage, 100 percent

__ representing intake of¢+ the, nutrien¢ meeting recommended
dietary-allowance. _ T e, '

| e

16. The was calculated as the Qsimple “avérage “of ‘the ten™
‘ .ratios, each trunca:edraf-a waximum of 100 percent

ade
of RDA. This was done so that extTeme overconsumption of one

nutrient did not_COmpens *Yor-extreme-uanrconsumption‘of
' another nutrient. - ) . ‘
' : / *
' ~
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.of" conaumption. ‘When examined further, however, the data show
that a substantial proportion of children fall below two~thirds of

- the standard requirement--for---several nutfients--40 percéent for =~ . -

1ron, 34 petricent for food energy, and about 30 percent for niacin
and vitamins: C and A. Relative to other nutrients, children
ap ear to consume adequate levels of protein: only about 10
rcent of ' the child population fall below two-thirda of the
retommended :daily allowance for protein.

Table ‘11 presents average NARs for single~program partici— '

pants and for a control. group of children not having a program

available to them.l’ Breakfsst program ‘participants increased.
.their overall MAR By over 9-pddcentage points. The limited sample
' tici

size for children who p ted in only a breakfast program
. suggests that extreme caution should be given to.-the finding that.
.-breakfast participants benefited the most fromprogram participad

f' 'tion.ls

' The compa n of the’ average NARs and overall MAR suggeat.-

“little nutritio benefit from-lunch program participation and a _

slightly significant increase in the nutritional status of milk- '
only participants.‘ Milk program participants increased- their MAR

| fby 4 percentage points ﬁrom 85.5 peipent to 89 k) percent.--“ :

Multlple Program Participation. Table 12 combines data for
children ‘in various programs and contrasts the MAR for multiple~

Do program participants with - that for single-program participanta.

,(See Appendix -Tables C=3 -and C-5, for NAR estimates.) “Only; 1n- the
‘case of children who participatéd in” both & lunch and a -breakfast

_program was ‘there a significant increase in the .MAR compared to .
. average MAR for patrticipants in one or the other program’ bit mnot

Mn both. Children_“hg_participatedmin_allmthree~pmeg*ama—didruuu

'necessarily have better diets than those who participated in. only'.
one of the three programs, :

* 17. Appendix Tables C-6, C-7, and C~8 show a comparison of NARs . .
"+ between participants and children having a .program available
but not participating by income groups. It was felt that in’
ordér to wlnimize the sgelection bias inherent in comparing

participants ‘and nonparticipants, the appropriate comparisons
' should be made' between partic#pants and - -nonavailables as
shown throughout the text. i T

18, The data are pooled later, and the results suggested “Ln Table
11 concerning t‘hew, breakfast program contijue to hold. '
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- TABLE 11, COMPARISON OF NUTRLENT ADEQUACY_ RATIQS FOR PARTICIPANTS (P1) AND NONAVAILABLES

' < (P3) FOR THREE CHILD NUTRITION’PROGRAMS (In percent)8
‘ Breakfast Only _ v Lunch Only . 3 Milk Only ~
‘Nutrient 3 , P53 DIFF.V Py Py - P P3 DIFF.D
—_ (P1-P3) ‘ : (P1~P3)
(n) _ 3 409 - 535 207 249 . 252 —
Energy - 114.1 87,3 . .25.9¢ . 85.6 85.8 9.9 ~  85.0 3 6.9¢
s . . (11.75) (2.36) (11.75) (1.91) (3.03) (2.69) §2.50) (3.41)
Prdtein 224.1 169.2 54,9¢ 168.3 165.7 186.8  163.8 "23.0¢
: (13.57) (4.71) (14.24) (5.57) (6.49) (5.82)  (5.10) (8.37)
Calcium .216.2 192.8 23.% " 189.4 184.3 226.8- 189.5 | 37.3¢
_ " (18.44) (5.86) (19.49) (5.50) (8.23) (10.08) (8.06) (7.96) - (13.08) =
Iron _120.1 91.2 2879 —— 85 9 90,3 -4.3 93.8 - 88.5 5.2
] - (10.96) (3.41) (11.05) zg9) (4.07)  (4.70) \ (4.32) (3.20) (5.27)
Vitamin A 23%.3 138.0 95.3 153 - 151.8 1.4 v 172.0 144.9 '27.2
L - (71.54)  (10.46) (72.32) (7.65)  (15.29) = (18,03) (12.21) (12.80) (18.43)
~Vitamin C | ©533.1 201.6 331.5¢  ° 180.6 213.6 -33.0d 237.9 205.5 32.4
o (164.30) «€14.85) (163.93) (9.27) © (18.91)  (18.94) (12.69)  (17.24)  (21.35)
-.-Niaein - - 185.5 100.5 85.0¢  96.6 97.4 -0.8 105.9 96.9 9.0
T ’ (20.38) (3.62) (20,23) - (2.07) (3.76) (4.38) (4.89) (3.79) . (€.98)
Thiamin : 156.3 ~ 120.3 36.0 111.9 - 11643 ~4 .4 124.4 120.2 . 4.1
RS » (22.21) (4. 005 (22.16) (1.86) (5.66) (5.60)  (5.21) - (5.57) (6.63)
. Riboflavin = 148.2 162.7 -14.4 ~ 161.1 158.6 2.5 188.8 159.3 29.6¢
c S (15.39) (4.55) - (16.15) (2.97) 5.17 , (5:92) (5.03) (5.59) (8.74)
~ Phosphorus 188.2 - 132.7 - 55.4¢ 131.5 127.0 . 4.5 147.5 129.9 - 17.6¢ °
Voo(22.15) 0 f3415) (22, 33) (3 10)  (4,23) (5.60) . (4.25) (4.15) (6.71)
Mean Adequacy ~  95.4 - »86»1 7 9.4d 85,9 85.8 0.1 - !5 5 °©  85.5 4,0¢
Ratio ° (4.81) (0. 85) (4.76) (0.70) (1.15) (1.42) ‘ko 79) (0.99)  (1.35)
, NOTE:. P) defines the population that - patticipated in the apecﬁfic program° P3 definga‘the total population’
y ~ that had the spacific program available to them. C

. ‘ ’
. 8. Standa;d~es:e*s~bi—the means and ntundard'ﬁrroro of the difference in means shown in parentheaea.

, A
‘b Btandard errors for differences in the meang ware calculated ueing procedures outlined in B. Ve Shdh
‘ " STDERR; Standard Errors Program for Sumplegiayvey Data (Research Triangle Institute, 1976)

¢+ Indlcates differance between giana 1s significhnt at the 5 percent level., . - ’\\ '
‘dv  Indicates differenca bafwehn means {e:significant at thn 10 percent lavel. |

! \ . "‘ : ) n |l.p “ . 5J ' ‘ o
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‘TABLE 12.  MEAN 'APEQUACY RATIOS (MAR) FOR MULTIPLE PROGRAM
] . PARTICIPATION AND' 'FOR SINGLE AND = DUAL . PROGRAM
. PARTICIPATIONS S { o
J o .
/

.-

, . ' ; ! Participation Status Difference
I " Both (AIT) fne or the Other ~ (Multiple -

Programs Program Single)
' Breakfast 91.90 ~ 85.99 Cot +5.91% X
. and’ Lunch (1,85) (0.70) (1.89) ;
Breakfast 91.73 O 89.59 » * 42.14
and Milk ©(5.28) (0.79) (5+26)
..—‘,.--‘-'_.’.;'--‘_ ..... 7.___.‘_'...__ “
Lunch and’ 88.03 87.29 S 0.74
Mill \X (0.54) (0.54) (0.80)
7 P
Breakfast, 90.18 - 87.32 42,86 .
“Lunch, Milk® (2.10) . (0.54) - (2.12)

>y

SOURCE ; Health and Nutrition Examination Survey, 1971-1974.
a. Standard error of MAR and diffefence of MAR 1in parenyheses.

. b. 1Indicates difference in mean significant at the 10 percent
level. :

c. The comparison shown in the table is between participating in
all three programs as against. participating in only one. When
"the comparison 1is made between ‘participating in all three -

dual program participantsfis 88.11 with a standard error of
b 1 e 0033. _The negtive differsnce" in the geans (-2.07) has a
' standdrd erro £ 2.22, and is not significant at the 10

percent levél. . R _ | '
. . 4 ' .

Programs vergus anx_combjiation of two programg, the MAR for ¢

L]

Other Factors Affecting Children's Nutritional- Statug. A
comparison of simple averages does ngt allow for other factors,
besigee program 'pawticipation,“m..:u : ] tiong
statQs. Factors such as family income, age of the household "head,
sex of the household head, edugation of . pa)bnts, race, and region
of the country ‘were ‘also . brought into the picture.19 ‘It was found

" '19. See. Appendix Table c-9 for égpults of the generélized 1inear
_,;' ‘regression model used to Wmate the marginal *ifipact of
“.-_ _ program participation, holding other factors con:ipnt.
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that. family size, education of the family head, and geographical = ="
= . area were important factors in children's diets. _ Y
. cees . o . .o ) :|; |
‘ Fanily income .was not, 1in general, an important’ factgr 1in
determining the adequacy of children's diets. Other factors such
as age, sex, reglon, and the éducation of the family head appear
‘to swamp any impact income has on nutritional status. Only in the . :
case\ of caloric intake (energy) and the overall index  (MAR) did i
income affect nutritignal adquacy. In the case of energy, higher
family, income is paradoxically associated with a decline 1in the
'.child's energy intake as.a percent. of the recommended standard.
This finding has also appeagj; in the nutritional evaluation of
- the Washington State school children. : - R T

Y

v";WLargetf'Tamily"siié“_Was. conslstently assoclated with lower |
NARs and MAR. Increased education of the family head showed

generally positive and significant NARs and MAR for the children
in the family.

The regression analysis indicated a decline in nutritional .
adequacy with age; this was particularly true for older, flemale
children. Region of the country appears to be an_ laportant factor
in dietary stagus, suggesting the limitations of prior studies for
broad federal ¥olicy conclusions, Relative to the western and
- northeastern regions of the country, childr residing 1in the
/r south and midwest had lower NARs and MAR. 'E? ' '

Program Impact by Poverty Status. The analysis was extended
- to determine the effect of nutrition programs on poo;'chilqren as
. compared with other children. This was done holding constant '
“““other factors such “as- chilldren's participation in other programs,

——-and—the var tous—soctoecoNontc FACEOTS:

Participation in. the sachool breakfast program results in ..

: fmproved »diets’ for all children regardless of income class (see

- Table.13). Poor children (family income less. than 125 percent of.
v poverty) 1increased. their - MAR by approximately 3.1 percentage
' points; children in the 125 to 195 percent incom¢ range increased
their MAR by 5.6 percentage points; and the Yimited number of
hreak£asc_pdntLcipanc&—4a—4Quy—h&gh-ineeme—ﬂnnqyr~£ncrease&~thetr~m—wf ------
MAR by 7.9 percentage points. These changes were judged to be
more than’ would have been expected from random chance. T

. (Low-incomé'lunch participants increased their MAR more than
higher=income lunch participants. The increases in.MAR, however,
were less for all groups when cgmpared to breakfast -participants.

. ) . . y
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| TABLE 13. IMPACT OF FEEDING ‘PROGRAMS. ON NUTRIENT ADEQUACY RATIOS OF CHILDREN BY POVERTY |
Uy STATUS (Change An percentage pointsg)d ‘
g ' Less than 125% 125% to 195% More than 195 '
of Poverty Level - of Poverty Level - of Poverty Level A
‘Nutrient Breakfast Lunch Milk Breakfast Lunch Milk Breakfast Lunch Milk U
Energy 27.8 -9.1 2.8. 0.9 4.7 =6.3 25.5 7 -0.34-1.4
Protein 71.8 6.6 8.2, -0.6  13.1 -6.9 _"76{9}‘“ 6.5 1.0
Calcium 30.2 2.1 2.9 ° .19.1 16,2 8.8 29 1 5.3 8,2 -
Phosphorus 32,6 -0.6 #2.0 5.3 13,6 -1.1  51.9 3.0 3.4
Vitamih A ~161.4 35.4 11,9 24,5 251 -32.7 64,8 -14.9 26.7
S | e (R .
‘Thiamin 31.9 -9.3 .3.5 11,1 =2.4 =14.1 34.7 ~8.9 2.3
' ) ' . o
Riboflavin 1l16.2 14.5 1.3 12.7 4.1 1.6 23.6 -1.9 12.6
Vitamin C =7.1 L -25.9 9.1 27.3 . =3.0 -11.1  214.9  <27.6 14.3
i R j:" i St Sl AR
Mean Adequacy | o - '“.: : ' '
| S - AR r - \\Q
'a. See Appendix T4bles :




. total energy 1intake, increasing complex ~carbohydrates and

Ld

: .. : ’

-Poor children participating‘in\the_lunch program . increased their
MAR by 2.2 percentage spoints, “while nonpoor., nch participants °
increased their MAR by less than 1 percentage point. . These
- differences, however, were not found 'to be significant. :

Milk program participants showed the least overéll improve- -
ment in their MAR. This Wwas true both within poverty groups and v
between povérty groups. These results, however, were also judged
to be inst 8 BN '

ificant. .

U 4 . . . . : . .
_ - Composition of Diet:s’ iThe data analyzed thus far indicate
. variability both in the overall nutritional, status of participants; °
-and nonpartigipants, and 1in the 1level: of adequacy of various o
nutrients. This section summarizes the-composition of the diet . |
measured by the proportions of energyﬁhteceived from the three-. _
energy sources=-carbohydrates, protein, and fat. While no . :

generally agreed upon standards exist.'for these measurements,.the— |

" former Senate Nutrition Committee's dietary goals of 1977 provide

a.general reference point for comparing the programs.-*
A : .

The Committee recommended that the population increase its
consumption of carbohydrates from 46 percent to 58 percent of

naturally occurring sugars while reducing the consumption of
refined and processed sugars. - s

- The Committee also recommended that overall }at.consumptiqh.
be reduced from 42 percent to 30 percent of energy intake. /In
addition, an American Heart Association repor tuegecommended that
children with high cholesterol levels be placed on a fat-modified
diet such that no more ‘than 35 percent of their ene _
derived ' from fat. The. Committef recommended that protein
consumption make up 12 percant. .of .total -energy intake, hnd that
salt consumption be reduced- to 5 grams a day (2,000 mg. of
sodium). B L ' ‘ ;

Accepting these various gaals, the'diets of the three groups
of participants, of the comparison’ group, and of all children
fail.}jThe nutrient consumption  of the(qh;ldggn analyzed shows a

]

. . g '

20. ULS. Senate, Dietary Goals for the United States, Second . | =

< " 7’Edition, Seledt Committee on RNutrition’ and Human Needs = =~ "™ =

. (December 1977); similar dietary recommendations were recently
published by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Nutrition and -
Your Health, Dietary Guidelines for America (February 1980).

I - Lo

o

.




- TABLE 14.
[t

s : i PR SN RS o

LA T T Ty

' A’high 'proportion of total daldric"incaké' derived from fat and

protein sgources .(see- Table 14), . Carbohydrate consumption as a |
proportion of energy needs is low relative to stated goals, though
1t s impossible to. estimate whethqr the mix of the carbohydrates

PROPORTIONS -OF DAILY’ CALORIC INTAKE  FROM CARBO—
- HYDRATES, PROTEINS, AND FATS, AND SODIUM INTAKE, BY
CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAM PARTICIPATION STATUS®,b -

[

Percent of Caloric - .“ o
Intake from: o '

[N - . e L&

Program Carbohy-

-

cipahinnASLatuah_,__dratea.“;ABnaLeinﬁ__Eats___4milligramel

a.

Comparison Group 58.0 12.0* 30.0 2,000.0
- TR MR M m e ™ e e m W e e e e T e e e e e e e e e = e e - - -
* National School Lunch Only: . .
Participants : ' 49.2 21.1, 39.8 - 2,487.5 .
Not Available’ 50.6 21.1 38.3 - 2,354.4
S, T T T T T m s e e R B B - -
~ School Breakfast Only. o
Participants - 52.8 24.7 32.9 4,915.0 :
Not Available L 49.3 . 21,2 39.6 2,419:4
STt TTTEs T st (".."""""" ---------
. '}_Special'MilkAProgram Only: . ’ : A
" Participants 49.1 21.2 39.7 2,538.2
— NotAvatiable ——500T 21,1 38.9 2,396.0
_ ALl Children | 9.0 214 39.3 2,448.7 | '
L — ' T ' /:

" Energy value of fiood .consaked was ‘based on proximate.;
composition calculations. Nutrient intake reported in Appen-.
dix Table C-2 was converted to energy values -based on 5.65

—koal——per—gram-of-protein, 4.1 per gram of carbohydrate, and.
9.45 kilocalories per gram of fat. See: Helen Andrews

- Gutherie, Nutrition, Third Edition (C. V., Mpsby ‘Company,
1975). : : o ‘ ' - IR

~error in the mean consumption variables and estimated caloric
intake., _ :

Figures may. not add to 100 percent because of statistdoBl ~rim. “u
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and -naturally ogcurging sugars).

: 1sappropn1ate,(bg;i;is, thé'propo;tion of complex.carbohydrates

In thq casé of'childfen who participated in the hch601 break-

.fést prbgtam,’ however, a tendency toward lower fat and higher
' carbofydra;e consumption. may be seen. The diets of those who

partigipated only in that program showed 32.9 percent of their
caloric¢ intake to be made up of fat. The comparable figure for
those who participated only in the school lunch and milk programs
was'approximately 40 percent. While criticisms have been made of

“the fat content of/ the child nutrition programs, HANES data do not
support the conclusion “that children who participate 1n the

At

programs have higher fat intake than children who do not.

The biochemical analysis 3(discussed\'below) algso shows no
ma jor difference in the mean level of - serum cholesterol between
participants and nonparticipants’'in the milk, breakfast, or lunch

LY

programs. . A sglight 1Increase in serum cholesterol was seen,
however, for low-income children participating in these programs

‘relative to low-income nonparticipants.

3

’

Sodium intak®exceeded the recommended goals for all children

regardless of program participation. Participants 1n . the
programs, however, exceeded nonparticipantg especially in . the
milk and breakfast programs. School breakfast participants repor-
ted an average consumption of 4,915 mg. of sodium (over twice'the

stated goal), . while nonparticipants eonsumed 2,419 ng . Milk
program participants also consumed 2,523 mg. of _godium, approxi-
' matel% 100 mg. more than nonparticipants. Qﬁ’ ' C

Biochemical Analyses. Nutritional status may also be
analyzed in terms of the nutrients found in the body.21 Low blood
levels of a nutrient may reflect ,a number of factors: low dietary
Antake, defective absorption by" the body, or increased utiliza-
tion, destructién, or excretion. For this reason, actual changes

brought aboyt by diet are often masked in the biochemical data. .

{ c
21, The seven major biochemical tasts conducted relevant to the
- school-age population were limited to hematological determina-
tions including hemoglobin, hematocrit, and red and white cell

blood from which (the cells have been removed) were analyzed

~ for determination of serum iron, serum protein, serum

cholesterol, total iron binding capacity, and serum albumin.

72

counts. Specimeng of serum or plasma (tﬁe colorless fluid of.




.+, Appendix B reviews biochemical test‘findings for the schﬁbgg% L""‘l
.. age population using the same categories as for nutrition progr
-participation. 4 The various test results discussed  inclfude: -~
., hemoglebln, hematocrit, serum .protein, serum. albumin, and serum R
cholesterol. 1In general, the biochemical - analyses suggest “the
.'folloWing: o S ,
(1) Breakfast»and milk prd&ram participants show a slightly
'higher concentration pf hemoglobin (indicating less iron
deficiency -anemia) as a result qf ‘the nutrient‘patterns :
.. found {n-the feeding programs. t : _ o 1
-‘-. . Do
,(2) " Breakfast and milk program participants also appear 'to - o
¢~ . have fewer low hematocrit counts, ‘but : this. could"be“‘“~f”_j‘”‘
related to other factors. - : : ' .

(3). Children who. paxticipate_only—iﬂ—fhe—1chooi “breakfast’ "

~program show fewer instances of low serum protein~ -

~

(4) No abnormal levels of serum‘albumin were'found
(5) 'There'is no evidence that th nutrition programs have
any - effect on the level of serum cholesterol in child- .
Vren. ' L . oL

OVERVIEW OF-NUTRITIONAL EVALUATION

Significant analytical problems ‘exist with any- attempt to
assegs the nutritional impact of participating in the federal ;
V'child nutrition programs. _The greater emphasis now given to
Mutritional improvement through thes ograms . will, ‘Vhowever,‘:
require improvements in the measuremené?ﬂ?xhutnitional status.

Despite_"the limitafions' of « measurement, the studies and
evaluations discussed in this chapter suggest.mgs following: o

. -~y

e e . : YT

. 22. The laboratory work done* to perform the biochemical tests for

"HANES was completed by the Center for Disease Control. Over

- the whole sample, more"tests were performed than are reported

Lo - here; for the school-age population a' limited number of blood
. o tests. bere performed - . o
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Iron-deficiency anemia appears to be the primaty child

,nuttition problem today, and some evidence exists to.
. suggest that spécial supplemental fopd ‘programs such as
the WIC program may provide greatar benefits than the
institutionalized feeding programs’ in meeting this

nutritional problem;’
- ' . -,

"Children who participate in the lunch program do not
'necessarily show any less prevalence of iror~deficiency
~anemia than children who do- not participafe An any federal
feeding program, 'as measured both by ‘dietary iron intake'
and by hembglobin concentrations'

n general income vas not found to» be a etatistically

significant,' factor 1in explaining 'individual nutrient

intakes as a proportion of recommended dietary allbwances{'

Children who p;$f1cipated in;,.only a school breakfast or
milk program s%nwed a positive and slightly significant

"increase in & cOmposite nutritional index used to measure

the gxograms .effecniveness, - -

o. The overall nutrittﬂnal status of school-~lunch-only

participants did not dppear. to be any better than that of
a control group, but lower-income children benefiited more
than higher-income children from the lunch'’program; and

The nutritional impact of wmultiprogram participation
appears¥mixed. High-in me' multiple~program participants
have no better diets an high~income ‘single=program
participants,‘but for low-income school-age children, the
combination of a breakfast and a lunch program appears. to
provide the Highest nutriticnal benefits.

(]
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" CHAPTER 'VI. PROGRAMS AND BUDGET OPTIONS FOR T#E CHILD NUTRITION

PROGRAMS

\J

_ period.

Federal outlays for child nutrition will grow from about $4.9
billion in. fiscal year 1981 to nearly $7.1 billion by 1985, if
current policies are continued. In real terms-—that {s, jcorrect-
1ng for projected price inflation--federal child .nutrition expen-,

;ditures will groB by approximately 2 percent per year during this

But whether or not current program and- funding policies are

l continued is a matter of choice. The rapid growth of the nutri-

tion programs durdng the :1970s has triggered a number of proposals
for -policy reform. Critics point to“tHe differences In -the
programs' target populations, .nutritional effectiveness, and

"administrative structures, together with thelr growing costs and

administrative difficulties.
L]

Proposals for Yeform may. be divided into two groupa. propo-
sals for comprehensive change in the federal approach to nutri-’
tion, and proposals for changes 1in specific  components of ‘the
programs. ’ This chapter reviews both the comprehquive and the
incremental reform proposals. y _ o .

-

COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAM REFORM OQPTIONS

Major comprehensive reform proposals would both directly and
indirectly affect the nutritional .status o children. Some of
these proposals would increae federal expenditures, some would
leave unchanged curyent spending levels, and others would signifi-

- cantly reduce pro am costs. Those discussed hare include.

o Correcting market imperfections that raise the, prices of
nutritious foods above competitive levels and discourage
their consuMption by low=~income families,

o Increasing welfare benefits and other direct 1income

' transfers, :

o Collapsing the multitude of existing programs into block
grante’that would allow state dnd local administration to
be more effective,

_' ‘. 75 | !
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0 Making free school 1unch§q_universally avail&ble, o

0 Considering total food benefits available to a family front
multiple~prbgram participants when determining benefits in
one. program, ‘P A N :

“~ o Eliminating federal.subsidiea to'non~needy children, and

0. Improving school menus and fortifying foods consumed by
,children. : oo ) o L

|l

Market Imperfections L o X].n

Some ’ observers have suggested that malnutrition .could \be .

‘lessened - 'by policies that would lowet ;he prices of nutritios
foods relative to other prices. This a roach may place produc
and consumer interests in conflictwbeda marketing orders an
import restrictions have long been -use xxo restrict competition
ameng producers.
The overall effect ‘of current agricultutal maﬁhgting policies
n “the nutritional”’ status of children 1§ hard to quantify,’
especially sinte the effect of the policies: on total consumption

is not, well established. In some instances,_eVen if the' abandon- .

ment of certain marketing policies resulted: in lower prices, this
in turn might cause +a reduction 1in supplies brought to the
market. Nevertheless, federal marketing " programs that are
intended to aid producers should "be examined for ‘their indirect
effects on nutrition. In some instances, federal policies seem to

counteract each other:) for example; efforts o maintain high

dairy product prices.on the one hand, and the expansion of WIC-
_type prdgrams on the other.' . ' ' . :

)

a

. Dairy. products--the primary source of, proteln, calcium,
phosphorus, ,and potassium--are largely céntrolled by federal
marketing ord®rs destgned to prevent or limit interregional flows
of milk that would redOce local milk producer prices.2 Because

)

1. Peter Timmer, "The Equitable Diitribution of Domestic Food
Aid,” Agricultural-Food Policy eview, U.S. Department of
Agriculture (September’ 1978). D T

. . ’

.2. Federal marketing’ orders are authorized by the Agricultural’

' Marketing Agreement Aét of\ 1937, as ~amended. ‘Marketing
orders limit the quantity of a commodity that a producer can
sell. ' . 4 . . ,‘.‘

76 -a o
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theae ordera result in higher producer prices, and *because lower
income - groups .are particularly responsive . to changes 1in milk -
product prices, they reduce the consumption 'of milk products “by.
. lowerrincéme children.. One estimate auggeete that calcium intake
could increase by 25 percent under ‘an unrestricted marketing
,syatem.3 ' . :
' School-age children ,analyzed in "the pregylous chapter did not
show a lack of the nutrients normal]gf prOvided through dairy
.. .products. However, for participants in the WIC program——primarily
lower-income children and mothers--these .high-protein dairy
products make up between 50 and 75 percent of the package of foods
they are provided. Lowering domestic prices for dairy commodities
might, therefore, encourage their - consumption by this .high-risgk"
group. o : . y :
. ' : L e )
Fresh fruits and vegeyables are also ‘controlled through
marketing orders, reinforced” by the  antitrast exemption of yfarm
cooperatives. Import restrictions, espectally on produce from
Mexico, may further raise prices and ‘reduce the quantities
consuméd. For example,  an . analysis of- ‘the federal marketing
.order governing the sale of fresh navel oranges in 1974 found that
\. the marketing order system lihited quantities available to
' consumers even though crops were 1increasing, and caused higher ..
retail prices.4 Federal regulation' of the trucking industry.
* .

..
1Y) R

A ”

)

: The price efasticity of milk for low~income u. S. hbuqeholds
. has been estimated at close to -2.0. See Ann’Rosenberger, The
Nutritional Impact of U.S. Milk Policies, M. Thesis,
Cornell Yniversity (1977). The direct price elasticity -of

* butter and margarine. was estimated at nearly ,~2.8 for a
low-income sample in Call,, Colombia. See Pler Pinstrup-
.Anderson, and others, "The Impact of Increasing Food Supply on
Human . Nutrition. ‘. .," American Journal of .- Agricultural
E(‘.gnomics vol. 58, no. 2 (May 19767

Glenn Nelson and TomoH. Robingon, "Retail and Wholésale Demand

and Marketing Order Policy fotr Fresh Navel Oranges,"” American

Journal of Agricultural Economics, vol. 60, .no. 3 (August
. ms) . ) ) v‘i I ) o, . .
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L may. result in increased sﬂipping costs for .some agricultural Ry
’ products’ and therefore higher consumer prices. . S -

'

“Direct IhcomeiTransfera-

One comprehensive reform strategy would simply replace all

. categorical child gutrition programs with money “payments . to
famtlies with ohildre.n.6 Major welfare reform proposals now being - _
congidered- in the Congress could 1increase federal payments to: f

: low-income families with- ehildre by approximately $3.9 billion in -
fiscal , year’ 1982.7 Thése proposals - are not aiped at ‘reducing .
”federal child nutrition .expenditures. They might do so, however,

. to the extent that families receiving increased cash assistance

« .. .would be woved into higher income groups and thus would ﬂualify

. + for lower child nutrition subsidies. :

»
o

The expansion of federal aid through two major pqurams--Aid
to Families with Dependent Children '(AFDC) and the food stamp
. program-has, 1in the -past deca lej provided families with children .
the opportunity to increase their purchases of food.  This has @
doubtless . brought major JAmprovements in the diets of low-income v
children. But a " continued expansion of /these income transfer - |
- programs ‘may not overcome the nutritiodal problems outlined in the" K
¢ _ previous chapter. Money. payments to  Houdeholds do not" guarantee.. '
. that the households will purchase «putritious food,  or~even. ang
’ food at all. In earlier years, when the basic nutritional problem’

5. A bill that would substantially ease entry into the trucking o
. market was 1introduced, by the ‘Adofinistration and recently
" .  passed by the Senate ‘(S. 2245).  .Similar legislation ‘was
' introduced 1in 1979, ~“\The effect of such legislation on
‘consumers could be to réduce the price level by between 0.3

and 0.45 percentage poimhs below what it would have hbeen in
1985. See Inflation Impact Statement, Motor Carrier Reform"

" Act: of 1980," Congressianal’ Budget pffice (March 1980)
‘:6.‘ A nutritional ‘evaluationi\of pgrticipants in  the .North

Cardlina-Iowa Income Mainten.nce Experiments found an increase
' in -the intake of  six def{sient -nutrients for' houdeholds
receiving cash payments. hn Palmer and Joseph Pechman,
Welfare in Rural Aread, Brooki

¢

tation (197*).~

88 Studies in Sovial

Efperlmen—‘

7. Congreasional Budget Office, "Ar' Analysis of the Administra—
~ tion's Social Welfare Reform Ame dments of 1979," . Staff Draft °
Analysiae(0ctober\l979). W o i :
. .4 AR . !
5 ’ o E_’!‘" .

V

. {

78
S

v AN




. : . .
)

was one of getting enough to, eat, money payments, served the -

purpose. :But when, as today, the nutritignal problem is primarilty -

one of correcting ‘specific nutrient deficiencies, increading
.direct income tranafers may not be effective. '

An . analysis of consumption patterns at different income
levels indicates that children's 'consumption of specific nutrients
is not .very responsiye to increased fiyily income. 1In the case .of
some - nutrients~-for ‘exampld‘ protein and vitamin A--increased
‘family income may~even be asseciated with ‘lower intake. Table 15

summarizes fﬁe chranges in children*a’??trient intake that might be’

< .expected to result from lncreases in amily igcome. The nutrient

income elasticities measure the percentage chapges in the nutrient
adequacy ratios given a 1 percent change in income. "Most of them,

1t will be seen, are less than 0.05 of 1 percent.

Because of the extremely low responaiveness of nutritional
intake to income changes, the cost of increasing a middle-income
child's mean nutritional adequacy ratio (MAR) by one percentage
" point through direct*'money payments to the family would ‘be over'
$2,500 annually. . The cost would be lower for the lower-income

- groups - (between $590 and $1,680 annually)-and higher for the

higher—income groups (nearly $3,903 annually--see Table' 16).

o Feeding}programs offer a much less éxpensive way of achieving
nutritional goals for all income groups. Participation in the
school breakfast program costs between.$3 and $27 annually- for
each one-percentage-po}nt increase in a participant's MAR. For

all income groups, breakfast program participation® is signifi—\

.cantly more nutritionally cost-effective than direct income\trans*
fers would be. Participation in the lunch program costs between

— $65 and $137 annually “for each one-percentage-point increase in a

participant's MAR. For lower~income children, participation in

the school lunch program 1is also more cost-effective than direct
- income transfers would be; similarly, participgtion 1in tle milk
progragm 1s significantly more nutritionally cost-effective t:han

direct 1income .transfers would .be. Participation in the oilk

program costa between $15 and $135 annually for each one-percent—
agecpoint increase in a partictpant's MARXNe .

’
A

Consolidated Block Grant .Proposals
\

. : { . .
Another fomprehensive approach to modifying' the federal. child

nutrition programs is through consolidated block grants. The con~
solidation approach emphaaizes/the-administrative~simplification_

.- ' | | 70 :;
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" ¢. Significant at 10 percent level.-
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TABLE 15 ESTIMATED NUTRIENT ADEQUACY RAT1O INCOME ELASTICITIES

FOR CHILDREN AGE 6 TO.21 BY FAMILY POVERTY STATUS (In .

'percent, F-valugg 'in paréntheses)d = - {
. . A
o ’ Lot . . . . {_ .
T Family Poverty Status =
o : » Total - Below 125% 1252 Lo 195%  Greager than
'Nutrient =~ Population 'Poverty \ Poverty - 195% Poverty’
Energy . =0.030 ]-0.023 . =0.052 . =0.024 -
~(calories) - (2.53) . - (0.035) -
Protein © . - -0.038 - -0,092 - =0.013 - '-0.006
o (4.48)b S (a2n)e .
Calcium 0.032 ~ -0.042 ' 0.053  0%109
© (1.29) S (2.28) | ;
Phosphorus . ' 0.007  -0.035 0.008 - 0.044
Vitamim A -0.098 ~0.009 f-0.416 ~ -0,072
- 3. 73)b Pe0.75) '
Thiamin 0.005 * ~0.240 ,° 0.110 0.091"
: \ . (0.04) ~ (1.66) o
) Riboflqvin 0.015  0.057 ° -0.114 0.079,
‘ _ (0.55) o (1.82). >
Niacin ~0.005 -0.038 ~0.030 ~0.056
E v - (‘0'06) e R (1012) ) o
Vitamin ¢ -  0.058 0.026. ' “0.136 . +7  o0.171°
. . (1 08) . (0.78) » -
""""""""" "“'""'"'q""“":"_"'"":,:'
Mean for All  0.017 0.010 0.062 ., 0,018
Nutrients (8.17)b (2.40) - (0.79) ' (8.36)¢

. \ -
" SOURCE: Health'and Nutrition Examination Survey, 1971-1974.

a. Nutrient elasticitien were estimated based on a semi-log
© ", functien, and estimates of elasticities were calculated at
' mean nutrient levels for the different income groupss

<

b. Significant at 5 -percent 1eve‘
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Direct Income Transfers

< . _‘l . b . .

X  FERS COMPARED WITH THAT OF THREE QHILD NUTRITION FEED-
oo ; ING PROGRAMS BY VARIOUS INCOME GROUPS (in 1980 dollars)

S , ‘e Income ‘Grodps
. L T AL Below 1257 to Greater
' " n . Income 125% ' 195% ‘than 195%
Type of Program: . - Groups Poverty Poverty ‘Poverty

A

—

“Average Family Income . - . $19,867 §7,800. $16,192- $28,724 -
'MAR' Income Elasticity8 .- 0.017P 0.010 - 0.062°  0pO18b

Change in MAR with 10 Per;g:ent

Income Transfer - | © 0.150 0.080  0.530°  0.160

Cost per, MAR Change per Person€ $ 2 546 $1 681 $ 545 $ 3, 903

'.Institutional Feeding B ' | o .

'vareakfast Prograq ) " o :/‘
Change in Participant's MARd - 3.1 . 5.6 7.9
- Annual Federal Subsidy® . - $'8 § (0 $ 25..
Federal Cost per MAR Change L - $ 27 $ 13 $ 3

Lunch Program: . - - - '

Change in Participant s MARD - - 2,2 1.3 0.9
Annual Federal Subsidye - : --= " 8$§196° " 5178 $ 59
Federal Cost- per MAR Change - $ 89 . 5137 $: 65

. Milk Program: ' . o A
Change in Participant's MARD == _ 0.2 - 0.9 ' 0.3
Annual Federal Subsidy® . = .-- $ 27 $ 14 - 0§ 14

Federal Cost .per MAR Change --  $135  ,$ 15 $ 46

-a. :Source: Table 15. _ _
b. Statistically significant results. o l. ' .
c. The estimated change in the child's MAR was based on a change

in' the family's total income; therefore, the cost per child of
changing the MAR wag calculated by dividing through by average

- ‘family gize for the varipus income groups:-all income groups, ,
5:2;" less than 125% 5. 3, 1257—19&%, '5.6; greater ,than 195%,
4.6, o

'::d. Source. Table 13. : o

~

ey .Fiscal year 1980 federal subsi 8 pet meal times an assumed
' -180 sehool days of participation\qﬁ."

* "TABLE 16,  NUTRITIONAL ‘GOST| EFFECTIVENESS OF DIREGF INCOME TRANS~
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‘and greiﬂer flexibility of determining nutritional needs by state
~and loc

. - ..categorical programs have become burdensome to.administer and are

=

ix..

oy

-no longer appropriate to the broad range of economic and social
conditions in different areas. oo o

[

programs with' oJré lump-sum grant payment .to the Btates was pro-

posed by the Nixon Administration in 1975. The Child 'Food Assis- -
'tance bill would have .apportioned funds through a formula .that -

multiplied the number of poor children (between -the ages of 1 and

17) in a state, by the, cost of providing meals meeting one-third of |
the recommended dietary -allowance  for children for 225 ddys (the -
. eatimated average number of days in a year, les§ holidays and ‘a

school absentee. factor) .In ‘fiscal year 1980, this proposal would
s 'have "granted about $3.1 billion .($310 per poor child) to states,

reducing federal expenditures by approximately $1.3 billion from

~the present’ level.” The bill was designed to address powerty-
related hunger and malnutrition,-and therefore restricted federal
assistance to poor children. ‘ .

In almost every year since 1975 a variation of the block

grant approach has been submitted in the Congress. The mdst

recent proposal is that of Senators Bellmon and Domenici, entitled

the Food and Nutrition Program Optional Consolidation and Reorgan—

,1zation Act of 1979 (S. 605). States choosing to. consolidate
existing categorical programs would receive a federal grant -equal

to the federal government's contribution to\ the proﬁams in the

‘prefteding fiscal - year, adjusted for changes in food prices. For
an interim period of no more than two years,.states would alsgo

recelve an annual consolidation planning gragt. to be "used for the
. purpose 6f developing a  comprehengive state nutrition plan. A

state could choose not to consolidate the categorical programs

after the planning phase. Once a state elected to consolidate the
categorical programs, the basic consolidation grant .would be -

supplemented with federal matching mo@ies up to a maximum of 10
percent of the hasic grant.8 ) _ . . A |

)

"The fedﬂ costs of S. 605 would be a function of the pumber .
Mg to consolidate, and also of the distribution of
. funds' under the  existing cS\egorical programs within these

of states ch

states. - Costs in the initial years would reflect 'increased

A

. 85_ The proposal specifies that federal-statd revenue’ sharing:_

funds could be used by the state for match purposes.
. : o . : ) : ' l ¢
© [} R X 82 ‘ V . . . » ]
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‘The . first ‘major attempt to replace ten child nutrition.g,

~ administrators. Its proponents . argue that - federal . .

=




federal éxpéﬁhitures for'planning grants. - Further, because the
proposal indexes a state's base - categorical expenditures for
determining future grants, changes. in the participation in current
- programs could either reduce or increase federal costs dramatical=- .
ly.. Under S. 605 nearly 50 percent of the funds. (used to
' establish the base consolidation grant ‘in a state) aré those
provided through the national school lunch program. Declinirng
ot . .school enrollment, and therefore decreasing school -lunch' particf=
“# . . pation--coupled with the indexed base in: S. .605--would ‘mean

increased federal costs compared to what would have occurred under -

the exist:ing;‘progra;n. .9 S - . .
S ‘ - _ _ _ S
"Some’states might not choose to consolidate their nutrition "
programs. = The requirement that administrative control be placed
in one state agency could weigh against {it. ; In some states,
administrative resgonsibility for the various nutrition programs
1s distributed among several health, education, and welfare
agencies. Integrating nutrition programs under a single adminis~ -
_ tering agency could,result in improved nutrition plannirg within a _
~ state——something that has not always bgen achieved at the federal .

level. o, o - - . :

; .o

-~

If -all states  chose to. consdlidate,  federa1 costs would e

incfease,by approximately $500 million in fiscal year 1983 over
projected spending levels for the current program. Fiscal year

1983 would be the earliest that consolidation grants' could be

prbvided wo states after an initial- two-year planning phase. The
“planning grants would cost the federal government approximately
-+ $100 million annually during the interim years if all states chose
‘to consolidate.. Y ' : - -

v The potential impact of a block grant system or the nutri-
tional status of children within a state would- depend, in part, on -
the state's ability to conduct a meaningful “asse nt of nutri-

- tional needs and to formulate and implement program addressing
those needs. In essence, this is what is required at}the federal '
-level. - As the previous chapter indicates, federal assessment of .
nutritional needs has not always resulted in.effective pfograﬁs;a
whether the states would do better is an unansgsxed question. -

AN

A Universal Free Lunch B S "_: : )

- The proposal has been made to extend the lunch program to all:

_ ‘children, free of charge. ~Proponents of this option view a’free
"~ “lunch prqgram.as,cOnsistént with universal free edyeation, and as

a y.means ' of avoiding the stigma of separate .treatment for

Pl

: f..'v . : \»:"-83 IR ‘ C | _ -
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lower-income children in. school lunchroOms. . Jt - woul ase

participation by 10 to 12 million _childén,. primafjily ftom *~
higher-income families. _ P i\ '

; _

_, .;-" , Increased participatiOn would ‘raise" federaﬂ costs‘

$7.1 billion in(fiscal year 1980, or close to 84, 3 bill on over

what they would be under the current program.'

The impact of “such ‘a free lunch program on the nutritional

status of children is guestionable. As’ indicated in. the previous

chapter, there is little evidence that school lunch,participation

: is‘beneficial for higher-income groups. S

R

X S ~ The pr0posal would benefit state governments and local school ,
- "~ .authorities’ by reducing their contribution to “the program an*

~ estimated $1.3 billion im 1980.  Present participants would save"

 approximately $1.8 billion- in out~o£—pocket lunch payments, but
this might be offset by higher federal taxes instituted to fund
the $4 3 piilion cost increase. :

Overall the proposal would mean a .major shift in the funding
‘8tructure of child nutrition programs. . Traditionally, elementary
and secondary education has been a local responsibility. “Complete
federalization of the child nutrition programs—-particula;ly in -
_institutional settings that have hitherto been locally financed

- and administered--could reault in admiPistrative imbalances within

-.school systems. ' S
. _' - % -
'Adjustment of Food Stamp Benefits for Receipt of Child Nutrition
\ Benefits . _ S .

One comprehensive ‘reform proposal attempts to reduce federal :
expenditures on nutrition, programs - B? broagty defining school =~ -
lunch benefits in ‘the definition of nutritional support provided a

9. 'Approximataly 60 to 65 percent of the ‘eligible ‘school. popula-

, .~ . 7 tion now participates in the school lunch program. Participa~
“ : ‘tion 1s highest for the lowest—income groups who currently
. -t .. " receive free Yeals (82 percent for children from families with -
. 1incomes belm{EIZS percent of poverty), and lowest for the
/sighest-incomeé group (56 percent for children 'from families

S with incomef in excess of 195 percent of poverty). - These '
.+ . .participation’ ratea ‘are based .onf the HANES data used elsewherp -
o in this report. ' - o ' '

pW 4




< family also receiving food stamps.- This type of proposal would,
reduce food stamp benefits for multiple nutrition program partici- °.
pants. ' - : '
The  food stamp guarantee 1s" based ‘on the assumption that all
~family members eat three daily meals at home. ' The per meal, per . . _
‘person food stamp guarantee is projected ‘to be about 60 cents '
.(based .on a four-person household guarantee) beginning in_ July
. 1980. The federal free school lunch ~subsidy is based on the
premise that it provides support ‘to meet one-third of. the child's
" recommended dietary allowance. Beginning in July,. this subsidy. is .
projected to reach spproximately $1.20 per meal for childrén’ from -
 low-income families. This 1is higher than the food stamp per meal
"subsidy, " reflecting the much. higher labor costs 1involved 1in
producing the school lunch. . . - T
_ This reform proposal is encompassed in a bill--S. 2360--
. recently introduced by Senatér Helms. The bill would amend the
e Food Stamp Act in a way that woftld reduce food stamp benefits for -
' multiple-benefit households. The amount of the reduction would ‘be
approximately 53 cents per school lunch served, multiplied by an
average school attendance factor adjusted for absentee rates:
With an estimated 6.8 million children receiving free or reduced—
price meal subsidies in- food-stamp households, this bill would
reduceofederal expenditures by.about $630 million in fiscal year-
1981. . .

'; . Proponents of this budget reduc;ion proposal ‘argue that the
federal government ‘1s subsidizing an extra meal in multiple-bene-
fit families. Such —proposals ~would therefore better target
limited federal nutrition dollars. It is further argued that 1if
food stamps were considered as cash and.not nutriYion. supplements,
" then,. child nutritiOn benefits would be reduc automatically.
Multiple-benefit households would be moved' into higher income
"groups, and therefore eligibility for federal child nutrition'
subsidies would be reduced. ' '

' Opponents of the strategy suggest that overlapping‘ﬁutrition
benefits may be desirable, especially®for vulnerable low-income
" children. If the food stamp guarantees are considered inade- _
quate, then- providing an additional nutritional subsidy through .
~ the 'school 1lunch program - 1s. benefdiéial. The effect such a
proposal would have on the .health and nutritional status of low—
- income «school children 18" unglear; however, nutrition benefits.
.would be reduced for -the very]-incomg" group evidence suggests 1is
' most beneffted by the program.} - ‘ - BT

. . - -
. ® ) . . . .
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?roponents argue that unlike previpus proposals along tHese

: 1inea, the. administrative difficulties have ‘been ninimized.

Schodls. would be unaffected by the proposal; they would continue
to receive the game federal . subsidies as under the current

-program, Food-stamp capeworkerg, however, would be required to.

collect additional household information at the time'of certifica~-
tion regarding  the presence of school—age children - and their
achool of Attendance. Food~staqp caseworkers would be required to

o, recalculate individual household, allotments using a generalized

formula. The length of the food—stamp certification period and

its refationship to the achool year, would be determiping' factors -
’ in how 6ften ‘a cd%eworker would be required to reestimate food*-

anp allotmentsn_ ' ° _ ,
‘éi' * . * .' ? T -

n .

31 ihation of Subsidies for Non-Needy Children co

' An alternatiVe.that could achieVe federal. savings ‘on a "scale
similar to the proposal discussed above would ,be the. elimination
of fedéral subsidies to all non-needy children. Eliminating
federal nutrition -subsidiks for children from- families with

'incomes ahove 195 percent of poverty could -result in federal

savings totaligg at legst $820 million in fiscal year, 1981, equal
to about 17 percent of all federdl child nutrition benefits. ~

L]

. As discussed 4n- “the previous chapters federal subsidies to’
'non-needy children .grew out of. the historicaI relationship between

the, agricultural g#als of the program and the lat@ attempt to

.maintain (and Increase) program participation among all income

groups- It was felq~ that  through ‘program participation all

' children's ‘diets wmuld be improved and, therefore,\that federal
- subsidies to higher-income groups were justifiéd on "the basis of ,:
these”nutritional objectives. o .

The previous c¢hapter has raised coficern ° as" to - whether -

children from higher-income families'really benefit from program

'participation. To the extent that. this 1s true, federal. subsidies’
to’ these families become simple Income transfers. If the Congress
wished to alter this situation, it might either: (1) eliminate °

the, incomé transfe¥s, or (2) initiate policles that would result

.in the transfer actually -improving nutritional status for -these

groups1-for example, a better quality of subsidized meéals.. lef

Eliminacing "all subqidies. to’ nearly 16 million non=-needy

children‘ however, could have indirect effects on needy children.

If institutions chose to drop out of the programs because of a

Do . 86
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-arop in, non-needy participation, and because per ‘unit costs of

opérating a program’ increased,’ then needy children within the

., institutions .would be adversely affected. To offset- the increased -

per unit. cost, and help maintain program spohsors, federal subsi-

“dies for 'the needy children cquld be increased.

+

Opponents of this proposal argue that the programs would be,‘
translated into welfare programs and thereby stigmatize children
who participate in them. As the previous chapter suggests, how-

ever, the current program may be setving as a welfare program for
the non—needy. %0

’

. ”
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Altered Menus and Food Fortification »

Altered Menus. ‘'The paucity of qua;tifiable benefits from
some child feeding programs may 1lie in their implementation.
Admini&trative complications, improperly prepared foods,
unappetizing or unappealing foods,'hnd poor eating environments
may compromise the programs potential nutritional benefits.

’ : \

. Concern over the apparent increase in food waste prompted the:
Congress to enact legislation in'1975 that allowed for increased .
menu f$lexibility. Currént law now permits- high school and Junior

~high school students participating in the school ‘lunch program to

select three of the five fOOd items ‘conthined within the 'standard
meal pattern. This menu choice system continues to receive the
full federal subsidy deSpite the fact that.its nutritional quality

- may be. lower. ,

- Alternatives to the menu choice approach for reducing program
waste have been'proposed by a number of school food service direc-
tors. These alternatives include low~fat,; low-salt, and low-sugar
versions of  fast foods; and a fast-food style of service instead

- of the traditional cafeteria line. 'Such experiments in Las Vegas,,

New York City, and Minneapolis have capitalized on the popularity
of fast-food food service concepts to improve participation and

' refjuce plate waste. The Fulton ,County Food Sérvice Program in¢

Atlanta, Georgla, offers a natural foods lunch (Nutra Lunch) as an
alternative to the traditional school' lunches;. menus feature
low=cholesterol foods and whole-grained breads, :with no artificial -
colori or additives or preservatives. The Nutra Lunch does' not -

. qualify for federal reimbursement. .. : . ' " .

-
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The Administration has also promulgated regulations designed
. tor improve the components .,0of the school lunch and make it more
appealing. 10, e '

S
.

Eood Fortification. . A much broader approach 1is that of food
fortification—adding” nutrients to the foods cogsumed- by
children. Many diseases caused , by nutrient . def}ciencies,
such as beriberi, pellagra, and, ariboflavinoéls, have all but been
eradicated 1in the United States through fortification of bread
with iroﬁ" thiaminé,  niagin, " and riboflavin. Fortification
differs from enrichment' enrichment of foods normally restores
L wltamins, - minerals, and protein lost during: pqpcessing}
fortification , goes .beyond enrichment and adds still other
nutrients. Today, 34 states require fortification by- law. 11

*- Specific nutrient& lacking in children's diets could be added
at. minimal cost through targeted fortification schemes.
Fortificatiaon of milk with vitamins A and D costs- less than 0.04
cepts per quért, fortification of processed cereal grain with
vitaming -and minerals costs an average of 0.02 to 0.03 cents per
pound. The cost for vitamin A {% less than 15 cents a year, for
vitamin C less than 23 cents, and for niacin less thgn 6 cents
(spe Table 17). The Ingredients required to provide 100 peicent
of 'a child's RDA for all known vitamins cost less than $3.00 a
year. [ §

-
-

If food fortification for children is to succeed, a broadly

consumed food must be used as the nutrient carrier. In practice,

all foodstuffs would have to Dbe fortified in order to reach
preschool ' children - and cliildren not participating in a school
lunch program. Fortification might then rajse the cost of the

final product for all consumers: Unless it was made mandatory, - or-

the cost was absorbed by the government, low-income consumers

might purchase cheaper unfortified products-—-thus defeating the
purpose of the program.

e [ )

A.
»

10. Federal Register, vol. 43, no. 163, "National School Lunch
: Program, Nutritional Requiremengp (August 22, 1978); see
also the Federal Register . for August 17, 1979 and ‘May 16,

1980, - .
11. Alan Berg," The Nutrition Factor (The Brookingswlnstitution,d
1974) o } , .
. . . : 88
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TABLE 17. COST PER YEAR OF SUPPLYING A 6-YEAR-QLD CHILD WITH 100 .

. “PERCENT RDA FOR SPECIFIC VJTAMINS (In cents)
L \ .
, " ‘ Recommendgd ) ' Total Annual
- ’ Dietary *  Price per Kg Ingredient
. ,‘- Allowance Fvaifierb Cost of
Nutrient (  (RDA)2 Weight -(1979) . Fortificatjon
LY e . ‘ ! .
Vitamin-A 5,000 1.U. . 20 m§ 21.00 15.33 “
. Vitamin C /60 mg 60 mg , 10.40 22.78 .
' Vitamin Dy ° 400 I.U. 0,8 mg 44.00 1.28 *
~ Thiamine (B;) 1.5 mg 1.5 mg 36.00 * 1,97
A Riboflavin (B3) 1.7 mg 1.7 mg 56.00 . 3.47
+ Vitamin By . 2.0 ng 2.0 mg ) 47.00 , 4.12
Niacin 20.0 mg 20.0 mg 7.10 5.18
Folic Acid v O.4'mg * 0.4 mg

135.00 , 1.97

N )

a. National Academy of Sciences, Recommended Dietary Allowances,
.Elghth Edition (1974). - ~ C

& -

b. Roche Chemical Division, Hof fman-LaRoc he Inc., “The Cost éf

Fortifying Foods with Vitamins,” RCD 2920/1179 (November
1979). L : N '

[
-
L]

Finaily, fortification of :foods 1implicitly as'sumes .that -
children are unwilling to ‘alter their consumption habits in favor’ -
of unfortified ,(natural) foods that would “provide the required

. - nutrients, and that food service personnel are unable to guide .
‘ them in that.direction. Substitutes such as fortified fast foods
and specialty foods (for example, the Préstige Donuts product
named "Super Donut,"” fortified with 30 percent of the RDA, of
“vitamins and. protein) “have been criticized as promoting ‘poor
eating habits in the long term. A major ‘alternative to food

forti%idation schemes -1s nutritfon edu tion, discussed later in
this chapter. o . o S '

o

’
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INCREMENTAL PROGRAM REFORM QPTIONS

©oa
The most common fype of legislative option discussed today 'is.
the reform of individual program components. These individual
. program -medifications could be done in ways that would not' be
.o‘.' .“I' 89 . » .-‘

tg')

h  . : ' | ‘.;. i*‘ wﬂ ': ”’.-l,l




> - ,

inconsiatent with a unified approach to federal child nutrition
.policymaking, but to do so would require caxeful planning.12

"+ This ‘concluding eection=.diacusses 8ix major *incremental
reform optidns that the Congress is likely to consider;

o Modified subsidy and\incomefeligibility standards,

\ » ]

f - . ‘ . !
_/, . o Cash-out of federal commodities, ., ¢

-

o Expansion of the WIC program, o
) }

., o Expansion of the school breakfast program,

/ . o Limiting of the special milk program’_énd 5 3,,' .

A A
o Expanansiop’of the nutrition education progrims.

. _
+The variations to 'these and other incremental reform approaches
are infinite. -

‘ » ‘/ . .

Modified Subsidies and Income Eligibility Standards'.

In its 1980 and 1981 budgets, .the Administration proposed

‘changes in the income’ eligibility standards for various federal

child nutrition subsidies, 4and a five-cent = reduction in the

federal subsidy for paying students.  These . proposals were
expected to result 1in federal savings of approximately $350
- [ . °

L)

pilli:n in fiscal years 1980 and 1981.

" Incomé Eligibility Standards. The Administration would ,

reduce the current family income limits that "qualify children to,
receive free.or reduced-pgice meals. The proposal ould replace

an , existing hardah_ip deduction wit®' a flat annual standard .

T - : : \

R . ) »

.

12. A pracediiral consolidation proposal that does not change the

N bhsic programs' structure but consolidates, legislative

A

language and groups the various child nutrition programs-

under conceptually consistent categories was. introduced by
Senator McGovern in 1979 (S. 1898, Natiopal Child Nutrition
Act). This proposal maintains the categorical structure and
deparate program authorizations. Ag such, the proposal
represents an instrument for ‘the’ continuation of incremental
reform into the 1980s.: . v

T ' ' ' : . 8
v . B 9 0 . . . ) *
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deduction (comparable to. the standard deduction used in the food
stadp program), and ‘lower the net incqme eligibility for free
meals to the poverty line.13 Eligibility for reduced-price meals
would be loweted to 175 percent of.the poverty line. Gross income
eligibility for a family of four" woulg/then be approximately 111
percent of poverty for free Junches and 186 percent of poverty for
reduced-price lunches,1 . )
_ . )

This ' propos would. reduce, benefits ,for some families (see
ﬁigure 4). The fmaximum income &or a family of four eligible for
free lunches would be lowered from $10,060 to $8,950, For four-
person families with incomes between $8,950 and $10,060, benefits

. would be reduced $28,-or I3.percent. At present a family of four

H "
[N .
' \ v . .
L B . . : A
' .‘l e b 91 " |
. .

gan qualify for reduced-price meals with an income between-$10,060
and $15,700, but the reform proposal would lower the income range

to $8, 950-$15 000. For fourwperson families with incomes between -

$15,000 and $15,700, federal benefits would be reduced from $2D0

~to $55, or by nearly 73 percent. ' . Families with..incomés above
$15,700 would have a $10 reduction in annual subsidy per child - -

enrolled in school. ‘ cy . ] .

The families most adversely affected would be those with

.-gross incomes between 186 ahd 195 petcent of poverty.. But parti-

cipation rates 1in this. . income range e quite 1low, and the
absolute reduction in' federal benefits‘per child as a percent of
family income would be only about 1 percent.’ A second group that
would be strongly affected 1s ‘the group in the income range from
111 to 125  percent of poverty, whose benefits would be reduced
18.6 percent.- Agailn, however, the loss 1in benefits would be a
very amall proportion of family incoMe. D .

g
- N Fs

’

13. tn cuf%ent practice, households may exclude "epecial hafdship

expenges” that could not have been anticipated or controlled
by the household: (1) unusually high medical expenges, (2)
shelter costs .in excess of 30- percent of income, (3) special

* . education expenses due €0 the mentaljor hysical condition'of_

, .the child ‘and. (6) disaster or canalty vssesq. -

Lo ” " . . .
14. "Eligibility , for redpced-g;ice 1uhches. was iﬂitially
eatablished at 150 percent of pover'ty when the.provision was

. . adopted in. 1972=~Public Law 92%433. 1In 1974, "the eligibility
SR level was  raised ‘to 175 percdnt of poverty**Public Law

93-326--and in 1975 to 1its current leVel of 193 percent of
povertyd-Public Law 94-105._ e .

~®
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Impact of Admlmstratlon s Child Nutrition Reform Pr
Families of Four at Different |ncomes.F|scal Year 198

Annus! Faderal Benefit par School-age Cild ®

{in dollers) . . .
2560 - - ' — — .
FREE . REDUCED 5 * . PAID
| $8,950 $10.060 - o -
225 (8218 Frea Subsidy) I BN "
200 . -

175
b 150
125

100

mmmm CURRENT LAW
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Annusl Jncoma (in thounnds ol dollars)
_SOURCE\CongresslonalBudgutOfﬁce, . o- ' .

dEstimated subsidies for school lunch program in fiscal year 1981 include $1.04 free lunch subsidy,
$0.94 reducad-price anch subsidy, and $0.19 paid lunch subsidy. Commodity subsigies for all types

of meals average nbout $0.17 por meal. Participation for 180 dnys is assumed. ' .
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Impact on the *Free Category.  The proposal would remove
approximately 1.6 million -children 'from eligibility -for free
meals, a reduction of 14.6 percent from the current 11.0 million .

¢ (see Table 18). This would affect approximately -1.5 million of
the present participants, and reduce costs by $250-$350 million.
The savings, however, would be offset’ by indreased reduced—price .
subsidies. ' oy

| Impact on the Reduced-Price Category. The new eligibility

limits would reduce the pumber of ehildren, eligible for’

‘reduced-price meals by . approximatel} million, or 15.1

‘percent. Offsett] this, however, is the greater number of

children made ineliggble for free meals, 8o that there would be a

., net increase 1in the reduced-price c¢ategory of approximately

, 385,000 (4.8 percent), and an increaselin federal costs of about-
$75. million.

» . a *
- . .

~

" Impact oWthe Paxing Category. Two factors would affect: the
size of the paying category: (1) 1increases in the number of
‘children, as a rogult of eligibility Qhanges in the reduced-price-
category, -al (2) the reduced level of subsidy--from 19 - ‘to 14
N cents. These would interact to change the distributiog‘of program

. benefits and recipients, . .

3

The paying category would increase by approximately 1.2

., million children, raising to, 31.4 million the tqtal number, of -

-children eligible for the. minimun federal benefit. Not all_of~

‘them would aetuallylparticipate.ls. The children moved ingo the

~ paylng category would: have their meal - charge lncreased from
, apptoxlmately 10' cents to over 60 cents. With so large an

increase, the drop-out rate might be significant. Altogether, the

small numbers of pavticipants, the. high\botential dr0p-out rate,

‘and the fow federal subsidy would @eany\a\ rat:her insignificant

* . increase in federal costs. SR .
o . X . “p ) » ] o | :.b’ .’ Lo : ' .
< L
15, 'Because_these.children would be in the higher-income range of
- - the currént reduced-price category, their participation-rate

may not be the same as thé -average participation raté for the
‘entire reduced-price category. The HANES data suggest that
“the participation rate in the ‘incofie range th# would be made -
ineligible for reduced=price meals 1s about one-third of that

¢ :.' o ! for the - entir reducedwprice - range (25.8 versus 75. 8
‘@ . pergént). Therefore, ‘the prOpPrtion of current reduced-price
-~ »  children moved intot.the paylng categbry would be about 5
’ _ percent (the 15.1 percent reduction times one-third)
B S T N o
y E ' [ } "
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UNDER THE ADMINISTRATION'S P
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TABLE 18. “ELIGIBILITY OF SCHOOL CHILDREN FOR NUTRITION-PROGRAMS UNDER CURRENT LAW AND .

ROPOSAL, BY REGION, MARCH 1978 (In .thousands):

_ ;
Eli\' bility ) "U.S.~  Mountain \Midy- - Mid- - New South- ! South-
) -C#gor‘y o Total and Plains Atlantic ~‘west England east west W'es:t:‘
Free Eligibility N o _ — , '
_Lurrent Law JT0,991 838 » 2,443 - 1,820 469 2,603  1;436 ., 1,382
Adminigstration's . - o ' . ‘ } : .
Proposal 9,388 699 2,114 1,555 420 2,164 1,262 1,173
Change 1,603 139 v 329 ~ 265 49 439 . 174 - 209
Percent Change \.' -=14.6,  ~16.6 -13.5 ° -14.6 - -10.4 = -16.9 -12.1 -15.1
: e ' e “ : : ' ,
. Reduced-Price : )
- Eligibility . - S
rrent Law «. L*ﬂ*gif,. 759 1,781° 1,408 . 368 1,657 918 1,154
‘$¢' Administratton's : - ) " X , D e S
- Proposal 8,431 - 774 1,856 1,457 378 1,831 = 961 1,173
‘.. Total Change * 4385 15 7% .49 10 174 43 19
. _From Prior Free. *1,603' 139 329 265 49\ 439 174 , - 209°.
- GQurrent Reduced ' =1,218  -124 =254 . -216 - -39 =265 ° -131_'1'3190“, ¢
Mercent Change' oy L - : " L S
Net .  +4.8 +2.0 .2 T 43,5 42,7 405 H7 4l
- ¢ Current Reduced: "=15.1 - =16.3 ° "-14..3 "=15.3 -10.6 . ~16.0 ~-14,3 -16.5-
" Payd Eligibility : ' , S . o e T
- Current Law " 31,419 2,643 7,360 © 7,420 1,811 4,368 ;&,99)- 4,828
Adginistration's ’ T L O -
';E.QEopoaal r 32,637 2,767° .. 7,614 7,636 1,850 4,633 P,121 5,018
Percent Change - 43,9 44,7 » +3.5 0 42,9 +2.2° - 46,1 +4..4 +3.9+
- v g T 4 ' . o R ‘ -9
. . " » N .
- » q .
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Another important budget saving would result from a Five~cent

- across-the-board reduction in the federal subsidy_for-tﬁé paying
students, those from families with incomés above 195 percent. under -
cyrrent law. The reduction would mean a direct saving of §$120
million. - In addition, because the paying children's linch prices

‘would probably 1increase by that amount, ‘some. reduction 1in

. participation could o¢cur.  Based on previous studies, ¢his

~reduction could be between 3 and 6 percant of™the currently
participating population.l®  The reduction 1in participation coyld

;;\g - mean ‘an additional federal saving. of $20 to $40 million. It is

. not clear, however, that any long-run effect on participation
.. Would occur as a result of. these inc(gased student charges.

b .
» .

S 'Other savingg might~-resu1t _from the proposed changes in
o eligibility = limit8% _because they are, also,. applied to other
programs.  In 'addithn, since the suymmer, food program defines
*= - needy .sexvice areas on the basis of theﬁ%roporqion of children
. - eligible for free or'feduced—price-meals, and since ,eligibility v
.- for the womén, ‘infants, and children (WIC) program is defined on '
~ the basis of incomes up to the maximum reduc¢ed-price limits, child
~ nutrition benefits would ‘be generally: retargeted on lower—income
_children. = ‘ S o o
Nutritional Impact. Modifications to the 1néome eligfbility
' - limits, and reduced participation %as a result of higher meal
- charges, could result .1in a ’‘slight ~decrease 1in program’
_par;iclgg;ion.. ~In general, however, this decrease would have <
minimal ™ impact .on the nutritional status’ of children.  As
discussed in previous sections,, the estidhted_ impact of school
lunch participation on the nutrition of children’ with family
- 1ncomes above 125 percent of the poverty Yevel is negligible. -
o Reducing federal .subsidies 'to these middie-income and higher-
». _1ncome children would inorease the ﬁutritional.cost‘effectivenesg_
of the programs. ‘A somewhat larger effect might occur if, 1in
‘respongé- to tighter eligipility  standards , and lower .average
" subsidies, some schools dropped, out of the feeding prog¥éms. Then =~

N

Ly [ ; s

T 1 . N o
' ~ '’ 16. Comprehensive Study of Child Nutritionm Progéhms--July 1974,
- " "+ ‘Senate Committee on Agriculture and' Forestry., 93rd Congres
' (September 1974). Estimates of the participation response to
_ 4 ' - price increases were based on studies conductdd during th®
i pgrfad'1971 to '1973. -Because’ of relatively rapid'incréasés e
: in alternative food :sources, outside the. school lunch:’
« . cafeteria; since: 1973,  these estimated . participation -
.o _ ~ responses are_probably'overs?ated. o - :

‘..' " .' . L 9‘5 . _ ... ,‘
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needy‘childrenf(for whom the nutritional benefits of the -program
. are bettyr documented) would suffer. It is not poSsible .to
estimate the exteWt to which -this would actually occur. T

A | ) o | o ";F
Cash-Out of Federal Commodity Donations o
: — R _ L : ~
. As* child. nutrition programs have moved away from their
original function a% a major oytlet for surplus .agricultural

eommodities, proposals -have been made to eliminate,donated'commod- c

ities eompletely.-' Although donated commodities 'still make up

. approximately. 21 percent of 'the total resources availablg to the
various programs, :they représent a very small share of producers' -

ingome (dee Chapter V). Their discontinuance would have 1little
noticeable impact 'on‘ the agricultural economy, but it could
. 8ubstantially affect sthool feeding programs. ' -
C M ) ) ‘( - ' o . J .

A recent USDA study of the cash-out of commbdit;\distvibu-

tions concluded't at the eight school districts studied were able
Eood costs under a - cash=in-=dleu option by 6.5

. . - percent (see Table'19);}7 ‘The reduced food costs, however, were

offset by increases in .labor and other costs resulting in a small

to, reduce’ their

net incregse (O.S;pércent)'in{the coat of producing a lunch. No
consistent differences tn types, amounts, or quality of food used

could be found between cash—in~-lieu*schools and commodity schools.’

Al

;'\ The USDA.study'éoﬁcluded_that state program administra;ivé

costs might, decline by 30 percent under a cash-out Option.18

Direct Yederal wosts wobld be reduced through the elimination of

- $40 million in -commodity shipping costs. and minor savings in
personhel’, -~ S Lo :

| R - 5 »
A parallel study (using the same schoolé studied by USDA) was

conducted by ‘Kansds ' State University (KSU) using slightly .
different methodologies. . The KSU study found a greater ‘redyction

‘in food costs as a result of cpsh-odt (12.? sercent). Unlike the
USDA etddy, the KSU study akso reported savimgs in labor ‘and other
'costs ‘80 that an ;;9ra- reduction of 7.3 percent was reported in

the cost ‘of producinga meal. = -

17.;'USDA, Food ‘and Nutrition Service, A Study of Cash-in-Lieu of

: Commoditiés_in,School.Fopd Service Programs (Difember 1§7§)}-

- '18. *This
- the gontrol state in the study.

-

LW . . -

inding waslspecific to thélstdtg,offbofé%ado,'gsed*és.

7

. ) N ‘g »
fa'ae . . o . . -
. . .o ,




»

€y

“ v gshe . 99.40 " v 192,13 -7.28™
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‘TABLE 19. COSTS PER TYPE A LUNCH. EQUIVALENT FOR EIGHT PILOT

:SCHOOL DISTRICTS, IN COMMODITIES AND (IN CASH-IN-LIEU

.~

f]

Commodities'. Cash-in-Lieu? Change in Coste

';Category/Study 1977-78 1978-79 Absolute Perceiit
e ’ . . N j . N . . ‘ .
T o NI . . o LT v . :
" Food USDAP = 46.11 @ . 43,09 =3.02  -6.5 - .
KSUS 52,00 . 45.50 . =6.50° -12.5. -
. Labor USDAb ' 26.87- 27094 41.07 . +4.0
kS 37.70 37.43 ~o =0.27 -0.7
' - e o4 o . :
Other USDAD - '18.02 .  20.41  +2.39  +13.3
KSUc ] ’ 9 70 9-19 . -0-51 "'5-3 s
" Tétal USDAP 91.00 9144 40.44 +0.5
-713 :

.' L] Al

-

'SOURCE: . USDA, Food’ and Nutrition Service, A Study of Cash-in-Lieu'
- of Commodities in School Foud Service Programs (December

"'f€’7' 1975), Table 2, p. 20; and Donald Erjckson, Cost of.

'SCHOOL YEARS 1977-1978 AND 1976-1979 (fosts in cents) 1«//'

)

School Lunches Using USDA**Danated Commodities Versus .

. November 1979), Tables- 1:and 2,5 p. 4.

- a. ‘The USDA and KSU data for food and -labor costs collected in -

school year 1978-79 were adjusted to prices of %chool year

" 1977-78 in order to make direct comparisons. - The USDA study
did not make a similar adjustment ‘in the schobl-year 1978-79>.

Udata for "other costs, tHe KSU study did.

b. . USDA data For school year 19%7-78'are based: on monthly data,

- collected in October 1977; for school year 1978-79 the data

-~ are based on monthly data collected in October 1978, \\,

c. .KSU data are based on average annual data covering the entire
school years 1977 78 and 1978-19. :

.

‘Only limitqg inferences can be drawn from the studies' find-

inga. Assuming that the schools studied were representative, food
costs for preparing meals could decline nationally by between#$136

-
]

Cash-in-Lieu of Commodities .(Kansas State Univereity,--e'
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- P . (“ Eand'"$292 'millioni (}977-1978 dollars) under a cash-out. option.
- 4 'Total cost['thang$q could range from an 1increase of about $20
:aﬂ - willion (USDA) to a saving of $328 million (KSU). Because the

USDA study was limited o two months, it probably underestimated
--t?e cost saving under the option. o . o
) - , : : , : LA e
_ The - glimina;ion‘ of commodities in favor of cash payments
~would generate no significant savings to thewsfederdl government
unless the mandated minlmum commodity.assistance per meal (used to -\
.~ establish, the cash~in-liey payment undey current law).was reduced
w in line with the'estimateS'decline in the cost of preparing a meal
following cash payments.. Failure to reduce the cash-in-lieu
payment could give a windfiall to schobl'gistricts to; the extent
that .a lunch could %e .prepared less . expensively |with cash.
Smaller school districts would be .likely to »suffer under any
proposal to cash out commodities.l9 Large school districts are
able to make greater economies in purchasing, and "so the cost per
_ unit of food purchased with ‘cash would 'be less than for 3maller
. - - school districts.. This might mean that -smaller school districts
' . would have to make do with less food, or else increase their meal
charges to students. . . : ' '

.

To offset the potentially adverse effecgh on smaller® sghool

districts, optional cash-out is. an alternative to a ~complete .. .-

- cash-out. This, woyld, however, tend-to establish, a dual adminis- =~ *.
~ tration system. L ot oA ' ' '

: ~ _ Angther alternative would .be to provide schools with vouchers
. - enabling them_fo purchase from local markets foods designated %s ™
o ' surplus by the Secretary of Agriculture.20  This proposal has
recently been introduced by Representatives Ford: and Goodling
(He R. 6841) and Senator Church (S. 2388). This proposal would
~continue to allow adminstrative flexibility in removing surplus -

agricultural commodities, but at the same time simplify the
federal and state commodity distribution system. Federal savings

- from such a QFOposal could reach approximately “$20 million in

-

[y

. _ N ,
: 19+ A 1974 USDA study of 15 school districts found that smaller
. . school districts could do better with donated commodities:
- . "than with cash, while larger school districts could generally
match USDA purchasing power. - T o -
' 20, .See "“Improving Federal Food Procurement’ and ‘Distributing
o Programs,” a report to the Natlonal Frozen Food Assdciation .
prepared, by -Schnittker Associates.(November 26, 1979).

L
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fiscal year 1982. Some of these savings might be ofﬁset 1f the'
schools' system! failed to remove the same proportion of—sprplus
_and price- upport commodities now ‘removed under the current system

’ " & s

and distributed to’ them._ _ , _ '
P ) . - . -

3"‘./ [y

Expansion of_the‘Special Suppiemental Food Program (WIC)

.

A

The special supplemental food program for women, infants, and
children (WIC) appears to be fairly successful in reducing nutri-
tional deficiencies, eébecially various forms of anemia. The
‘program has ' grown rapidly and, as pointed Sut 1in Chapter” §II,
representd oﬁé\of the -likely areas for budgetary growth in the
1980g. The Administration's initial 1981 budget ‘request called:
for continual growth so that the program could serve an average ‘of ..
2.1 million persans per month in 1981, as compared with thg

 current level of 1.9 million.

N

Unlike most of the other programs discussed in this chapter, .
- WIC 1is not an entitlement program. The, level of seérvice and
~therefore* of costs 1s subject to..-the normal .appropriation
-process. If the program were made anfentitlement, costs would be

likely to increase and participation could eventually grow as high = ~

.as between 6 and 8 million persons. Total costs in 1981 dollars

might [then reach $3.6- billion. Pressures‘ for making the _program

.an t&ement have been mounting in recent years. . ,\

edicaild-CHAP- Merger. In considering the future of the WIC'
progr?iﬂ the Congress might want to consider its specific charac~
teristics and the extent . .to which it ‘duplicates other federal

health' programs ‘directed to -similar groups. = For example,. the?d”

- Administration's 1981 budget request calls for extending Medicaid

- eligibility to low-income famtlies with children, who “are not._

currently eligible for Medicaid because ‘there are two parents in
‘the gamily or because a state 8 income standards fo\ AFDC are very :
low. o N _ Lo

]
.

T4

RA

r . . . . . - -
Kd - N

‘21, The Administration's proposed Child Health Assurance Program

. (CHAP) would extend eligibility for Medicald to all ¢hildren -
under 18 from families with incomés below the higher of the"
-gtate AFDC 1ncome eligibility 1eve1 or 55 pefcent of the

. federal poverty level. Children in families not receiving,

A AFDC- or Supplemental Security Income (SSI) benefits, and

those in statEs where the income standﬁrd is lower than 55

N . )
9./
4 : o \
§ L 6. . ) -~ .
t . . M .
. - . »
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Medicaid programs -support primarily direcb dedical services

" sand limited diagnostic and preventive health care services. If -

nutrition supplements (as provided in the WIC program) were made a

. reimbursable item in the Medicaid program, it is possible that

the two programes could be merged. This would result in expanded’
icoverage for the nutrition supplements as an entitlement program

" (Medicaid) but with ‘reduced  federal costs, since Medicaid is -

-subject to a federal<gtate matching requirement. Benefits. provid*
ed in the WIC program are entirely federally funded 22

ot

1985,

)
(Continued) o s : \’

percent of poverty, would benefit from the expansion of

eligibility. .The - proposal would -alsp raise ,the average
federal .share of Medicaid expenditures on ambulatory care for“

children, with the actual share varying from state to s x‘
-accordigg? to.the fraction of 'Medicaid-eligible children wh

have received comprehensive medical examinations under the

Early. " and Perlodic -Screening, Diagnosis, and Treatment-f

Program (EPSDT).. The proposal would also make all women

‘meeting the income eriteria proposed for children eligiblé -
for Medicaid during pregnancy and for two months after

delivety. .

Two bills have been debated recently that could serve as

alternatives to the Administration 8 CHAP proposa1° H.R.

" 4962 and'S 1204.

. * ‘~ .
H.R. 4962. This House-passed bill resembles the Administra-
tion'e.proposal, but 1s mord expdnsive. It uses a federal
income  gtandard of two-thirds of the povérty level instead of

55 percent. The standard for pregnant women is 8Q percent of

the,poverty level instead of 55 percent. About 5.0 million
children and 220,000 pregnant women would gain Medicaid
eligib}lity ‘under this pr&gosal. Federal outlays would
increase by $650 million in

.

S. 1204. This Senate Finance #ommittee-reportéd bill is more

‘1imited than . the .Administration's proposal. Medicaid

"eligibility would be extended only to children under age 7
who are members 0f families with income below the Vstate

. Medicaid income standard. Eligibility woyld not bé extended

to low-imcome pregnant .women: : About) 1.3 million children

would. gain eligibility .undgr this proposal. Federal qutlays
“would increase by 5300 mil ion in 1981 and by $1 bill 'on - in

'1985.

[

981 and by over §2 billion in |
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Jtate Sharing of .Costs. Since”the WIC program is estimated

. to redyce Medicald outlays, 23 expansion. of _the WIC . program

| _‘_i\

would result in indirect figcal relief to state and local govern~

ments by reducing their share of Medicaiq costs. An alternative

to simply expanding WIC, or merging it with Medic@d would be to
require states to share in the cost of the program, at least to

the extent' that the expansion would otherwise reduce their’ .costs. -

This would reduce federal costs by approximately $200 million in
1981. It 18’ worth nmoting that the‘ states currently fund 50
-percent of the costs of the Department of Health and Human

‘Services' Maternal and Child Health programs.

I3

< . _ o

Expansion of the School Breakfaﬁt Program "

Because the school breakfast program appears to be one of the

more effective federal. child nutrition programs, proposala\have

‘Ween made to expand¥it. About gne~third of all schools now parti-
cipate in the program, serving 3.4 million children or: 24 percent

of -the. participating wchools' enrollment. Part Of the program's
curredt effectiveness, however, clearly is a result of its being
targeted on low-income children, who as discussed previously,
bénefit the most from any feeding program. . : !

/
-

Currentlyl five states mandate a school breaRfast,prog{am in .

certain schools meeting specific criteria.24 Requiring all states

_that administer a school lunch. program to administer a school
breakfasm program has been proposed as a procédural mechanism.
_ States could choose not to administer both'the lunch and breakfast

programs,.in which case schools could then petition the -federal

',government to. administer the program directly.

~

‘willion by lowering federal contributigns for Medica
Supplemental. . Security Inoome, , and special educat

. 23. WIC 1is estimated‘ to reduce 1980 federal outlays by $;ZO
Co d

programs. Since these are’ state—matched programs, similar'

savings would occur for state and "local governments. See

Special Analysis:t Budget of the United States Government,'

1981 (Januaryvl980) P 417, | ]

24. These five states account for nearly 25 percent of all school
breakfast participants. The criteria they use vary, but are
based: primarily on the proportion of children in a school
whose families have incomes up to 195 percent of the poverty

tevel (the maximum income qpalifying for reduced-price'

Bubsidies) See Table 20.

P
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TABLE 20,

STATE~MANDATED SCHOOL BREAKFAST PRUURAMS.

| CRITERIA AND PARTICIPATION, FISCAL

. YEAR 1979 .
- ' ; :
i , Fully , Percentage ‘Changé
S ) .Effective . in Participation
5 - Date. Before and After
State Mandaté Criteria (School Year) Initial Mandate
LY " ~ ] .
Texas Required in all public schools.with 10 per- 1978-1979 95.4
¢ cent or more children eligible for' free or. -&“ )
.- ~ reduced-price lunches. ] ) : _
New York Required jn all schools 1in, citles of 1978-1979 1147
125,000 inhabitants or’more. - _
“Lchigan Phased mandate, for.school year 1979-1980. 1981-1982 15.8
' in schoolis where 50 percent or more receive ’ ‘
: free or reduced-price lunches; criteria for
¢ 1980~1981 and 1981- 1982 30 percent and 20 . ‘
percent. ' .
Ohio Required in"schools defined as'having severe 1978~1979 . .15.0
need (40 percegt or more of the children S
eligible for free or reduced-price meals;
mote than one=-third eligible for free
A meals; or more than one~half oﬁ the parents . ,
é reqyesting program). SN o ' ; ,
Massachusetta In school districts with a populacion of less 1972-1973 NA
' : . than 50,000, refuired ﬁor schools with 100 or o i
) more qxgdsnts qualifying for free or reduced e
price meals; 1in.school districts over 350,000, o
required for schools with 50 or mora students /
qualifying for free or reduced-price meals.
e -l‘ K A k
: v 1o v L SRR




‘Requiring all states to establish a school breakfast program
in schools where, dt least 25 percent of the students are eligible
_<for free or. reduced-price meals could increase federal school
breakfast costs by nearly $450 million if fully .implemented in
» fiscal year 1981, 1If the program was limited to schools where at
least 40 percent of the students are served free or reduced-price
.meals (severe need schools), federat breakfast costs would in-
crease by néarly $340 million., Severe-need schools would qualify
for higher féderal reimbursements .as they do under the  current
progran.

“ Numeroua factors, will always  restrict participation in this
program even when it 1s made available. Some. children receive
nutritious breakfasts at home. Some school districts might not be

-able to ‘adjust their busing schedules to accommodate a breakfast
program. 25 On the other hand,. expanded school busing under

' desegregation rulings could 1increase the demand for such a
program; a school breakfast program might offset the’ longer hours
between breakfast at home and lunch at school that ‘result from -
extended busing. :

Limiting the Special Milk Program (SMP)

The duplication between the - special milk program (SMP) and
the 'school lunch progr has brought many proposals to limit the
spectal milk program. e SMP was established in 1943 at a time
when the school lunch program was not operating widely. Children
received a half-pint of milk subsidized by the federal govern-
ment. With the growth of the school lunch ‘program, which also
fncludes -a half-pint of miyr some children begao to rec}eve two
half-pints. .o o '

The duplication could be é%duced in any of several ways. One .
proposal ‘would eliminate the SMP entirely, giving schools that
participateﬁonly in the SMP an incentive to begin the school lunch
program. Other proposals would, . simply eliminate the SMP from
institutions that already participate 1in agother federally
supported child nutrition program requiring the serving of milk.
This approach hag. been criticized because some children who do not
participate in a lunch program but bring their lunches' from home
use the SMP as a means;of getting subsidized milk.x

a

25, See U. S..General Accounting Office, Major #actors Inhibit
Expansion of School Breakfast Program (April 15@67'
. v
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The nutritional effects of limiting the SMP are uncertain.

Findings discussed. 1in Chapter V “suggest that higher-income
children who participate 1in oflly a milk program are able to

’ .

improve thefr diets. ° On the other hand,  the ~nutritional
. cogt~effectiveness .ratio of thé progrdm for the léwest~income
~8roups is very poor (see Table '19); both the breakfast and the.

lunch programs are more nutr ionally efficient than the milk
program for ghe lowest-income

nutrients provided b¥ milk--calcium and phosphorus--regardless of
their participation in any school food service program.

Thus, . 8trong arguments exist for limiting or. modifying the

" SMP. on the basis of program efficiency 'and nutritional impact. If

_ 1t were: eliminated from schools that already participate 1in
- another program (the Administration's fiscal year 1980 proposal), -

‘government either to ‘provid

federal costs would decrease by apprdximately $100 million.” It is

unlikely that this would have any adverse effect on the
nutritional status of children, especially given the increasing
participation in other nutrition programs. |

ThefAdministratiOn‘has suggested still another approach in

“1ts fiscal year 1981 proposal. Rather than eliminate the SMP

entirely, it would reduce the federal subsidy to 5 cents for the
non-needy group in schobls'wherq they are able to participate ‘in
another federal program serving milk. This would mean a decrease
of about 4 centg 1in the average federal subsidy from the present
estimate of 9.3 cents for 1981, :a saving of app ximately $60
million. {Non-needy children are defined as having ily incomes

roups. Overall, the diets of
- children were not’ found to be significantly lacking in- the major

&

above ‘125 percent of the poverty level.) Th ike other

_proposals, would be 1likely to have a minimal nutr{®onal impact,

while increasing the nutritional cost-effecthyv esg of the
program. . ' ‘ : SN

{ ~

Nutrition Information ;, ;

’ . L]

A final means discussed here for improvi 'the nutritional
effectiveness of government programs would be to provide more or

~ improved information. The federal government's|current nutrition

information programs may be broadly categorized as those that pro-

vide information (nutrition education) and those;that eliminate
- sources of misinformation (regulation). The public's demand for
Information has often, eszeded the ability of all 1levels of.

it or to counteract sources of bad or
fraudulent information. : .
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.nutrition pregrams in 1980 were targeted specifically on nutrition

. . .
9 -
., . .

.

Lesa than 1 percent of the federal funds spent on chil

education for children. Of the nearly 30 federal nutrition educa--
tion programs,. fodr are targeted on children 17 Yyears of age or
younger. < The federal nutrition education effort is fra menqed~
among a’ numbet of federal gedcies* 19 Congressional co tees

I

have legislativd. Jurisdictfion over programs with a nufttion
.education component. ‘ :

-

Spending more money on children's nutrition education may

not, - however, improve their nutrition. One researcher has sugges-
ted that providing more information leads to better. decisions only

if’

it ‘is presented in  a consistent manner, 7 Efforts to

coordinate and standardize the nputrition information in existing
education §rograms could be an 1initial .step in decreamdng

confusion o

the* part bf the’ ultimate receivers.

ot

Private firms spend $600 million annually advertising their

food . products 8o children compared to federal child nutrition
education expenditures of less than $25 million in fiscal year
1981.28 The ‘federal government might(consider directing nutrition

information at children through .the same media uged by private
firms- - N i

26'.

See Congressional Research Service, The Role of Federal
Government in Nutrition Education (Match 1977).

- -

See Information Load and Decision Quality: Some Contested

»Iseuee, Journal of Marketing Research (November ,1977) as

quoted in 7A Primer on Nutrition Policy in the United States.”

See "An Assessment of the Impact on Network Revenues of Two
Reductions in- Advertisihg," Alan Pearce, ATC Symposium, No. 6,
Cambridge, Massachusetts (November: 20 1976)4 |®
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'APPENDIX A. FOOD DISTRIBUTION AUTHORIZATION LEGISLATION. vA)~

 I.  Section 32 of ¥~

HProridea
receiptg

S T s
: 7-4-320',."as.amended 7 U.8.C. 612C: |
hat an- amount equal to 30 percent of ~customs

Secretary shall use the fund ‘only to: B N

‘ ‘o'

-
1

Encourage“gxportation of commodities by paying export .

- payments or indemnities; ' ‘. - RN

- o

\

Encourage: the domestic s#onsumption of commodities by
diverting them from normal. channels of trade - through
benefits, donations, and indemnities among persons in
low-income. groups, and R TR

; ‘

Reestablish farm purchasing pover by making payments to

.farmers.

1 o

II. Section 416 of ‘the Agricultural Act of 1949, ag amended, 7
- U.8.C. 1431:

: . -
1] . 3

"AAuthorizes, together with related sections :of the'Agricul—
% tural Act. of. 1949, the donation of commodities acquired by
.the Commodity Credgt Corporation to sg~oific outlets. ‘

o .

III. Section 404 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 authorizes the,:

Commodities may,be donated to the Bureau of Indian Affairs

or any state; federal, or private agency or agencles for
school lunch programs, nonprofit summer " camps, needy
persons, charitable institutions, and hospitals, to the

extent needy petsons .are served o

CCC may pay the costs of reprocessing, packaging, trane-
portation, handling, and other charges accruing up to ‘the
time commodities (including dairy produets under Sec. 204)

.are donated to the appropriate receiving agency (1nc1ud1n3

repackaging for 1nstitutional or home use).

-

o
- a

use of CCC facilities and services to'carry out activities-of
Section 32 of B.L,”'76-320:‘and-.8ect%op, 6. of -the National

School Lumch Act:

v J

-

rom the calendar year preceding the fiscal year
shall be .available to the Secretary .of Agriculture.A The. .

s




/7 IV. Section 709 of the Food .and Agriculture Act -of 1965 .
S © . authorjeés the use of /LCC funds for the .purchase -of dairy
e o produ’ ts for domestic donation 1if CCC stocks . are inadequate '

(except for fluid whole milk for schools)
V. dection 202 of the Agriculturhl Adjustment Act of 1949 :
R ‘authorizes donmation of CCC stocks of dairy prdducts’ to the o
~ Secretary of the Army for use by the Department of Defefise ;*
and to _the Administrator of ‘Veterans' Affairs for use .in
hospitals, without charge except for packaging costs.

1
.

"VIﬂ Segtion 210 of the Agricultural Act of 1956 authorizes dona-
" ®on of CCC stocks to federaI‘prisons and state penal insti- W

tutions for minors. - ' N , _ W

donation of €CC commodities and Section 32 commodities the
_ elderly with special emphasis on high~protein foods, Mheat,
-and meat alternates. States may receive cash in lieu of‘ '
— y commodities at their'option. :
' -
vox VIII The Agriculture and 'Consumer Protection Act‘ of 1973, 'P.L.
o 93-86, as amended by. the Food -and- Agriculture Act of 1977

VII. Section 707 of the Older Americans Act of 1965 authoriz§ the

s o Section 4(a) authorizea, through fiscal year 1981 ,. appropria- _
: tions for food distribution programs for needy families, and. .
supplemental package donations to institutions, summer camps,
“+  U.S. trust territories, and: Indians. This section mandates"'
. o improvement in the food package offered to Indians.

-«

i Section 4(b) authorizes commodity donations to summer camps.

Section. 5 authorizes payment of administrative éxpenses to

states for the supplemental package program equal to 15

percent "of the food costs, and authorizes advance«payment of

. administrative funda to start-up ‘costs. The Secretary must;

notify the Congress before making _any significant changes in
 the food packages

L IXe National Schooleunch Act,'as amended° T : . _\"

¢
Section 6(3) ‘requires a uunimum donation of commodities or . ‘
cash in lieu of “commodities on a per-meal basis, based on the L
. - total number of ‘meals served under the Act. It was added to.
~ Section 6 by P.L. 93-326. P.L. 94105 added a provision to
Y 6(e) that requires 75 u!rcent of the required donations to be =«




H

e

- %

X,

A}

o institutions 0perating'the program. _

-

;commoditiea, the remaininge25 percent to be commodities or

‘cash in lieu of commodities at USDA's option. P.L. 95-166

- added a provision to Section 6(a) ‘that allows schools to
- ‘refuse up to 20 percent of th? commodities offered and to

receive others as substitutes to the extent that other

- commodities are available..

/. "Section 13 (q) authorizes'dbnations from Section 32, Séotion .

416, or Section 709 in acéordance with the needs of the
_summer - food " service programs as determined by the service

.-
.

Section 14 authorizes through fiscal year 1982 ‘the use of.
Section '32. and CCC "funds 'for open-market (nonsurpl 8)
purchases to supply commodities for child nutrition. and Title .
VI programg, and speciffes—that cereal, shortening, and oil
products shall be made available. _

A . . ..‘ . . o, » . ¢ '

Section 17(e) requires commodities or cash in lieu  of
commodities to be donated for lunches and suppers served in °

« the Child .Care Program at the same rate as required by

Section 6(e) for school lunches. States may receive cash in
lieu of commodities at their optioP.

4

Child Nutrition Act of 1966, Section 8, authorizes the dona-
tion of commodities under. Section 32 and Section 416 and
Section 709 to schools for use in programs under the CNA.

Section 17(1) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, as amended |
_provides that commodities .available under 'Section " 416 and
Section 32. may be donated to WIC programs,

The Disaster Relief Act o 1974, as amended'

Section 306 authorizes dona ions of food through the Red'
Cross or other relief” organizations. .
.Section- 307 authorizeg reimbursement from available disasterm |
relief funds for expenditurea by other federal agencies

occasioned by disasters. . , . : :

Section 409 authprizes the distribution of surplus commodi-
ties and food stamps.

[ 4

‘Section 410 authorizes the use of Section 32 funds to stock~
" pile commoﬂities for use in disaster relief.

)

- s _' '111
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. _,,XI~'~Miscellaneous food dqnation.proviaiOns1 o B

Agricultural Act of 1954;° Act of August 19, 1958; Act of
'September Bl 1959; Mutual Security Act of 1954. :

These mandate disposal ‘of Commodity Credit Corporamion dairy
- groducta under . donation authorities, authorizes Commod{ ty
I redit Corporation to purchase processed grain food products
. for domestic. and. foreign donation, requires enrichment of
i €« cornmeal, corn grita,,rice, and flour, together with speci- .
-, - fled packag g in order to enhance and protect the nutri-
- tional value donated foods, and require that foods made
o . .available . for foreign use by grant or foreign currency aale
' alsd be’ made available for domestic donation. &

o | ~KII.,Financing purchases of agricultural commodities by foreign
. ._-governmenta” - by : . :

>

Agricultural Trade Development and Aaaiatance Act of 1954.

”The Commodity Credit Corporation is authorized to finance on

long~term credit the -purchase of agricultural commodities by

foreign governments. Priority must be given to countries -

- . -that- agree to use the proceeds from the aale“of commodities

";_ .’ 1n ‘accordance, with local development = plans deaigned to
2 -increase nutritious apd stable food supplies for the poor.

. XIII.Food donationa overseas: ° o \
& . N ' . .
Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954
Title II. ° The: Commodity Credit Corporation makes agricul-
. tural commodities availa§:e to. friendly governments, 'inter-
2 governmental organizations, multilateral organizattons, and
nonprofit voluntary agencies,” to meet famine or other extra- -
.. ordinary relief requirementa* to , combat malnutrition,
egpecially in children; to promote economic and community
development ‘in friendly developing areas; and for needy
persons and nonprofit school 1lunch and preschool feeding -
programs outaide the United States. . '

.

[ B

. XIV. Food for development program: - _. o

" ™~ «. Agricultural Trade DeVelopment and Aaaiatance Act “of '1954.
‘ ~»In order to encourage health and nutrition programs in ¢oun-- =

) tries recéiving \conceaaional financing for the purchase of
agricultural commoditiea, the Secretary pay permit the funda

~<.,_'

o
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accru_iné frdm “the local lee of commodities, ,‘usea" for such
ST - ‘programs, to b¥ applied against: the repayment obligations of
o xthe]recip’_ient government. . © ' S
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APPENDI‘*.B BIOCHEMICAL ANALYSES OF CHILDREN'S DIETS

-

!.f_

¢

By Biochemicalj'anaijsés are usually considered ‘to be more

Ai,objective‘ indicators of nutritional status “than .. dietary and .
¢+ clinical assessments. = Because ’of measurement - difficulties,

-however,. as well as some disagreement concerning appropriate

standards 'to apply to schbol-age children, the results of .
‘biochemical analyses should only be considered suggestive _of

. certain nutritional Qeficienqies, ot definitive.,

¥

- solution. in red blood cells. About two-thirds of ,the body's

Hemoélobin[_- Hemoglobin 1ig the' viscid .(tﬂick ' syrupy) .

iron content 1is stored 1in the hemoglobin. Therefare, when the

iron content of the diet is deficient, the concentration of.

hemoglobin 'in  the "red blgod .-.cells. falls markedly. ° Since
hemoglobin molecules combine - with ~ oxygen, which 1s then
transported from the 1lungs to the tissues, a reduction 1in
hemoglobin can cause anemia. The shortage of oxygen transported
';o the tibsyes results ‘in poor tissue oxygenation and can dause
extensive . damage throughout the body or even death. Lower
. viscosity of .the blood resulting from anemia legds to increased
blood flow, which -may promote excessive cafdiac output .and
ultimate heart  failure. . Characteristic = symptoms -of {iron

"u_deficlencyi'anegia' include:  ‘pallor, easy fatigue, decreased
resistance . to 1infection, 'sqreness ‘of the mouth, and heart :

palpitation afteriekefcise.

\

_; * Iron deficiency anemia appears to be a major problem'in the.

population today, part_cularly among young children. Whileslittle
agreement exists amon

‘concentration of hemoglobin below . about -13 grams * per .100
milliliters +of blood as indicating a 1low, level.l The mean

- 4
.1.. The standards used- to d term?ge acceptable biochemical assays

- are shown in Appendix I T
of the First Health. and Nutrjition Examination Survey, United

. . States 1971-1972, U.S. Depaftment of Health, Education, and - .
.. Welfare (Panuary 1974). ° Hemoglobin concentrations of 1less

‘than 11.5'gm,/100 ml. for children 6 to 11, 13.0 gm./100 ml.

. ... for males 12 to 17 and 11.5 gn/ 100 ml. for féﬁales 12 to 17 -

e

are® consideretl lca\v: concentrations

Tl 114

AN

hematologists as to what 1level of - .
hemoglobin 1is characteriftic of iron deficiency, this study took a -

ble VII of Preliminary Findings'}
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©“'% APPENDIX TABLE B~1. MEAN VALUES FROM ‘ BIOCHEMICAL ANALYSIS OF BLOOD SAMPLES
, ACCORDING TO CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAM PARTICIPATION . STATUS,.
'SCHODLCHILDREN AGED 6 TO 21, HEALTH AND NUTRITION EXAMINATION

SURVEY, 1971-1974 o k.
‘ o o . Serum ‘ Serum Serum o
' ! Protein = ° Albumin Cholesterol Hemoglobin

*(gu/100m1) _(_gm'/lgomn‘ ‘(wg/100ml)  (gm/100ml)

P

"‘-School Breakfaet Program

Participants = - , 7.23 4.65 - . 17.09 © 13,89
Nonparticipants o 7.21 4.62 «+  -17.29 . 14.11
Not Available ~. ~ =~ 7.07° ° 7 4.55 . 917,69 - - 13.78
Overall Average < - 7.07 4.55 . 17.68 ' 13.79
-8 . . . - ) Il - v
- Luhch Program . ’ . ‘ :
Participants ' S 7.05 4,49 17.52 13.63
Nonparticipants ' 7.08 - 4.57 17.67 13.88
. - Not Availahle . 7.07 4,53, . 17.711 - 13,71
? Overall' Avérage - ' 7.06 ,  4.52 L at.61 13, 72
. . - e ’ \ .
Milk Program .. e ; .
‘ Partigipants . 1.00 - 4,51 . ‘17.68 13.68
,‘Nonparticipants . 7.06 4,57 17.48 . 13.80 °
Not Available ¢ 7.08 . 4,54 . 17.82 - 13.79
> h Oyerall Average ' . 7.03. . 4;54_’ 17.6&. - 13.75
"‘Breakfast-Lunch SRS S ‘ _
, Breakfast and Lunch 7.26 - 4,52 17.51 ~13.58
. Breakfast or Lunch N 7.05 4:50 - 17.52 ©13.63
“  ‘Overall Average - . 7.06 " 4.50 17.52 © 13,63
Breakfast=Milk : " - L
Breakfast and Milk .. 7.0 4,58 - 16.31 - ©14.51
Breakfast or Milk _ - :6.98 . 4:52 - t17.65 13.68
} . Overall Average . 6.98 4.52 17.64 13.69
. - Lunch=M{1k I ‘ e I -
... .: Lunch and Milk' 7.05 " 4.52 17.62 > 13,70
'-\ ~ _Lunch or Milk _ 7.02° 4,50 17.58 13.65
- Overall Average 7.04% ™ 4,51 ¢ 17.60 - T 13.67
‘ ~All Programs © ’ L : .
\ All Three ' 7.12 _ 4.43 17.44 © 13,04
: Lunch Only or Milk Only ' " _ e - ' .
- or Breakfast Only 7.02 - 4,50 . 17.58 13.65
- Breakfast and Lunch or Breakfast ' _ :
and Milk or Lunch and Milk 7.06 4.52 17.62 13.69

¢

— (Conéinued)

’




e N . < K
AR [P

<

" APBENDIX TABLE B-1, (Continued) ’ o
T '-“ ‘-_‘-Z . : . ! - _‘..:.‘. . .'
iy ’ -.
. .Tranaferring;. y .
D . N : Binding- ansferring
o ) * Hematocrit Serum Iron  Capacity - Saturation
(Percent) - (gn/100ml) (gm/100ml) (percent)
Tfo; /géﬁool Breakfﬁsf Prqg;am - . - .
' . Participants- . . 41.7 844 - 3,745.6 22.7
_ Nonparticipants - : 41.4 108.0 . ,69400 ¢ 20,8
7 Not Available 40.7 '103.4. 3,773.4 21.8 ;-
. 7 Overall’Avérage 40.7 103.5° . 3,770.4 27,9 ¥
Lunch Program - . ) - . o .
Participants . . 140.3 102.0 - 3,808.2 27.2
“Nonparticipants ’ %1.0 1104.9 - - 3,774.2 .28.3
‘Not Avallable . - 40.3 102.0 - 3,775.9 27.4
. Overall Average . t * 40,5 102.8 .  3,790.8 27.6
’ Milk'Brogram _ - f O _
Participants . Sy 403 101.3 375.1 27.3
Nonparticipants : ‘40.9 106.1° 370.6 * 2907
‘Not Available ' 40.6 101.8 381.9 27.1
"Overall Average 40.5 102.7 376.6 4 . 27,7
- Break fast-Lunch ’ _ _ _
- " Breakfast and Lunch 39.7 98.3 382.4 26.5
‘Breakfast or Lunch 40.3 101.6 380.9 | - 27.L °
Overall Average 40.3 101.5 380.9 € 278
Broak fast-Milk “ o i .
Breakfast and Milk’ 41.6 128.4 ' 347.8 36.9
Breakfast or Milk ¢ 40.3 101.1 37%.1 0 27.2
Overall Average ., 40.3 101.3 § ¢ 274.8 27.3
- Lunch-Milk : - . _ R
Lunch and Milk : 40.3 .100.3 384.3 26,4 -
" Lunch or Milk §o 4o 101.5 378.6 27,2
" Overall Average ' '40.3 ~.100.8 381.6 26.8
J All Programg “ S . )
"+ All Three = : 38.7 - 103.8 - 385.6 27.2
. Lunch Only or Milk Only o o o . }-ﬂ
or Breakfast Only %0.7 .. 101.4 - 378.6 ° « 27,
Breakfast and Lunch or Breakfast : i T '
~ and Milk or Lunch ‘and Milk 40.3 100.3 - 384.2 26.3
. : A.-. -. . Al
v ;
. N L . 116 -
. _ : :
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"3‘Approx1mate1y 4.6 percent of the lunch-program-only participants °

':'hemogloﬁin,éoncentration and dietary iron intake. Break]

. hemoglobif  3onqentrq§16n ranged from a low of' 136 grams for -

- breakfast and lunch participant# tJ a high of .14.5 grams for
-breakfast and qb;k participants (see Appendix Table B-1). these

were ~judged to be within the acceptable range of hemoglobin o

.count®., '
. . ! ’ )

‘Fog the child ﬁu;pition programs analyzed, no<low.hemogléb1n

. " concentration wag disdovered for children who participated in only

the breakfast program or in both the breakfast and milk programs..

3

- had low hemdglobin, . and 4.7 percent -of the lunch and mifk -
participants had low heﬁoglobinAconcentqatiogs (see Appendix Table
B-2). . ) o L

“." '. .. . . . | - . ' - - . .

' APPENDIX TABLE B-2. 'PREVALENCE OF LOW HEMOGLQBIN CONCENTRATION
DS v ~ FOR CHILDREN AGED 6-21 BY CHILD NUTRITION

. PROGRAM PARTICIPATION STATUS (In percents)
\ . . S ‘ . . R L
. Participation * . ' single Chfld Nutrition Program =~
., Stgtus . Breakfast Only = School Lunch Only Milk Only
. o - X . .
Participants = fi — 4.6 - - 3.1
Nonparticipants & C 6.2 4.3 3.6
" Not Available 3.8 3.7 . 4.2

.

A . Y
‘% "' v Multiple Child Nutrition Program
o o : Breakfast Breakfast Lunch and = '
' B ~-.and Lunch  and Milk Milk  All Three

et

o "A —

‘Particibants S - 5.6 / C - 4.7 T 5.1 ’

a '

\, = g ’ .

SOURCE: Health and Nutrition Examination Survef; 1971-1974

- In  general, the data suggest a relationship hifweéh
“and

milk program participants appear to behefit slightly from £ higher o

concentration of hemoglobin, (less iron deficiency dnemia) as a

' tesult of the nutrient patterns found 1n‘those'ptogr§ms.~

éells,ﬁ 1pod cells, and plaﬁeletal(often classified as white

)
b . L4

atr

"'-Heaatocrit.‘ Blood is made up of three components~=-red blsood
ite

<
.
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A

- blood cells). The percentage of the blood that 1s made up of red'

blood cella 1s called hematocrit.2

_There 18 a strong relationship between .the hematocrit count-
and hemoglobin concentration. Howevér, in certain instances iron
deficiency anemia can develop even with sufficient. numbers of red

[, blood cells in citculation. Pernicious anem{a occurs when,
because of a lack of vitapin B12 or-folic acid, the number and
concentration of red blood cells drops dramatically. The same

~ physlological effects occur as with iron deficiency anemia.-

Appendix Table B-3 summarizes the proportion of childre#b
found to have low hematocrit  counts. The incidence of low
hematocrit 1s glightly higher than the incfdence of low hemoglobin
concentrations. Again, hdwever, no.‘low hematocrit values were

<

found for breakfast-only participants or for. .those who -

participated in both the breakfast ‘and milk programs. Since a
dietary shortage of vitamin Bj2 and folic acid is exE?emely rare,
the . high incidence of low hematocrit valueq could be rklated to
other metabolic factors. .o : oL !

: Serum Protein. Proteins in the blood play a number of roles,
» but one major role is to maintain the body acid-base neutrality.

increasing the buffer effects of the blood. The buffer .effect
helps maintain osmotic equilibrium in the extracellualr
compartments, ¢ thereby preventing 1leakage of water into
interstitial spaces. Such leakage is knawn gs edema. If -the
biffer nature of blood is fully depleted, acidosis can occur; the
inability to metabolize food will ﬁpllow. ‘

Serum prqteins are antibodies used to combat infeqtion;

therefore, "a ' decrease in serum protein results in increased

. susceptibility to. fnfectfon. Finally, proteins contain amino
acids that ari essential for body and tissue growth.

. Appendix Table B-4 summarizes the proportion of childten
found to hgve low serum protein levels. Low serum protein levels
were defined as less than 6.0 ¢ggrams per 100 millilitera of blood.
As in the previous biochemical-—assays, the incidence of low serum

-

2. Standaid hematocrit levels used in %the study were: for

N children 6 to 11 years of age, 35 to 39 percent; for nfales 1%

o T to 17, 40 to 44 percent' and for females 12 to 17, 35 to 38
' . percent. - -

Serum proteins form weak acids when mixed with alkalai salts,;




PREVALENCE JOF "LOW HEMATOCRIT VALUESL FOR
CHILD D 6-21 BY CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAM
PART IPATIONS STATUS (In peércents)

Single Child Nutrition Program’

Participation '

Status ‘Breakfasts Only School Lunch Only Mllk Only
Participants . - 9.3 . 6. 4
Nonparticipants - 6.2 6.9 4.5 !
Not Available 6.9 7.0 8.5

Multiple Child Nutrition Program

\ Breakfast Breakfast Lunch and -
- and Lunch and Milk Milk All Thteg
Participants 4.9 - - 6.7 5.7
—— — - '
SQURCE:

APPENDIX TABLE B-4.

Health and Nutrition Examina;ion Survey (1971-;9745.

PREVALENCE OF LOW SERUM PROTEIN LEVELS FOR
CHILDREN AGED 6r-21 BY CHILD NUTRITION ROGRAM

PARTICIPATION STATUS' (In perceant) . .
-.*'w ‘. : l :- .
Participation Single Child Nutrition Program ‘' ' '

S;atus

Breakfast Only School Lunch Only Milk Only ™

- ~qut1cfpants
- Nonparticipants
Not. Available

2.0

[l - =]
O oW
=N =
FoSL N V.
<

. ]
» .
] .

Multiplq Child Nutrition Program
Breakfast Breakfast Lunch and

-and Lunch. dnd ydlk Milk All Three
Participants - - .0.8 - 1.6
- . . ';:, Y - - ) .
SOURCE: Heakth and Nutrition Examination Survey (1971-1974), 4
_ L B : N T
‘ ’ ' ' 119 , . R - _ o ,;j W
" Iy ‘.. "" . ! ’ ‘
. ) ’ .
'
4
. 7’ rt
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o - protein levels for schpol-breakfast~oniy participanta was
o nanexistent. Children who reported not participating in' a luhch
e or milk program (or im any other child nutrition program) had the

' highest prevalence of low serum protein levels. In -the dietary
analysis of the previqus ' section; school-breakfast-only
participantp had: high = levels ‘of protein consumption, while
nonparticipante 1in the. lunch and milk programsshad relatively
lesser amounts of protein intake- Ky . 0 .

, : ’ .

Serum Albumin. Serum albumin 1levels are maintained by
synthesis of protein in the body and will be normal when adequate
. amounts of amino aclds are avallable. Serum albumin levels will

fall only §§§?r other signs of protein defy lency are evident. No

abnormal layels of - serum albumin were und in this analysis.
While this should notbe interpreted as ggesti that there 1is
no protein deficiencxiisee previqus paragraphs on ‘serum protein),
1t does suggest that The severeyprotein deficiency experienced in
developing countries is’not ‘evident in this.countyy.

Serum Cholesterol. Finally,{heart disease . is a major health
problem.” While unequivocal evidence -is lackirng,’ it 1is bglieved
that a reduction in the cholesterol content of the blood will

“ lower, the risk of all forms of atheroqcldrosis diseases.

Cholesterol 1is a fat-related compound that 41s 'present in many

- animal foods and cdn also be synthesized by the hpdy. High levels

| . ‘of , serum cholesterol have been found to .be related
to heart attacks, and cholesterbl has been shown - to be the major

constituent of precipitates that form on the inside of some blood

vessels. While atherosclerosis is not common in children, dietary :
habits formed during the developing years may continue throughout L
lifg¢ and influence the severity of atherosclerosiq in later life.

No generally . agreed-ﬂpdn standard ' exists for serum
. cholesterol 1levels, especlally for chil ren.3 ./ In general, no
major differences were observe\d betweeg the serum cholesterol
levels of multiple-program and single-program participants. Also,
slightly higher levels of serum cholesterol were obaerved for
children who either did not participate in a program or did not
- _ , have w program available to them, , .

. . N
3. 'Data|presented in Appendix Table B~1 suggest a very naqiow
-- band in mean’ values of serum cholesterqgff. Serum cholestetrol
o ranged from'a low of 17.1 wg./100 ml. for rschogl~breakfast j
. only participants to a hdgh bf 177 wg./100 ml. ““for mﬂtk*only
'partipipante.

[

Y
[
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o

Based on this data, no evidence exists to suggest that child
- ¢, . ‘nutrition program participation either positively or negatively
N effacts the level of sarum cholesterol in children. As discussed
- earlier, the analysis of the composition of children's diet also .
did mot find high concedt ations of fat intakd among - the - /
" participants. , : : SR
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APPENDIX TABLE C-1.

TOTAL EXPENDITURES (OBLIGATIONS) FOR FEDERAL CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAHS INCLUDING
AND LOCAL EXPENDITURES AND CHILDREN'S PAYMENTS, FISCAL YEARS 1967-1980 (In millions of

STATE

. ' dollars) N
Program " 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 f973 1974
National School Lunch P (ogram (NSLP) ’ _ ) .
8chool -Lunch, Regular 147.7 154.7 161.2  167.8 225.7 248.4 324.1 - 412.1
8¢h001 Lunch S OC131 Aﬂsiﬂtance 2-0 1009 10200 132-0 ‘ 308-9 . 491 010 555-3 683-2
. Donated Commodities 188.4° 276.0 272.0 265.8 279,2 312.1 315.2 316.1
Cash in Lieu of Commodities - - - -—- - . 70.8 -
Paderal Subtotal 338,17 435.6 , 475.2 565.7 81578 1,051.9 1,265.4° 1,411.4
State and Local 400.4 440.5 475.2 8$%6.7 » 593.3 616.0 692.7 810.3
Children's Payments 925.0  996.0, 1,041.2 1,104,9 1,090.2 1,080.4 1,123.7 1,174.2
Total: All Sources 1,663.5 1,872.1 1,991.6 2,217.3 2,497.3 2,748.3 3,081.8 3,395.9
8chool Breakfast Program (snd 0.6 2.0 5.5 10.9  20.1 24,4 37.0 . 60.7
Child Catq Food Program (CCFP) — . 1.1 5.6  13.9 17.7 20.6  31.0
8uﬁmer Fo‘d Service Program (SFSP)‘ — - 0.3 . L7 - 847 22.1 26.7 33.8
Spacial Milk Program '98.8  101.9  101.9 - 101.5 92.3 90.2 94.8  .6l.4
Special Supplemental Food, Prograune’ "-' "
, Wonen, Infante and Children (WIC) - § - -~ - —— (- b 10.4
Commodity Supplemental Program . -— v 1.0 7.8 12.8 12.9 13.3 15.1
Squipmont Aosistmie ' 0.7 0.7_ a10.2 16.7 SR 159 16.0 29.1
Pederal Support for\ State Adminis~ ‘ | . ' :
trative Expﬂnﬂil \ Y- 1 - ) 0.3 1 -7‘ ~3.5 ‘2.7 3.4 3.7
| Nuurtcional'scudioi‘dna Education " - S -l 0.7 0.6 0,9 0.9
Total All Programs 1,763.6 1,978.7 2,110.1 2,363.2 2,686.4 ,2,934.8 3,294.3 3,653.0
‘Fadaral Share 438.2 940 2‘L59 o7 711.6 1,002 9 ©1,238.4 1,477.9 1,637.5
' . ; r— j:{!, - ' (?bnhinuéaf-,
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‘Appznnlxﬁ7knns C-1. (Continued) L \ S
B T ~ A
L . / . e ] . ‘ P .
R ' N 1975 1976 Tq 1977 1978% 1979% 1980#%
o » : - <
‘Nntionyl School Lunch Program (NSLP) : N _ v » v € :
8chool Lunch, Regular 463.4 516.0 - 66.8 564.8 : 618.8 g 688.3 780.2 T
" -8chgol Lunch, Special Aaaiatance . - 825.6 963.4 125.8 1,013.2 . 1,206.3°  1,321.5 1,521.9
tad Comoditiel - 411,5% 375.9 . 50.7 501.4 527.9 . 677.5 806.5
CQIx in Lieu of deitiea 5.2 38.2 - 049 40.8 80.7 6.2 -~
/ R . , i ' . : . ) ) ) o v
- 'Faderal Subtotal’ . } 705.7 1,843.5 244.,2 2,120.2 2,433.7 2,693.5 3,108,6
. 'Staje and Local’ ' ' ’ 848.8 930.0 130.0 960.0 1,086.0 1,220._2 1,408.2
'Children's’Payments . 1,308.5 - 1,310.0 155.0  1,290.0 1,459.0 °1,637.6 I,890.0
' “Yotal: ALl Soyrces . . | 3,863.0 4,133,5 529.2  4,370.2  4,978.9 .'5,551.3. 6,406.8
School Breakfast Program (SB) = . 86.1 113.0 16.8 150.2 . 177.7 215.0° 279.8
CHld Care Food Program (CCFP)  'she g1 214 122.5  156.9. 1510  216.8 |
Syomek' Food Service Program (SFSP) .. - 50,9 72.5 127.6 128.8 114.5 * -~ 148.5 126.8 /
. v ' ) : :
- Special Milk Program, ' : © 12249 144.1 $20.6 152.1 . 137.9 142.0 153.8 \
. ) : N ' : { : :
8 ccial Supplemental Food Programs ~ o o : :
Women, Infants and Children (WIC) - 89.3 155,5 48.4 279.0  385.7 550.0 768.0.
.Comnodit:y Supplemntal Program * 17.3 17.3 4.3 14.8 18.9 19.5 ~21.8
T _ | _ _ L \
_ Epuipmnt Auiu:anc’ S e 26,3 _;24.6 6.4 27.2°  26.3 26.0°  20,0.
deral Support for State Adminis- T , A ' ‘ = ~ ! '
;ativa Expeuses . ' 6.0 4.0 1.0 13,7 19,2 32.0 34.9
. N\hﬂritional Studies and Educati%n . 1.} 1.0 -5 0.6 1.7 27.9 . 21.7
.Totnl All Programs ' ' '\; o M317.8 0 4,738.7 7757 5,259.1  6;017.5 . 6,861 8,050.4
" Pederal ghare - S 2,160.5 4,171.7 90.7  3,009.1 3,472.3  4,003.4 4,752.2
T ' ' " . K \ - 'Wntinuc&)



APPENDIX TABLE C-1. (Continued)~

e
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SOURCES

oA -.Preliminary and estimated; columns may not add due-!g-rounding.
4. .

" ,Years 1975-1978 (June 13, 1979 and January 15, 1980). = N\
Aﬁ;r

.,_

'/
U.8. Department of Agriculture. Food and Nutrition Serviie; Budget Division, Child Nutrition:
Programs, Fiscal Years 1947-1974 (April 4, 1975), and Fact Sheet on Child Feedigg Programs, Fiscal

\\ /.
optdation Bill, 1979, S. R.

u.8. Senate, culture, Rural Developmént and Related @genciea
95-1058" (legislative day, May 17, 1978). /

U.8. HouBe of Representatives, Rural Devqlopment and Qelated Agencies 4ppiopriations Biil, 1979, -
H. R. 95-1290 (June 13, 1978). n v .

&« ¢ .
Making Appropriations for the Agriculture, Rural, Develqppent, and Relate;\\@gene}es,' Conferénce
Report No. 95-1579 (September 18, 1978). - i o '
/
Public Law 96-38, Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1979, . LN . \\)

G .

- U.8. Senate, Agriculture, Rural Development and ﬁelatedgégeneiee Appropriations\Bill 1980, S. R.

_96-246 (legialative day, June 21, 1979),,

{
/ . o ,\ i

VU 8. Houee of Repreeentativea, riculture, Rurel DeVelopment and Related Agancfep Appropr tions -
Bille, 1980, H. R. 96-242 (June 7, 1979). / ) T\

:ivt _ o ..% . ¥  '_"' i_ | | .‘. ‘, \




APPENDIX'}ABLE c-2. DAILY INTAKE OF NUTRIENTS BY CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAM P)\RTICIPATION

AR E . "STATUS, SCHOOL CHILDREN AGED 6 '1’0 21, HEALTH AND 'NUTRITION EXAMINATION =
. . SURVEY 1, 1971-19748 P g

_ ‘ v o
\ T .
T " T Vitamin Vitamin .
Program and .~ "7 Food Energy Protein -Calcium Iron A ~C ' MNacin
Participation Statusb ' (CaIOriqd) (gm). .~ (gm) (mg) AL.U)C (mg) . (mg) 7
. " ———— : - — vr — ]

Sch001 Breakfast Program Only
Participants . 3,
. Nonparticipants 1

8.4 . 1433 1,1335 18.9 7,883.9 283.8 35.0 .
©1,988.7 :
Overall Average of Partici-

'\ .78.0  1,125.8 10.3 " .3,348.7 . 120.0 16.4

pants and Nonparticipants 2,156.9 86.5 -1,126.7 11.4 3,940.2 141.4 18.8
Not Available ° 2,211.1 82.9 1,096.4 12.3 3,945.%  89.7 ° 16.3
Nationul School Lunch B : _ ’ _ S L
Program Only " o ' . o
Participants - 2,190.3 - 81.7 1,087.0 . 11.8 4,386.8 79.6 15.9
_ Nonpdrticipants. - 2,269.1 86.1 1,135.2 . 12.5 3,708.0 88,1 ' 16.8
' Overall Average of-Partici- | ' - ; . '
. pants - and Nonparticipanta 2,213.6 83.@" 1,101.3 12.0 '4,185.8' 82.1 16.2
'v ..Not‘ Available o : 2,147.1 80.2 1,061.8 12.1 4,254.0Q 94.3 16.0
Special Milk Program Only o E o _
Participants 2,315.0  86.8 .1,267.2 12.2 4,931.0 . 103.8 4&.5 :
.Nonparticipants " 2,251.Q 85.2 - 1,109.5+12.8 3,754.6  89.9 -T7.1
"Overall Average of Partici~ . ‘. C . b . B
pants and anparticipant-- 2,288.3 86.1 1,201.5 - 12.5 4,440.6 ~ 98.0 17.3
Not Available 2,172.8 $2.1 1,086.7 12.0° 4,118.8 - 92,0 - 15.8

(Gpﬁ:!nudif
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APPENDIX TABLE C~2. (Continued)

) i - .

/
. —
. : , , Ribo~ = . » Carbohy=~ .
Program and - . Thiamin = flavin Phosﬁhorus " Fat drates '~ Sodium Potassium
Participation Statusb - (mg) * (mg). . (mg) - (gm) (gm) (gu) " (mg)
School Breakfast Program Only ' S : e //
_ Participants . 22247 2,071 1142 422.2° 4,194.6 . 4,114.7 v
Nonparticipants ' 1.4 . 2,2 1,256.5 45.9 - 231.9 1,737.2 ° 2,541.0 - F
' Overall Average of Partici- y h S
‘parfts and Nonparticipants 1.5 2.3 1,362.8  89.6 - 256.7 2,151.7 2,746.2 ,
Not Available - 1.5 2.2 1,337.9  92.7 266.4 2,419.4 2,366.2°
National School Lunch AL '
Program Only o o . o = '
- Participants 1.4 2.2 1,337.7  92.4  262.6 -2,487.5  2,444.1
Nonparticipants L5 2.3, 1,409.3  97.8  267.3 2,444.6  2/532.0
Overall Average of Partici—.5_ . s . . . " :
: pants and Nonparticipants, 1.4 . 2.2 - 1,358.9. 94,0 . 264.0 2,474.8 © 2,470.1
- Not Available ' 1.4 2.2 1,266.8 v87.} 264.8  2,354.4  2,234.4 .
 Special Milk Program’ 6n1y oy o : - L ‘ ™
Participants - / : 1.6 2.5 1,462.0 '97.8 277,57 2,538.2  2,557.6
Nonparticipants 1.5 2.2 1,361.6 - 96,7 265.6. - 2,3960.0 2,477.4
- Overall Average of Partici- |, T S
* pants and Nonparticipants 1.67 2.4 1,420.1  97.3 - 272.5 2,478.9 2,524.2 . -
Not Ayailable - LS 2,2 1,317.1 = 89.5 265.5 2 392 4 2,310.8.»'




APPENDIX TABLE C-2. (Continued) . a . _ .

- \
» : <
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A ——

as

b.

L ~ -

5 y 7

'Btandards used for evaluating nutrienn intake . for energy, protein, calcium,‘ iron,

vitamin A, and Vitamin C differ slightly from standards adopted by the World 'Health
Organization and the Fdod and Nutrition Board of the National Academy of Sgiences (see
Appendix II of U. S. Department’ of Helalth, Education and Welfare, Diétary Intake

Findings, United States 1971-1974, Vital and Health.Statistics, Series 11, Number 202

International unif’s.

(July 197 _Standards for all other nutrients used in the table are based on' Nacignal

Anademy of Sciences, Recommended Dietary Allowance, Eighth Edition (1974) ¢

Data presented in this table are dor single-program participation status. Participants
are defined as participants only “in a sirngle - program (e.g., breakfast-only

‘participants). Nonparticipants are defined as_persons having the specific program

available to them but not participating in the program or in any other child nutrition
program. ,* For example, nqnparticipants in the scheol breakfast program are those

persons reporting having a“ 8chool breakfast program available to them but not

participating in the program, nor 4n the. achool 1unch or apecial milk programs.,
o . i
v . .

.




APPENDIX TABLE =3+ 'DAILY INTAKE OF NUTRIENTS BY MULTIPLE AND SINGLE CHILD NUTRITION

' PROGRAM PARTICIPATION STATUS HEALTH AND ‘NUTRITION EXAMINATION SURVEY
D 1971-1974a

t

4 . . .
N R - Vitamin .Viﬁamin
- o _ ‘Food Energy Protein_ Calqi Iron A . C - Nacin
Parglcipation Statugy - (Calories) (gm) (mg) (I.U.) . (mg)  (mg) .
- . . : t .
Breakfast and Lunch ©2,001.8 70.7 9.8 8,361.0 9043 - 12.6
"yreakfast Only or Lunch Only 2,195.5 82.0 11.8 4,403.7 8046 16.0
Overall Average 2,187.6  *8l1.5 117 4,565.9  81.Q 15.9
nreakfasq and Milk - ‘. 9,947.7  125.6 ‘136 £,910.2  115.8  20.0
Breakfast Only orPMilk Only = 2,322.8 87.2 12.2  4,954.7 105.3' 17.6
' OVQrall Average S0 12,3374 8841 - 1,264.5 -12.2  4,907.2 105.5. . 17.7
Lunch dnd Mi1K . 2,162.6 8179 119 4,599.3 . 82.4  15.5
Lunch or Milk Only o 42,2310 83.6 ©11.9 ° 4,590.6 ‘' 88.7 16.5
Overall Average' ) »-z‘;. 2,19508 : 8207 ' 1109 4,59506 85'2 n 1 '9.
All Thres Programs = - 12,4145 92.6 13.9  4,394.1 - 728 1547
*Breakfast Only or Lunch 3 o~ o : L
*  Only or Milk Only .- 2,240.1 83.8 12.0 4,600.5  89.3 - 15.5
QVe:all Average ' 2 255.5 84.6 5 12.2 ~ 4,582.3 87.8 1645
" All Three Programs {’ 414. 5 ~" 92.6 13,9 -4,?94,1 72,8' 15.4
Breakfast and Lynch §r - | . o ‘-
‘Breakfast apd Milkfor . , s o - : .
~Lunch and Milk - . 2,162.1° 82.9 11.9 - 4,638.5 - 82.6' 15.5
- Overall Average . . 2,179.9 82.7 12._0 4,639.9  81.9 15.5

(éonﬁinue&f.
\

o




APPENDIX;%APLE_C“3.‘ (Continued)" ' I " o D‘ /’ o T
R
Ribo- | © " Carbohy- - -
y _ Thiamin flavin Phosphorua " Fat - drates Sodium Potaaaiqm
Participation Status - (mg) ~ (mg) (mg) -~ (gm)  (gm) (gm) ~ (mg)
wpe _ | | L | .
Breakfast and Lunch  ~ 1.2 .21 1 1,329.3  82.4  249.8 2,368.9 . 2,384.4
Breakfast Only or Lunch Only 1.4 2.2 °  1,341.2 92.5 -.263.4 2,499.2 2,452.2
Overall Average 1.4 2.2 1,340.7 - 92.1 262.8 2,493.9  2,449.4
Breakfast and Milk 1.8 2.3 1,443.6 1212 342.0 1,950.6  3,%24.8
Breakfast Only or Milk Only 1.6~ 2.5 1,466.9  97.9  278.7 °2,557.3 2,570.2
: OVeragl Average n 1.6 2.5 1,466.4 98.4 - 280.2 2,543.2  2,590.1

by * } . ,
Lunch and 41 1.4 2.3 ° 1,362.1  89.8  261.5 2,469.3 2,449.9
Lunch or Milk 1.4 2.3 1,384.2 - 94.4. 268.2 2,506.5 2 486 6.
Overall Average ‘14 2.3 1,372.0  91.8  264.5 2,485.9  2,466.3
A11 Three Progtams 16 2.4 - .1@540.4 - 104.4 . 280.9 2,552.2 2,725,7 .

Breakfaet Only or Luncv

. Only or Milk Only ' .4 - 2.3 1,386.3 " 94.5 = 268.7 2,513.8 2,491.5
#  Overall Average 1.4 2.3 1,399.9 95.4 - 269.8 2,517.2  2,512:1
All Three Programs . NL6 2.4 1,540.4 ~ 104.4 -~ 280.9 2,552.2 2,728.,7
\Breakfast.and Lunch or + . 1.4 2.3 1,361.8 89.8 261.6 2,466.1 ' 2,451.5 .
Breakfast and Milk or L : _ o : o
Lunch and Milk R o 3 R o
- Overall Average - ' 1.4 ' 2.3 - '1,375.5" = 90.8 263.0 2,472.2  2,470.8
: S o - - /

: r —t \ {ContInued)
..r\ . ‘ v m | ‘_‘ E .‘-.J




APPENDIX TABLE C-3. '(Continued) - SR

)

’ 7 -

a. Standards used for evaluating nutrtent' intake for energy, protein, calcium, 4iron,

'~ Vitamin A, and” Vitamin C. differ slightly from standards adopted by the World Health

Organization and the Food and Nutrition Board of the National Academy of Scierces (see

Appendix” I1 of U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Dietary Intake .

- Findings, United States 1971-1974, Vital and Health Statistics, Series 11, Number 202 . °-
(July %ﬁh, Standards for all other nutrients used in the table are based on National .

Academy of Sciepces\ Recommended Dietary Allowance, Eighth Edition (1974) .

>..
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"APPENDIX TABLE C-4., DAILY. INTAKE OF NUTRIENTS AS. A PERCENT OF -RECOMMENDED DIETARY
R -+, ALLOWANCE BY CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAM. PARTICIPATION STATUS, SCHOOL
E . ’ .- CHILDREN AGED 6+ TO 21, HEALTH AND NUTRITION EXAMINATION SURVEY },
T -~ 1971-19748 (In percents) | s o0 '

A . - BEESURACSN : o '

.. “Program and - . o Food Epergy . o . - L .

_Participation Status® - ~ .(Calorles) Protein Calcium Iron Vitamin A Vitamin C

'~ School Breakfast Prograh Only . _ - \ h ' ) :

- Participants -~ . : 114.1 ~ 224.1 216.2.  "120.1 233.3 533.1
Nonparticipants | 79.ac 141,9¢  193.2 ' 65.8¢ 106.9d 252.8
Overall Average of Partigi- K - e — Lo .

. pants and .Nonparticipants - 83.7 ' 152.6 196,2 -~ 72.9. 123.4° 289.3 -

* . Not Available | 873 169.2 - 192.8 91,2 138.0 201.6

~National School.lunch Program Only = - - A R

- Participants e - 85.6 . 168,3 - 189.4 85.9 153.2 - 180.6

~ Nonparticipants . 7. .88.1 ° 170.7  200.6  90.4  125.0¢ 194,7 °
~Overall Average of Pardici- . ' S ) o
. pants and Nonpgrticipants . 86.3 169.0 [ 192.,7 - 87.2 144.9 '184.8
- Not Available '."# S 858 165.7 .- 184.3 = 90.3 f'151.7 ' 213.6

Special Milk Program Only - R et "

. Participants 91.9 186.8 226.8 93.8 172.0 r237.9

*  Nonparticipants . , 89.8 - 174.6 196.88 93,5 128.3¢ -201.9 -

© Overall Average of Partici- ¢ | ' v - : o o

' . pants and Nonparticipants 91.1 181.7 | 214.3° 93.7 153.8 222.9
- Not Availabler: - ° 85.0 163.8 189.5 - 88.5  14k.8 205.6
~ | b e (Continuéﬂf; o




APPENDIX TABLE C-4.

(antinued) .

[} -
_ Program and : o
Participation Statusb Niacin Thiamth Riboflayin Phosphorus Mean
4 . ‘ . -

School Breakfast Program ‘Onily : ™ 3
Participants . 185.5 148.2 ' “ 188.2 -+ 9%.4
Nonparticipafits - . ' 102.1¢ 7 160.2 132.04 83.9@
Overall Average of Partici- . \

. pants and Nonparticipanty "113.0 158.6 '139.3 86.2

Not Available LW . * 100.5 162.7 132.7 86.1

National School Lunch Program Oﬁly . o

- Pérticipants 96.6 - -111.9 161.1 s 131.5 86.0 .

Nonparticipants_, 104.6 * ~ 124.0¢ 166.F . 138.1 86.3
Overall Average of Partici- _ o '

pants and Nonpaggicipants 99.0 115.5 162.9 133.5 86.1

. Not Available : < 97.4 116.3 158.6 ‘ 127.0 _Q5.8

| Special Milk Program Only . ) ' _a_ .. ' :

. Participants: . ‘ - 105%9 124.4 ° 188.8 o 1475 89.6
Nonparticip;nts 106.6 ©  120.2 . 166.88 136.2 86.64

~ Overall AvePage of Partici- . N " - \ -

: pante ‘and Nonparticipants. ‘ 106.2 122.6 179.6 42.8 88.4

, Not Available _ 96.9 120.2 159.3 . 129.9 85.5

- A R r—— RS (Continued)
_ , .




APPENDIX TABLE C-4. (Continued)

e

. -

a.

b.

Co

d.

[ AN R

p 1 . '
Standards used for evaluating nutrient intake for energy, protein, calcium, iron,

vitamin A, and Vitamin C differ slightly from standards adopted by the World Health'

Organization and the Food and Nutrition Board of the National Academy of Sciences: (see

" Appendix II of U..S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Dietary Intake

intake of nutrients as a percent of recommended daily allowance is signif

Findings, United States 1971-1974, Vital and Health Statistics, Series 11, Number 202
(July 15,7 Standards for all other nutrients used in the gable are based on National

| “Academy of . Sciencea, Racommended Dietary Allowance Eighth E 1tion (1974). - o

L

are defined as participants only in .a single program (e.g., breakfast-only

avilable tosthem but not participating in the’ program or in any gther qhild nutrition
program. For example, nonparticipants 1in the schoolf breakfast program are those
persons reporting having a school breakfast program available to thxm but not

participating in the program, nor .in the achool lunch or special;milk progrgm.

Indicates. that the difference betWeen participants and nonparticipantBAin the daily

percent level.

Same as c but at the 10 percent level. ‘ | ‘X\\

fData prelented '1n this table are for single-program participation status. Participants |

. participants). Nonpartiyipants are defined as persons having the specific program

cant at the 3
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APPENDIX TABLE C-5. DAILY INTAKE, OF NUTRIENTS AS A PERCENT OF RECOMMENDED DIBTARY
' .. - ALLOWANCE BY MULTIPLE AND SINGLE CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
" STATUS, HEALTH AND NUTRITION EXAMINATION SURVEY I, 1971-19748 (In

L : perc.eng:s) o L ‘

Program and Food Energy R ' ‘ .
Participation Stadusd - (Calories) - Protein Calcium Iron Vitamin A Vitamin C
‘Breakfast and Lunch TR 188.7  211.2  82.4  316.1 209.2
-Breakfast Only or Lunch Only . 85.8 -~ 168.5, 189.5¢  86.1 153.6¢ 182.3

'Overall Average 86.2  169.3 190:4 :85.9 160.3 183.4
| o . . o : . ‘.
Breakfast and Milk ‘ 99.0 . 236.9 - 208.2 132.4 114.0 281.1
Breakfaat Only or Milk Only - 92,1 .1 187.18 - 226.7¢  94.0 172.5b 240.3.
Overall Average , 92.3.. . . 188.3- | 226.3  94.9 171.1 241.2
o Q"“. . R . Y N
.Lunch. and Milk _ . % 85,2 - 174.6 205.7 91.5 162.9 190.2 /7
Lufich Only or Milk Only *, 88.0 175.2 .203.4  88.9 160.3 202.1
Overall Average 4 86.4 174.8 294.7 .90.3 . 161.7 : 195;5 .

ALl Three Programs - . 116 “ 266.1  224.7 123.3'  166.0 - 176.8 - -
Breakfast y or Lupch : T - ' | o
Only or Milk Only 88. 1 - §75.4 fb3 4 89.0 , 160.3. . 203.1 -

Overall Average . . 90.6 83.4 - 205.3 {'92.0, 161.0 200.8

All Three Programs - 116.4  266.1 - 224.7 123.3  166.0  176.8
Breakfast and Lunch or Breakfast / _

Milk or Lunch and Milk . 85.4 175.0 205.8 - 91.4 165.4 - 190.8

erall Average . 87.6  181.4 207.1  93.6  165.4 *89.8

Yy

BN * - — " | S (Continued)




_ & gram and _ ' ' ) e ' :
Pattic}pation Statusb ﬁﬁég Niacin Thiamin+ Riboflavin  Phosphorus Mean .f

b I

Breakfast and Lunch ' 80.9  104.9 168.0° 150.9 9.9
uuuucmuorthmu b o97.0 11201 161.0 u&g © 86.0b
Overall Average o, 96.3 . 111.8 ° 161.3 13 86.2.
Breakfast and Milk o . 116.6  135.2 ' 167.5 137.4 91.7
Breakfast Only or Milk Only 106.6  124.6 188.5b © 147.9 89.6
Overall Averagq e --106.8 124.8 188.0 147.7 . 89.6 .
‘Lunch and Milk A | 94,2 110.8 170.7  137.5 88.0
Lunch Only or Milk Ohly 100.1b - 116.6¢ 171.5 - 137.5 87.3
"~ Overall kverage . .- o 96.8 113.4 S 1711 137.6 87.7
h . ' { . v
Coe [ . ' y
All Three Programs ¢ 102.8  146.8 189.6 168.3 - 90,27
Breakfast Only or Lufth @ ' ' e L .
Only or Milk Only v 100.3 . 116.7 171.4¢ 137. 6° 87.3
Overall Average 3 4. 100.5 = 119.4 173.0 140 3 ' 87.6
All Three Programe T 10248 146.8 1896 168.3 ;90,2
Breakfast and Lunch’or Breakfast e ' ‘A -
and Milk or Lunch and Milk \ "94.0 110.8¢ - 170,% 137.8 88.1
Overall Averags = ' 946" 113.3 17119 ‘ 139.9 88.2

“(Continued) -
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APPENDIX TABLE C-5. . (Continued).

~

L4

[ 2

<

- Standards ysed for evaluating nutrient intake for energy, protein, calcium, ironm,
Vitamin A, and Vitamin C differ slightly from standards adopted by the World Health
Organization.aéﬁ the Food and Nutrition Board of the National Acade%¥ of Sciences (see

~ Appendix II. of U. S, Department of Health, Education and Welfar » Dietary Intake
Findings, United States 1971-1974, vital and Health Statistics, Series, 11, Number 202
ZJuly'}§’7). Standards for all other nutrients ugaed in the table are based on National

Academy' of Bcienceq, Recommended Dietary Allowance, Eighth Edition (1974), -

. N . , ) . \ . .
Indicates that the difference betweem two-program gnd one-program participants in the -
. daily intake of nutrients as a percent of recommended daily allowance is significant at

the“5 percent level or that the difference between' three~program participants and one-
. Oor twoeprogram participants is significant at the 5 percent level, '

C,,' Same as b th aignifiéant at the 10 percent lével.

‘
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APPENDIX TABLE C-6, 'IMPACT OF BREAKFAST PROGRAM PARTICIPATION HOLDING CONSTANT POVERTY

STATUS, WITH INTERACTION OF OTHER VARIABLES, ON NUTRIENT ADEQUACY
RATIOS - OF CHILD AGED 6 TO 21, HEALTH AND 'NUTRITION EXAMINATION

) SURVEY I, 1971-19¢4 (Change in percentage points) : : f
- Less than 125 Percént - 125 to 195 Percent More than'195 Percent- ~ °
of Poverty Lavel of Poverty Level . . of Poverty Level '
: Non- -  Non* Non- Non- "~ Non= Non-

‘.Qgrti-. parti- avapil- Parti- parti~ avail- . Parti- .parti< avail-
Nutrient ~cipant cipant a?le -clpant cipant able cipadt cipant p able F-Value

P

Energy | A T . - | T
(Calories) 28.71 '-3.50  0.94  9.87  9.4&  8.93 25.52 2,66 <- = 3.748

Protein  199.17 ,199.43 127.34 -21.01 -10.61 -20.38 76.98 -2.60 -—-  5.988
Calciun  296.83 237:16 266.68 93.79 . 74.61 74.71 24197 30.65 = 3.218
Phosphorus 142.77 104.60 110.14, %.66 29.57 24.38 sdt9% . 6.82 - 3.288
Vitamdn A -57.48 -87.22 103.91° 492.58 436.30 468.11  64.82 ~14.45% -~ 1.47

Thiamin  159.83 130.14 127.97 -15.47 -28.28" -26.53 34.67 -0.18  —- 4.308
Riboflavin 2o7,qi'-176.07 191.55 272.77 253,65 260.02 °“23.60 . 4.18 -r  2.688

Vitamin C ‘265.0 248.86 272,13 128.94 116.83 101.60 214.98 1.44 . 0.75
M‘aﬁ _ . : o . . } . ‘ - . . .ﬁ.‘ )
Adequacy . L o C : | s
Ratio 17.79 14.78 14.69 38.48 . 36.30 32.92 7.99 =~0.38 b ‘3.538
Numﬁ;r of coh ‘o L o . | : N . o
Obgerva~ o , - " B
tions 74 50 677 s 19 28 479 . 9 .+ 51 332 o

. P < —— . e s
a. -Indicates signifigance at the 3 percent level. o _)
b. 'Ind'icatagliignificance at the 10 percent l_eve\.l..if ‘ '\‘-‘ o ' .. |
'ERIC . - t « ' _

N . . k 1, A}
[ ’ ) 4 ’ Y




APPENDIX TABLE C-7. IMPACT OF LUNCH PROGRAM PARTICIPATION HOLDING CONSTANT PO JRTY STATUS,
' ) . WITH INTERACTION' OF OTHER V IABLES, .ON NUTRIENT ADEQUACY, ,RATIQS . OF

€ o ‘ CHILDREN AGED 6 TO 21, HEALTH AND NUTR ION EXAMINATION "SURVEY 1,
_ .1971- 1974 (Changihin percentase potnts) NN '

Less .than 125 Percent 125 to 195 Percent More than 195 'Pex:cent: )
, of Poverty Level : of Poverty Level : of Poverty Level o
: Non~- Non- " Non- Non- . - Non- . Non- :

o Parti~ parti- avail~ Parti- parti- avail- -Bnrt:i-:_ parti- avail- SRS
Nutrient  cipant cipant able cipant cipant  able cipant ¢@ipant able F-Va']'ue
) K| . ! . : . 3

En_e;gy ¢ o o ‘ ' o _ .
(Calories) -9.08 ’14.82 = AT 116 — 031 -7~ 0.9

Proteln - 6.60 | 8.43 = 13,04  5.61 ° = 653 472 -~ 0.64
Caletun  .2.12 -1.35. — 1606 26.73 — 527  7.08 ‘= '0.53
Phosphorus =0.63 0,65 . 13.66 16,067 == 3,04 4.54 ==’ e )

Vitamin A 35.39 5,59 —  25.05 2,02 —  -14.95 -23.05 -  g.g7a
Thiamin  -9.32  6.57 =  -2,35 -0.98 - o 7894 2,40 -,  0.76

Riboflavin 14.54;- 9.23 - 14:13  18.80 = 1,99 -2.46 - . 1,52
Vitamin C -25.86 -1.24 —  -3,05 339 =  -17.56 =9.26 —. 0.5 2
Mean . . . e | 2
Adpquacy ' o : : . | |
R:iio S 2,24 0.63 — - 1.35 3.43 w— 0.8» “0.36 == 0.84

N : [} . Y . ) ..
Nusther of T ' : ) o l
Observa- o ‘ ) o
tions 670 78 34 359 - 92 77 -~ 520 204 - 166 _ ;
a. Indicates aign%ﬂcancg at the 3 percent level. ’ o S

i ‘ - _

. o
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APPENDIX TABLE 0-8. IMPACT oF HILK I’ROGRAM PARTICIPATION HOLDING  CO CONSTANT
: y - WITH INTBRACTION OF OTHER VARIABLES, ON NUTRI ADEQUACY RATIQS OF

. - - - CHILDREN AGED 6 TO 21, HEALTH AND NUTRITION EXAMINATION SURV Y I, -
. - 1971-1974 (Change in percentago points) ’

[} ) L4

POVERTY STATUS ’

- Less thaniTZS l_’ercent . 125 to 195 Percent . More lshan 195 Percent
VAN ___of Poverty Level . __«of Poverty Level *of Poverty Level

Non- . Non-" ~ Non= = Non- - Non- .

Nﬁttiént cipante cipant  able- cipant cipant able  cipant cipant -

Non~

I"arti-'-_ parti- - avail- Parti- parti~ avail- Parti- parti- avail-

able F-Value

150

Energy ‘ . :
,(Calories) - 2.81  0.78 — -6.31  1.87 =  -1,39  «2.43 -~  0.65
Proteln | 8,19 -7.64 -  -6.97  2.67 - 1,03 =2.00 ' 0,32
Caleium - -2.92 -30.94 —  18.87° -15.73 — = 8.20 -6.34 o~ 2.658
Phosphorus . -2.02 =11.80 * — _ ~1.34 =7.35 = . 3,36 -2.90 ~  0.38 o
Vitamin A 11.86 . 8.41 age- . =32.74 ' ~40.69  —- 26,72 3.26 ==, 1.45
Thidmin - 3.45 3,26  — 14,08 -18.39  —- 2,36 -0.63 — 0.79
Riboflavin . 1.32 -12.43 = 1.59 =22.20 ! - 12,59 ,2.27. -~ 1.7gh
‘Vitamin € 19,12 -14.39 = -{1.06 -20.96 - . 14.39 13. 7&' - 051
Mean - | | | | - '
‘Adequacy ' : — oy | N .
‘Ratio  0.20 -3.00 -~ . 0.9 -3.24 - T Q29 -0.54. -~ 1.06
Number of - . N S | | . _ | '
Obsey - - S o S SN .
tigjrv 472 69 261 306 60.,. 161 484 143 264
- a8+ Indicates significance at the 5 percent level. ’ o
~b. Indicates significance at the 10 percent level. / e N




A?PENDIX TABLE C-9.

.
-

T

¢ "°

B A

'ESTIMATED EQUATIONS WITH 'NUTREENT ADEQUACY RATIO (NAR) AND MEAN
ADEQUACY RATIO (MAR) AS DEPENDENT VARIABLES, FOR CHILDREN AGED 6 TO ~

a

21: HEALTH AND - NUTRITION EXAMINATION SURVEY, 1971-1974 (F Value in
parentheaes) L et K T SN
. ) ) \ - ~— —
‘- r N | o o
. | o v ' _ Age and Sex o -
“Dependent = T "~ T . “1ILn Number’ Schooling o .. Age. of
 Variable W ‘Household  Household - Household Male - Female Household
(NAR/MAR) Intercept . Income Members - Head x Age  x Age  Head
Energy 125,567  -2:102 -0.535 « - 0.081  -1.389 -1.087  =0.209
(caloriea) : (4.38)8 (1.63) (0.07) (28.40)8 . (3.50
Protein 302.258.  =3.047 . . -1.172 - - - -0.375 .
o o : (1.74) (1.98) : R G- L
Caltium . 213.838 . 3,545 -3.851 . 3.452°  0.224 =9.501 e
' I (0184) (11.95)8  (39.70)a (159.21)8. o
Phosphorus  185.249 ' -0,263 -2.053 . 1.443 1,106 -4.212 0.522
S - (0.01) (8.37)8 (7.78)8  (¥18%65)8 . (6.64)8 |
Vitamin A 248, ~10.023 . - - b s R
. .‘ ' ; ‘\' ) o (4.50)&
‘Thiamin’ 141.643 = =1.469 -1.257 . 0.288 - _— -
Lo o (0a19) (2.44) (0.20)
‘Riboflavin  139.698 2.747 - - 2,662 — - -
‘- (1.67) (53.18)8 S
Vitamin ¢ 191.620°  -0.529 - ~3.667 5.329 .  -1.982 <3.620 .Lo:802
SR - 1(0.00)  (2.79)b  (6¥B)a (9.82)8 ° (2,92)b" ¢
'MAR 90.786 ~ 0.824  -0.541  0.350  -0.600 ~1.263 -
| ' (2.62)b  -(6.09)8 - (21.95)a “(127.88)8 -
. . 160 ( ﬁ_(g(ont m;e?i) :
Q . , '




APPENDIX TABLE C-9.

(Continued) fo

- A \

Race and SexC

1 e

Regiond

School
Head and

Dependent
Variable
(NAR/MAR)

White
X Male

White Black

X Female x Male NE

MW

*l

S Male Pemale

1.109°
(10.84)a

1.469
(6.28)8

Enérgy
(calories)

19.461 6.983  2.954

Protein 56,001 30.217 - 3.868

Calcium

B /
12.406 437.766 -1..867

*w

5.883

Phosphorus -11.666

Vitamin A

-—an

Thiamin -1.974

(22.07)a
Riboflavin. = == -

16.122 5263 -1,139

8,650

Vitamin C
K

13.145

MAR

-5.727
(2.37)

~18.183
(5.28)a
-4.317
(5.23)8
~6.861
(3.68)8

:-21¢003 0. 473

=16.684

~
-

-5 535

-8.983 -,
(364.27)8 >

1.279
(2. 64)b

~

-25,575 '

e o

-15.412

] |

- 5,040  2.271
(14.84)a

~3.946 !
@A7.67)8 -
-£0,887
(10:35)8

Y

-16.757

-

| (220 ;)a\ : -f'
<41 956 '

~2.890

- }

Y

v ‘,“(Contiﬁuelf' '




e e i ; ,
APPENDIX TABLE C-9. (Continued) o \‘" ;
v-“'.\ l..flq : ' e .
: {\ N . I BE ] ‘ —
 Hepandent: ‘ T 7 o,
Variable | T R - Overall’ _
(NAR/MAR) ) Sex® Raqef Other F-Value R2§.
7 . _ I . —
¥y ergy - - - + 20.18 60. 2
: caloties) R
Protein - - . .= 102,52 92.8
Calefun . . -64.483 \ . 36.791 o 7135.15 91.7
~ * . (16.00)a 5(39 65)8 ‘ .
' Phosphorus o= Ty L - ‘102.88 88.7
‘Vitamin A - == (see note 1) 12 83 49,5,
| _ | (4 81)8 ! B
Thiamin - /’--~-; | ‘19 18 _' 5543,
v . ‘ : }-'; | ~ "-'
‘Riboflavin ' 26.191 19,519 o= / 58,57 75.6
S (40.20)8 - (15.95)8 . =
Vitamin € ¢ c == 221,786 - bobl . 22,2
(2.14) | )
-— ;== (see mote 3) -40.16 - 73.9
o e (295)a - |

Y




_ APPENDIX TABLE C-9. (Continued) L e e

F3

a.. Indicates aignificance atf5 percent i;;:ir\ S | T o R |
‘be Indiﬁﬂtes significance at 10 percent level . . . S

[}
t

" ¢. Excluded intetaction term black-female. < D | “ o
.-d. Dummy variable for region; excluded category ' we;\h\region. C o

(2% ~ : ] - ) ) ‘ e
@&« Dummy variable for ae§§ excluded category female. _ \\\- .

fﬂf., pummy Variable for race; excluded category nonwhite. AN .

4

" Note 1. “Additional interaction terus included in equation but not sh in Table for race
B éroaaed with region of country. _ 4;4_ . W e = ,

g. Proxy for R? in generalized least’ square eatimate deriVed from\oX::all F~ratio. "

vk

Npte 2. Additional interaction terms in vded in equation put not bhown in Table for'
N- L per90n 8 sex crosaed with sex of head 'of household. " '
: . ot L

» \

. '
\
o

. " ~u_ ,-\"




