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REVIEW AND REAUTHORIZATION OF CERTAIN
CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

MONDAY, MARCH 12, 1984

U.S. SENATE,
SuBcoOMMITTEE ON NUTRITION,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 12:34 p.m., in room
328-A, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Bob Dole (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senator Dole.

STATEMENT OF HON. BOB DOLE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM KANSAS

Senator DoLE. Let me welcome our witnesses and guests to the
Senate Agriculture Committee’s Nutrition Subcommittee.

I have a statement which I will ask be made a part of the record,
s0 I will just highlight the statement.! We are going to be hearing
from various experts in the field of nutrition, and we hope we can
maybe ask some questions as we go along.

From time to time we have an opportunity to evaluate the child
nutrition programs in their entirety, even though we are technical-
ly engaged in the process of reauthorizing only the nonentitlement
programs, which are WIC, the Summer Food Service Program, Nu-
trition Education and Training, State Administrative Expenses,
and the authority for section 32 commodities.

I would just suggest, as 1 did speaking with some of the ASFSA
people earlier this morning, there is strong bipartisan support on
this committee for nutrition programs. There have been a lot of
changes made in these programs, including the level of Govern-
ment spending since 1970. At that time, we spent about $700 mil-
lion for all child nutrition programs; now we are up to around $4.4
billion.

There are others who would suggest that we add additional
spending. This year, we are somewhat concerned about the target-
ing of nutrition programs. Most important, as 1 have indicated, we
are all concerned about the overall Federal deficit. So let me sug-
gest that 1 think we are making some progress. There is no one
hostile group or person, and I am convinced that we can work out
any policy disagreements that we may have. | am very pleased to
be here to preside over these hearings today.

‘See p L1 for the prepared statement of Senator Dole
i1
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Qur first witness is not a newcomer to the committee—dohn
Bode, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Food and Consumer Services.

Jchn, you may proceed in any way you wish. We will make your
entire statement a part of the record. If you can summarize it, and
touch the highlights, that would be very helpful.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN W. BODE, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY FOR FOOD AND CONSUMER SERVICES, U.S. DEPARTMENT
OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. Book. Thank you, Senator.

My statement, is very long, and 1 do have a lot to say, so I will
summarize.!

I appreciate the opportunity to be here again addressing an im-
portant subject.

Before commenting on S. 1913 specifically, I would like to em-
phasize that current laws provide generous child nutrition benefits.

I certainly appreciate your reference to the bipartisan approach
that has existed for a long time. If one updated in real dollar terms
the leve! of expenditures for nutrition programs that took place in
1969, expenditures would be something like $2.5 billion, and of
course this vear we are spending well over $§19 billion on nutrition
assistance. [ think that indicates the strong bipartisan approach
that exists in this country to fight the problems of hunger.

I would also like to talk about the child nutrition programs spe-
cifically. These benefits are very generous. Any child, in a partici-
pating school can receive a free meal if his or her family's income
is less than 130 percent of the poverty guideline, which is almost
213,000 a year for a family of four.

Students from families with incomes up to $18.315 for a family of
four are eligible for a Federal subsidy of 92 cents per meal, not in-
cluding the 10 cents per meal average value of bonus commodities
which we are now providing. These children cannot be charged
over 40 cents for that lunch, which typically costs around $1.80 to
produce This lunch is clearly the best bargain in town.

Over 23 million children a day participate in the school lunch
program. In addition, this administration, is distributing surplus
commodities.

It 15 true that we have restrained the budgets of the child nutri-
tion programs through the judicious changes adopted by this com-
mittee and the Congress in 1981, The changes that were made
sorved to better target scarce Federal resources to those with the
greatest need. Despite our reforms, the Federal Government still
provides large subsidies to upper and middle-income families
through the child nutrition programs.

For example, this year in the school food programs, we will
spend approximately $160 million to subsidize meals served to stu-
dents from families with incomes above 185 percent of the poverty
puideline. Also, the Child Care Food Program is growing dramati-
cally in family day care homes. Yet, two-thirds of the subsidies ben-
efit famibies in that same, highest income group.

Sewe g 30 e the prepared cLtement of 3e Hode

7
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The administration stmngl(v opposes the enactment of S. 1913,
Most of the provisions of S. 1913 are aimed at reversing a number
of entitlement reforms adopted by Congress as part of the 1981 Om-
nibus Budget Reconciliation Act. It would use taxpayers’ money to
provide new entitlement funding for those well above the poverty
line. At a time of unparalleled need to control Federal spending,
we simply cannot justify this bill, which would add about $180 mil-
lion to the deficit in 1985 alone.

I think chat fairly well summarizes our reasons for opposing the
bill. My statement goes through the bill in greater detail, and talks
about specific provisions.

With respect to expiring authorizations that you referred to, Sen-
ator, there are five programs expiring this year. The WIC Program
we recommend reauthorizing for a year, the Summer Feeding Pro-
gram we recommend, be included in a nonschool food assistance
grant, along with the Child Care Food Program.

State Administrutive Expenses and Commodity Distribution we
also recommend reauthorizing. We recommend that the Nutrition
Education and Training Program authority lapse.

That is 4 quick summary of our views, Senator.

§¢nator Dok, Well, what about the funding levels for the expir-
ing authorization? Are they contained in vour statement”? Take the
WIC Program, for example.

Mr. Booe. For the WIC Program we have recommended a fund-
ing level that would maintain an average annual participation of
2% million persons.

Senator Dowk. How much money is that?

Mr. Book. That is one point- - -

Senator Dok, $1.3 bithion?

Mr. Boor. It is approximately $1.3 billion, yes. sir.

Senator Dok, As opposed to what, $1.2 bilhon last year?

Mr. Bonx. You know, the WIC Program has grown tremendously
over the last few years, Senator. This vear's participation is up by
aboutr 55 percent over the level in 1980, so during this administra
tion the WIC Program has grown tremendously, not all of those in-
creases. of course, urged by the administration, but that is the
stutus of the program.

Senator Dok, What about dropouts in the program” We get a ot
of reports and the committec likes to focus on some of these. Sup
posediy, o ot of the near-poor students dropped out of the school
lunch progran

Do vou have any statistics, or survevs that would give us for.
mition s to what the dropout rate for near-poor students has been
over the last 3 or 1 vears?

Mr Hook. Well, sir, really good data is not present. There have
been references at times in the past, to participation leve Is, and the
fuct that there was a decline in participation levels was pointed to
as o cause for concern about dropout. But that data. of course, re-
flects a significant reduction of school enrolliment. We have seen
about a 4-percent decline in school enroliment which accounts for
22 million students, as 1 recall.

And there has been another factor, of course, with improved veri
fication we are seeing a reduced amount of inappropriate participa:
tran
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You may recall that the USDA Inspector General found very
high rates of inappropriate participation, where children getting
free and reduced priced meaf;asimpl were not eligible to partici-
pate in those categories. Those children should have been in the
paid category.

1 think we have not seen a reduction, or a dropout of the low-
income children, because those children are all entitled to free
school meals, if their families have i.xcome below 130 percent of the
poverty level.

Senator DoLe. What about participation by children in the Child
Care Food Program, particularly in day care homes? If you do not
have the information, you can furnish it for the record. Here again,
thgre have been indications that participation has declined since
1981.

Mr. Bope. Those numbers have increased, sir. Knowing your spe-
cial concern about service to the low income, I must admit that we
are not doing a good job with the Child Care Food Program in
family day care homes. Almost two-thirds of those subsidies go to
families with income above 185 percent of the poverty guidelines.

Senator Dork. You might furnish that information for the
record, alony with information concerning the Summer Feeding
Program. Thut would be helpful.

Mr. Book. | would be happy to.

[The following information was subsequently received by the
committee: |

FAMILY DAY CARE HOMF SUBSIDIES TO UFPER INCOME CHILDREN

A study of the Child Care Food Program completed in 1982 indicated that the
furmly doy care home portion of the progrim predominately serves children from
tamlies with income over 180 percent of ooverty. The distribution s as follows

Fercent of Family Day Care Hume Participants
Income category as i 'pcroem of poverty.
At or below 130 tfreel ‘ 23
1 1 reduced prices, oL . 11
treater thun 150 qpunds 6.4

- -l

Total L ‘ 1M 6

From Fyaluston of the Chld Care Food Program. Abt Associates, Ine, Augunt [

This shows that the program is poorly targeted. Over threequarters of those par
ticipating are from families above 130 percent of the poverty line (F12870 for a
family «f tour: and almost two-thirds of the participants are from familiex above 18)
percent of the poverty line ($18315 for o family of four!

GROWTE IN CHILD CARE FOOD PROGRAM

The Chitd UCare Fuod program has experienced growth in every vear during the
perod Fiseal Years s 1884 ito date) the following data Hustrate the trend

hinen @ o e

ar g
1481 148, i) 1580
Byetape dady aftendance from 1y Quarter Repat,
g care conters 478 uf,) tRE 681
Pimily day . ite homee. 140 " /0 16
fota 98 Y g1t 44!
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Growth has been more rapid in fumily day care homes than in child core centers.
Between 1981 and 1984 participation in homes increased 97 percent. In centers, par-
ticipation increased ¥ percent. Total program participation increased 25 percent.

PARTICIPATION IN THE SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM
The following table illustrates participation trends in the Summer Program

1981 mz kw
Average dady purticgpation ! 14 10 1t
Peak daly partopation® ‘ 16 14 14
Aveeage of hore Ly 10 Aot ' - '
® fuly s parhogstas

The decline between Fiscal Years 1981 and 1982 was due to sections of the 198]
Reconciliation Act that tightened eligibility standard and restricted sponsorship of
programs to schools. residential camps, and government sponsors.

Senator Doi+  [here is a lot of concern, that we have gone too
far with rega; 1o budget cuts in some areas. Maybe we ought to go
back and m ke some changes. I would hope your Department
would recommend any area where we picked up participants, or
spent some additional funds. However, 1 understand you do not
support this kind of legislution——

Mr. Bopk. S. 1913, sir.

Senator Dork [continuing]. S. 1913, for the reasons you stated
more fully in your statement.

There will be some witnesses who support that bill later on this
afternoon.

As 1 indicated earlier, I assume, in the not too distant future,
that the School Lunch Program will just be made part of the
normal schoolday. This may not happen in my lifetime, but maybe
in the next 10 or 15 years. I would not be surprised if we see major
changes in our national policy of feeding children. In the meantime
we have an obligation to keep these programs as effective as possi-
ble. 1 hope we have fulfilled this obligation. We also have an over-
riding concern, about reducing Federal deficits. However, this does
not excuse us from making adjustments in some of these programs,
particularly as they affect low-income children, or low-income
Americans in general. We da not have any excuse f.r not taking
care of these needs.

So 1 would hope that if you find any areas that we need to go
back and take a look at, we would be happy to do that.

Mr. Bone. Senator, we have shared that concern of yours for
sometime, and I think it has been consistently reflected in our rec-
ommendations, including those for 1985. That is why we recom-
mended no change, no reduction be made in the entitlement fund-
ing in school lunch for the low-income group, families with incomes
below 130 percent of the poverty level.

1)
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You know, with the bonus commodities that we are making
available to schools, the level of Federal assistance provided for the
lowest income group has actually increased faster than inflation.

We have kept up pretty well with the entitlement to cash, and
the commodity entitlement for the free category, and we have dra-
matically increased the bonus commodities.

Senator DoLk. Do you recommend any areas for increased fund-

ing?

iir. Bopke. No, sir. It is because we feel that we have a good
system now of providing assistance to that lowest income group.

e reductions have been targeted fairly well to the higher income
categories. We still have rather generous benefits with lunch, for
example, $460 million being spent on the highest income group.

Senator DoLE. In the highest income group, what is that?

Mr. Bobk. 185 percent.

Senator DoLe. How much of an income would that be for a
family of four?

Mr. Bope. That is $18,315 a year, for a family of four.

We agree that it is a matter of allocating some scarce Federal
resources. It is nice to provide more for an everwider group, but we
feel that the benefits going to the nonpoor, if you will, are generous
in the context of the Federal budget situation.

Senator Dore. Well, there may be other questions, John, from
members who are not here. It is probably a strange time to have a
hearing, but the lunch hour is a pretty good time for a nutrition
hearing. We will focus on it a little more.

[The following information was subsequently received by the sub-
committee: |

ANDITIONAL QUESTIONS SUBMITTED To MR JOoN Bong, IERUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY
roik Foon anp Consumer Services, USDA, sy Senvatox Jesse Heiss, anp AN-
sweks THERETO

(question. Euxrher this vear, | asked the General Accounting Office to undertake a
study on school lunch participation. As you know, concerns huve been raised about
supposed “drop out” from program participstion of both students and schools The
GAC) report, released after your appesrance, indicates thut the decline in participa-
tion has been “primarily because fewer students ate full-price lunches™. Do you find
the GAQO repart consistent with the Department’s own figures and ossessment of
school tunch participation trends. particularly with regard to the trend that the
drop out took place among those well sbove poverty?

Answer The GAQ report 1s consisient with the {’k'pnrtmvnt's own data reflecting
changes 1n participution and attests to the continuing wide participation i the
funch program of those in need. The most significant drop i participation occurred
in pusid lunches purchased by children from fumilies well above the poverty level. To
o much lesser extent. free lunches also declined However. in the current fiscul year,
free lunch participation has nearly returned to the peak level reached in Fiscnl
Year U despite a continsing decline in overall enrollment

We believe that those in need are still being well served under the free and re-
duced-price meal policy. Moreover, despite the decline in paid meal participation,
there are still over 11.6 million full-price participunts daily, a strong indication that
the ~«chool lunch remains a sound nutritional value for all children.

Question Do veu have any inform-tion on what impact the increased verdication
proxedures huve had oo frve or reduced-price participation”

Answer The completed verification pikt study indicates that an improved appli
cation form, with # specific relerence to the possibility of verification, significantly
reduces the incidence of misreporting. These results are encourauin% when ccm-
pared with findings from other studies about the level of misreporting. For example,
s the Muy 190 audit conducted by the Office of the Inspector General, USDA, the
averail error fite due W misreporang was 2X 8 pereent  In-home audits conducted

'
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during the Natonal Evaluation of Scheol Nutrition Programs discovered an error
rate of 21 8 percent. The simple quality assurance methods conducted during Phase
L of the Income Verification Pilot Study reduced the error rute due to misreporting
to 17.4 percent. And Phase 1 of the pilot study, using more advanced quality assur-
ance procedures, was able to reduce the error rute even further. to 11.7 percent.
This means that the children of some applicants who had previously misreported
their financial circumstances will now be receiving reduced price lunches instead of
free lunches or be required to pay full price instead of recetving free or reduced
price lunches. Along with these positive results, the study has also indicated that
new application and verification procedures, properly conducted, will not result in
eligable applicants being denied participation in the program. We do expect further
advances to be made in error rate reduction as new regulations on application and
verification procedures are implemented in school discricts, and as uj’minislm(urs
gt expertise in their use.

These findings are primarily derived from a controlled, experimental setting
within one fiscal year Unfortunately, due to changes in many other variasbles from
one yesr to the pext, such as enroflment fluctuations and changes in the economic
circumstances of purticipating families, we are unable to attribute a specific part of
an actual participation change (g . FY 1988 campared with FY 19821 to verification
procedures per se.

Question. What is youe response to the contention made by various child nutrition
officials that USDA should continue to administer varicus child nutrition programs
because of constitutional or statutory prohibitions within States that they claing pre.
clude their direct administration of these programs?

Answer The Department has recommended that direet Federal administeation be
discontinued 1n the intersst of improving State snd focal management of the child
nutrition programs. We also believe it is both appropriate and beneficial for State
agencies to assunee responsibility for local programs rather than for the Federal
Governruent to antervene at the local level, Food and Nutrition Service regional of
frcew are frequently located far from participating schools and institutions and.
additian, reytonal offics staffs sre not as famitiar with local circumstances or com-
munity resources as State iencies are Also. we have found that direct Federal ad-
munstration it create certain ambiguities because State agencies and regional of
fices may operate under different sets of rules for such requirements as audit clo
sttes and report sabmission deadlines. We expect all States that do not currently
admimster these programs to do so if Federal admunistration i~ ne fonger available

I understund that some Serators have discussgd an amendmen: to specifically au
thorize the Secretary of Agriculture to use State Administrative Expense funds to
cottract for the provision of these adnaetrative serviees i cases where the State
dechines to pertorm the services Whitle we would necd to review sach an amend
Ment price to Sahag oo posttion, the Admutustration o penerally receptive ta such an
apprteich

Cuestions AU east one witness has recommended o Cleasaiblity studs or pelot
projgect on satons methods of operating o self-financig sehaol tanch program for
A chuldrea™ that v a umiversa) free tunch program Do vou bave any anformatian
en thee Lihely cost ol a pational amiversal free Tunch” What wauld e the cost ot
deoy o natienadly representative study on the subyect”

Aoswer (ar very rough estanate at thas time, assuning an avetape oy partic
vation of S5 nnlhon students and allowing for absentecism, s about 005 ithan
The cost ot 4 nationally representative study could vary wide, v depending upon
whether we rehied on o amualation based approach on already collected data, or
whether o diemansteation were conducted Such a demonstration, n o nationaily
fepresentative sample of schaols, would inclade & yeur's worth of operation [t would
afsaatial a torac! snafvsis and evataation which would extend an additional ver
tavond cancluoan of the demanaration The estimated cost of the vear long demon
~tration plas the evaduation componetst might approach $30 mitlion

dQueniian Do you bunve any adarmution on the degree of State or el funding
which o for State admitustrative expenses or autrition oducsGon and trasmg”

Answer The Food snd Nutrition Seevice (FNSHdoes not regularly collect dittoc on
the amount of tunds contributed by State or local entities toward the admymsteatson
of the child nutnition programs nor thit of State and focal mones contriuted for
nutrition education and tramnimg activities However, in 19%38 FNS authorized ap
prosemately 31H9 gullon e State administrative expense moties to 97 Stile agen
cres b addition o U ammonnt, States contributed obout $16 midlion for adminstri
Gon of chald putrition grogeons Noanfortnetion s avatoble on the amount of tunds
prrosaded froan Ionad wources Waith respeset to nutntion education and traming, we do
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have some data which indicate that relatively few States expend funds for this pur-

pose.

Question. You indicated thac because of donations of bonus commodities Federal
support for free lunches had outpaced inflation. What has been the total and per
rreal value of bonus commodities furnished in recent years?

Answer. Bonus commodity donations to school lunch programs totaled $132.0 mil-
tion, $316.3 million, $330.8 million and $389.9 million during School Years 1979-80,
1980-81, 1981-82 and 1982-#3, respectively. Based on the total number of lunches
served during those school years, the value af bonus commodities equaled 3.00¢.
7 Z3¢. 8.98¢ and 10.51¢ per lunch.

Senator DoLe. If we are going to have other witnesses, you might
want to at least stick around for a while. We will now hear from
Msd Bsnder and Ms. White, who are next. Betty and Gene, are you
ready?

I think, Betty, you are listed here as going first. You are presi-
dent of the American Schoo! Foud Service Associatior and also the
director of child nutrition for Dayton, OH; Ms. Gene White, is legis-
lative chairperson of the American School Food Service Association
and assistant superintendent of education for child nutrition in
California.

Ms. Benper. Mr. Chairman, this is Mary Filko, director of
Akron, OH.

Senator Dole, I am here strictly in support, and to say that the
position that Gene White, as our legislative chairman is going to
. present to you, is endorsed by the association, and has its full sup-
port, and at this time I would like to turn it over to Gene.

Ms. Wurre. Thank you, Senator.

I would just like to say again on behalf of our association we did
appreciate h-ving yeun.with us this morning. Also, we are looking
forward t¢ “*u. Tg Sen%)r Huddleston tonight for our banquet. So
for us this ..  iper Monday. Although I think in the eyes of others
tomorrow is super Tuesday.

Senator DoLe. You /will probably be able to get a number of
speake. s after tomorrow. There may be some you do not want.

Ms. WHitr. But we did sincerely appreciate this, and we do have
a prepared statement, which we have submitted for the record.’

Senator DovLk. Do I have a copy of it?

Ms. White. 1 believe you do, and if you do not, I have an addi:
tional copy 1 would be glad to give you right now.

Senator Dok, Thenk you.

Ms. WHrte. The thing 1 would like to do, with your permitssion, is
simply highlight some of this, in the interest of your time, and this
morning, when you did graciously meet with us, you did mention
the fact that vou wouvld like to know what our priorities are.

Senator Dore. Right.

STATEMENT OF GENE WHITE, LEGISLATIVE CHAIRMAN, AMERI-
CAN SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY
BETTY BENDER., PRESIDENT, AND MARY FILKO, DIRECTOR,
AMERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION

Ms. WiiTe. And you also would like to know what some of our
concerns are. So | think perhaps we will just simply start by ad-

‘See p 124 for the prepured statemment of Ms White
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dressing that, and, of course, be very pleased to answer any ques-
tions that you might have.

I think as an opening concern, we would simply like to state for
the record that it is important to the programs that they remain
bipartisan. This seems to be a particularly important thing to know
during this election year, when so easily something of national im-
portance and difficulty like child nutrition could be diverted to bi-
partisan issues.

So we would urge that this committee continue to proceed as it
has in the past, and have child nutrition remain as a bipartisan
issue.

Now, in terms of our priorities, there are really three things that
we would like to stress this morning.

As a preface to this, of course, we recognize and appreciate the
fact that there have been no significant budget cuts for us this
vear, that has been a tremendous help for the programs.

Looking to the future. we have data which indicates a real con-
cern of what is happening to a certain segment of the children.
These are the children of the working poor, and our concerns this
morning are really for those children, and we are asking that some
harshness of the former cuts be mitigated, by slowly adding back a
little funding to help the reduced-price children, children of the re-
duced meal price programs.

Now, in a4 minute, we are going to share with you some data that
we have in some of our cities, which shows the dropout children in
the reduced price meal category. But let me first highlight the
three priorities that we have, and then we will look at the data.
| Now, our first priority is to lower the cost of the reduced-price

unch,

Senator Dowk. I have got that.

Ms. Wuere. The first priority is to lower the price of the reduced
price lunch for the working poor children, from 10 cents per meal
to 0

Now, in the last couple of years that price has escalated 20 cents
to 10 cents It is u [0 percent increase.

Senator Dok, What is the value of that meal now?

Ms Wuire. The actual-- -

Senator Dove. $1.80, is that it?

Ms. Waire. Approximately.

Senator Dok, What was the value of it when it was 25 cents?

Ms. Wuire. Probably more like $1.60, as [ remember it, $1.55.

So our next priority then would be to do the same thing for the
breakfust program for the reduced price child, and lower that sell-
iy, price from 36 cents per hreakfast to 15 cents.

Our third priority is again for the breakfast program, and herc
we are asking that we have sufficient fund; to improve the nutri-
tional quality of that breakfast, and improve that qualitly consist-
ent with the findings of the USDA study, the National Evaluation
of School Nutrition Programs, published in March (953,

One of the things that we are finding is that about 85 percent of
our vreakfasts today are served to needy children. There is a
strong feeling that there should be some protein in that breakfast.
So those are the three priorities.

Now, in terms of why we are asking this

I
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Senator Dork. As | understand it, the cost of A, B, and C is——

Ms. WHiTE. The cost, as referenced above is approximately $150
million, which is add back funding.

Now, on the next page, Senator, we are showing you some of the
data that we are using to support this request, and again it is im-
portant to note that from 70 to 80 percent of the benefits we are
asxing for would go to families with incomes below 185 percent of
the poverty line.

_ As | said, clearly this is targeted to benefit children of the work-
ing poor.

Now, 1 would like to very quickly look at this data with you, and
then Mary Filko from the Akron, OH, schools, who is referenced in
this first item is prepared to give you some information on what is
going on in typical major cities, this being Akron.

Now, you will note that the cities that we are listing here are
really distributed throughout the Nation, and we are showing the
percentage decline in the participation, lunch participation for the
reduced-price category of meals, and we are comparing October
1980 with October 1983, and quickly looking at this Akron, OH,
down 48 percent; Memphis, TN, down 67 percent; Raleigh, NC,
down 27 percent; Birmingham, AL, down 29 percent; Albuquerque
down 28 percent; Cleveland down 22 percent; Louisville down 22
percent; Kansas City, MO, down 4 percent; and Fort Lauderdale,
FL, down 12 percent.

It might be interesting to note the statistic for Kansas City being
4 percent.

We have tried to look at some of the unemployment rates in
other cities, and find that it does appear to be much higher in
other cities, such as Akron, instead of a 48-percent dropout.

Now, in my own State of California, I would just like to add a
statistic to show that statewide we are down 30 percent. That is
across-the-board. So it is based upon this information that we feel a
need. and even a responsibility to bring this to your attention, and
ask for this add back of sufficient funds to cover this.

Now, with your permission, I think Mary Filko might like to
highlight what is going on in Akron.

Ms. Fitko. I am sure you are aware of the loss of many factory
jobs in our State. And when we talk of parents, we find that—-it
may not seem like a lot to us, but in a family where there is more
than one child, they quite often do not get together that amount of
money to eat a lunch.

We find that, as you can see by the figures, our prices—or our
participation dropped ¥ percent, reduced price, when we increased
from 20 cents to 40 cents, and | was hoping that they would come
hack. because we feel the need to provide a meal for those children.

But as I said, parents are finding that they just cannot afford, in
their minds. to pay that, when they have several children.

Senator Devk. I'assume there is a direct relationship between the
unemploved parent and the dropout?

Ms. Fiiko. Yes. The other thing is, we do have people who have
been employed, after leaving higher paid manufacturing jobs, but
the pay is not there, and the income is lower, and they just do not
seem to have it. and of course, some of the women who are one
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parent fumilies, also find this problem. It is something that we
have not been able to overcome.

Senator DoLk. Anything else, Gene?

Ms. Wurre. 1 have just one other comment, Senator.

This morning when you met with us vou mentioned what we
would call a possible dream And it was referenced a few minutes
ago in your comments, and [ would just like to pick up on that, and
say that the American School Food Service Association, and those
of us who are operating programs each day, share that dream of
vours, to somehow in the future incorporate the nutrition program
into the educational program of the : chools.

You know. in our judgment, schools should not be filling stations.
Schools should be ¢ducational institutions, and cevervthing we do
there should be targeied to the health and education of children.
This is a concept that we would like to bring forth by way of an
official proposal to you.

We are asking this year that the Congress authorize a study
which would look at the feasibility of some alternative ways to
fund a universal type of program, a program in which child nutri-
tion would be incorporated into the education program, for all chil-
dren. and in so doing we feel this would meet the intent of Con-
gress. as expressed in the National School Lunch Act, and to help
the Nution preserve its most important resource, and that is the
health and education of our children.

So when we talk about goals, and when we look to the future, we
feel this is just an important thing to now start considering,

We are well awire of the budget constraints, a lot of the con-
cerns that vou have expressed. T know that also is a reality. We
feel there 15 a dream. and a goal that should be pursued. and that
tt should be pursued through a congressional mandated study. to
objectively and seriously look at the feasibility of some alternative
witys to fund this type of program.

Senator Dowk. Is there any interest at the State and local level in
that same concept” s that State picking up some of the tab?

Ms Warre. T think, sir, that honestly this is something that
cauld be explored in a feasibility study. We need a commitment
and o priosty to do the study,

I persotudly think there are ways in which there could be some
shared costs Because the reality s the cost of administering the
program s it is now operating is quite expensive. We have high
cast of apphication, of verification and all of the related controls
that secm to be necessary for this program., and | guess our feeling
i~ thue the sehool lunch program is something at o crossroads right
now. amnd we must soon decide i this is to be a welfare program, or
i it i~ to be o health education program targeted to the educational
poad- of this Nation

We would strongly urge that we do this kind of study, test the
teasibulity of this alternative

Sonator Dok, should have asked Mr. Bade.

Have vou done any studies like that, John” You could muake one,
do one?

Mr Bop: We have the capabhility to do one, a fair amount of the
work waould be contracted outside of the Department.

Serntar Doy There would be some expense involved?

ot
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Mr. Bone. Yes, sir.

Senator Dork. I think this is something that we might fook at.

Again, 1 recall something similar in the House. It has been a
long time since I was in the House, but Judge Smith, who was
chairman of the Rules Committee, used to say that some day we
will be feeding all children in school.

At the time, I do not remember whether I thought very much
about this concept, but it is probably going to happen some day. If
it is done in the right way, it might save a lot of expense, and it
might eliminate the welfare aspect of the program—discrimination
against poor students, and a lot of other things that I do not think
are necessary. If we can avoid these aspects and find a better way
to run the program. We should explore this possibility. Paying for
it is something else. That is always the problem.

Ms. Wuite. Well, there may even be some creative ways in fi-
nancing this. You know, we would hope that any feasibility study
would seriously look at financing. We know that this is a very im-
portant consideration, a primary consideration, but we do think
there may be some creative ways, ways perhaps that we have unot
even thought of, although we have thought of a few, but there may
be many others that should be explored.

Senator DoLg. Betty, do you have anything else?

Ms. BEnpER. 1 woulid like to say to you, Senator, and I am speak-
ing as a program operator, if there could be some feasibility study,
I think the cost we perhaps have to spend for our own controls to
meet the regulations would reduce the cost of the meal as we pres-
ently serve it to the students, so financially it would perhaps be
beneficial, as well as it would provide all students an opportunity
to have a good, sound nutritional meal every day, and be a part of
the educational system.

So I think that there are, of course, some problems in figuring
out creative financing, but 1 think you could also see some addi-
tional benefits as far as reducing the cost of the program, bet cr
utilization of the people who run it.

We would then return to the nutrition and the feeding of chil-
dren, rather than some of the other aspects that we have to deal
with.

Senator DoLe. You may have some estimates. What does your
proposal cost?

Ms. WHiTE. Well, we have done some early on, I do not even
know if 1 have that with me, Senator.

Senator DoLe. That is all right, vou can furnish it.

Ms. Warre. If I might just look at that.

We have looked at it from several perspectives, and of course, we
also would price into that some possible increase in participation,
since the meals would initially be avaiiable without cost.

The information we have is from, I believe, the Senate—was it,
Marshali——

Senator DoLe. I think Marshall is looking in his briefcase.

Ms. WaiTe. Well, we are not lost, we just do not have everything
in the right briefcase this morning.

Thank you, Marshall.
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What we are howing is an estimate of cost of $3.9 billion, sub-
tracting out $2.0 billion for current services, we are talking about a
short fall of $3.3 billion.

Now, the question is how do you raise that amount of money.
This is where a proposal was made through some legislation last
year, the proptmaf of Senator Hart, which would have, through the
IRS process, reduced the amount of tax deductible lunches for en-
tertainment, and thereby generate some additional moneys.

We are estimating that if about 70 percent of entertainment
lunches could be deducted, and the balance diverted to child nutri-
tion, we would pick up about $1.65 billion, Senator Hart's bill then
would further support that.

We can see some other ways to administrative savings, to create
some dollars. This is all something that would have to be further
studied, of course, through a pilot study.

I think one of the questions that we all have is what would the
participation level be if indeed this were part of the educational
program, such as all of the other public school educational compo-
nents. That is something that only a study would show.

Senator Dok, I have read this background information. In an-
other area where we try to earmark taxes for a specific program -
we have taxes for cigarettes, taxes for medicare, taxes for alcoholic
spirits— there is usually a direct relationship, like truck taxes for
highways. | assume you could figure out some relationship here.

Ms. Wuite. We would certainly be challenged to try.

Senator Doy, We are talking about the business expense ac-
count deduction. I guess lunches and meal deductions are close.
Anyway. | think this is an idea that has been around for a long
time. and the fact that vyou are now more serious about it might
move it to the front burner for a while.

Are vou suggesting that if we could make some adjustments in
vour so-called priority items, A, B, and C, that you would forego
any other provisions of S. 1913, or

Ms. White. Well, those certainly are the priority items that we
would wish to urge support.

Senator Dok, What is the total cost of S, 19137

Ms. Winte. About $158 million.

Senator Dok, The reason 1 asked earlier about the price was
that when it was 25 cents, for example, the value of the meal was
%155, Now it is $1.80, so there might be some adjustment there.

Ms. Write. Yes, that is another possibility.

Senator Dok, Do you have anything else? 1 do not want to shut
anyone off here.

Mo WinTe. We do want to thank you for your time this mornng.
We appreciate the chance to make the statement to you, and also
to assurc vou that as always we are here to provide assistance and
infornation any way that we can,

Senator Dok, 1 think the one thing you mentioned, which is
even more important than where we come out in the details, is the
bipartisan nature of the program. As far as 1 know, it is going to
continue that way.

Ms. Warte. Thank vou. We appreciate that.

Senator DoLe. Sometimes, we are plaving a game of who can
spend the most money. We have been playing that game so long
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that we are broke, and now we have to be a little more careful. 1 do
not suggest that you have ever urged us to be excessive in any
area, but, obviously, you have a different view in this area than we
do. You are working with these programs on a daily basis, while we
hope we are being responsive to the real needs of children. I do not
see any change from the bipartisan nature of our committee’s or
the Congress' approach to these programs.
Ms. WHite. Thank you. That is very reassuring.

ApoimoNat. QUESTIONS SuBMITTED TO MB. GENE WHITE BY SENATOR Jruse HeLms,
AND ANSWERS THERETO

Question 1. As you know, legislation has been introduced to restore a special medi-
cal deduction for families applying for free and reducedgnce meals which had been
eliminuated in 1981, My recollection is that many school food service people had told
me that such a deduction was an enormous administrative burden. complicating the
process of verification and increasing the costs. Do you support or oppose a return to
a special medical deduction?

Response. ASFSA supports a return to a special medical deduction. It is quite
likely that fumilies who are overburdened with high medical costs may actually
have net incomes that fall within free or reduced price meal eligibility guidelines.

Question 2. You will recall that the Administration initially recomm in 1981
that Federal reimbursements for the paying child be eliminated altogethmly
in response to suggestions from school service personnel, Congress deci in-
stead to spread such needed reductions among all categories. Now that are rec-
ommending a significant (15 cents! increese in Federal reimbursements for reduced-
price meals, would you now support some reduction in the reimbursement for
paying students to finance this change?

ponse. ASFSA does not support reduction in reimbursement for the payi

child. Reimbursement for paying students has already been severly cut. Additi
cuts will further increase the selling price of meals thereby eliminating additional
children from the B}) ram. As re in the National Evaluation of School Nutri-
tion Programs (FNS/USDA/April, 1983), “Participation rates for the School Lanch
and Breakfast Prmnms are more sensitive to diflerences in the price of meals than
any other factor affecting participation.” In general, our philosophy is that the best
way to serve poor children is to serve all children. We believe there must be incen-
tive for local school boards to operate the programs for all students. It is from this
perspective that ASFSA has asked the Congress to study the feasibility of a self-
funding universal program.

Question 4 According to the Congressional Budget Office, the maximum meal
charge for reduced-price lunches aciually would be 53 cents, if the original price,
estublished 1o 1970, been indexed for inflation (instead of the present masimum
of 10 centst Why do you support lowering the price 15 cents (to 26 cents) with a
corresponding increase in Federal reimbursement of 1) cents?

Respanse. ASFSA supports lowering the selling price of reduced price meals (from
0 cents to 25 centst in order to reduce student crmp out and to enable more eligi-
hle- students to participate. Most schools cannot afford to charge less than 40 cents.
The cut in meal reimbursement makes it impossible for them to do so.

CQuestron § How can the Congress ensure that any additional funding for break-
fast reirnbursements will be used for actually improving the menl quality of break-
fasts. the purported objective”,

Reponse: Thie assurance could be obtained through statute and effective regula-
tions for implementing this provision

uestion 5§ am concerned that any proposed increase in Federal reimbursements
not be used simply to replace existing State or local expenditures. Would you sup-
pert a proviston to ensure State “maintenance of effort” so that increased Federal
funds would ot simply replace existing State or local funds?

Response ASFSA would certainly concur that additional federal monies should
it be used sumply to replace existing state or local expenditures. A “maintensnce
of effurt’ provision is one waﬁ to provide this protection. Although ASFSA has not
taken an officinl position on this issue, it would be consistent with our philosophy of
ustng new maney for program improvement and outreach.

Questror 6 You described the results of 1981 reconciliation legislation has having
“drumatically reduced purticipation in the reduced-price category.” Yet the General
Accounting Office recently released a report which noted, among other facts, that
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reduced-price purticipation nationally had dectined from 17 million in 1979 t0 1.6
million in 1983 During the peak years of 1980 and 1981, participation was 1.9 mil-
lion. At worst, such a decline represents a reduction of 16 percent from the peak
vears, less than 6 percent from 1979, Do vou really consider these participstion fig-
ures drumatic reductions?” What part might increased verification, declining school
enroliment, or elimination of high tuition private schools have had on reduced-price
participation”

Response 1 believe that participation trends desertbed in my testimony relate to
Californin data (plea: e see attached table). You will note 0 dramatic decrease in ail
three meal categories has occurred. During the referenced period, school enrollment
th (;'aliforniu declined by approximately cne percent. Verification was not in effect
at this time.

Question 7 Yeou cited reduced-price lunch participation figures for nine ~hool dis-
tricts in your testimony. Could you provide the comparable (October 1980 and (cto-
ber 1983 student enroliment figures for the school districts covered by your testimo-
ny as well as the corresponding figures for free meal participation in these districts
(with the percentage change? Are any private schools included in this data”

Response. Data for the 1980-83 period is not in my possession but could probably
be obtained from each of the referenced school districts. To the hest of my knowl-
cdﬁe.lduta from these nine school districts related only to public (not private)
SCNeoIS

Question 8 You indicated your opposition to the Administration’s propossl that
States not already doing so should assume responsibility for adminisiering various
child natrition programs and eliminating direct Federal administtation in such
States. Could the States’ reluctance to administer these programs be a reflection of
the relatively low value placed on the pregrams by these States” For instance, why
has Catifornis not administered the summer food service program?

Rewponse | have no information as te why other states decline administration of
child nutrition programs. California has administered all child nutrition programs,
including the Summer Food Service Progrum. for a number of years. We stopped
administering the Summer Program in 1979 due to management problems with the
program. Some of these problems resuited from budgetary and employment proce
dures that may have been unique to California. However, the most significant prob
lem resulted from late federal regulations, inadequate regulatory controls for fiscal
accountahlity at the local level, and inadequate funding for state staff

Questton ¢ Recent legislation bas proposed that the ceiling on high taition pri.
vate schoods that can participate in :K.- school lunch and breakfast programs (now
st at $1.0040 be removed. Bo you support this provision”? How many priviate schouls
have tations shove 81,507 How many would you expect to participate in these pro.
prriames’

Response ASFSA behieves that private as well as public schools should be encour:
aped to participate in the progrom. We have supported current legislative proposals
to rmse the tuttion cething from $1.5600 to 32,7460 We do not have cdrreat informa
tion on the number of privite schools with tustion asbove $1.50) nor can we iccurate
Iv predict how many of these schaols would participate in the program. 1 believe
this data s available from the Congressional Budget Office

Question 10 Twao pieves of legislation have been introduced which would expeend
the special milk program. One would restore the program to all schools frimn which
it oWis f'hl“ﬂil’li!'(‘ts 1w 198 (that is, schools with other menl service programs:. The
other would 1estore the program to kindergartens (with other meal service pro-
grams: One ceason far the change n 1981 was the claim made by many, inclading
school food service personnel. that much of the milk served in the specinl itk pro
pram was wasted, children received megls at which miltk was served and did not
want. or deink. the addtional milk The waste was suid to be especially large among
vounger chiidren o vou see s need tor any expsnsian of the special milk program
to schaals where mitk s typicatly provided at breakfast and lunch?

Hespouse ASFSA belhieves food must be conserved und not wasted  In terms of ex.
panding the Special Milk Program, it would seem appropriste to restore certain
parts of the program so that children who are not able to participate in the school
Lunch or breakiast programs would be able to abtain milk ut Nchw‘“

Cuestion 11 In your testimony you sdvocated a “feastbility study or ptiot project
on various ethods of operating a self-financing school tunch program for =li chil-
dren ' Do vou huve any estimate of the cost of initiating such a feasibility study or
milot project that would be nationally representative” What are the participation as
samptions that were used to arrive st yours estimated increased cost of 32 billion
for a tttonal pmversal school lunch program? What amount of money would be
sived from the elpmnation of whnt you describerd 5 the “costly and burdensome
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business of heving to document and verify the income of families participating in
the program'™?

Response. The preliminary data used to support our request for a feasibility study
zv);n‘r_a obtained from the Senate Committee on Budget and the C ional Budget

ice.

Question 12 What is the basis for your statement that privately owned operators
of school food service would not benefit the school lunch program and the children
it serves?

Response. This question is not clear. | don't recall making this statement. If you
could cite the section of testimony referred to here, I will clarify these commenrt;tl
Question 1J. Legislation has been introduced which proposes to provide Fede
funds for the transportation and storage of commodities. According to the Congres-
sional Budget Office these Federn! dollars “lurgely substitute for current State and
local spending for these activities” at & cost of $14 million in fiscal year 1985. Do
you support this provision? If so, why should the Federal government assume a new,
gdditional financial burden for costs which traditionally have been borne by the

tates”

Response. ASFSA supports the limited use of federal funds for the transportation
and storage of commodties. In reality, when local school food authorities pay the
state for there costs, it serves as an additional cut in Section 4 funding. We believe
schools should get full value of commodities without redirecting meal reimburse-
ments. To require local school food authorities to pay state costs undermines the
integrity of the commodity distribution program. We have worked very closely with
commodity organizations in an effort to resolve this objection to the commodity pro-
gram. We felt this wide but small new program would solidify support for the com-
modity distribution program.

California Department of Education
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Senator Dovk. Sharon, you're next.
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We are honored now to have a Kansan before our committee,
Sharon Evans, director of food service from Kansas City, KS.

Sharon, we will make your entire statement a part of the record.
Any way you wish to proceed is fire.

STATEMENT OF SHARON EVANS, DIRECTOR, FOOD SERVICE FOR
PUBLIC SCHOOLS, KANSAS CITY, KS

Ms. Evans. Thank you, Senator.

I have a cory of my statment.

1, first of all, would like to make it perfectly clear that I am here
as a program administrator only. I am not here as a spokesman for
Kansas City School Food Service Association nor certainly the
American School Food Service Association.

I would at this time just like to read my brief statement, because
I am more comfortable reading it than I would be to do otherwise.

Senator DoLe. Fine. :

Ms. Evans. 1| am Sharon Evans, director of food service for the
Kansas City, KS, public schools, and I have been associated with
school food service of the past 19 years.

I thank you for the opportunity to share my concerns related to
S. 1913. But first 1 would like to give you a little information about
my district and community, and how these relate to a couple of the
provisions of S. 1913.

Kansas City, KS, is the third largest school district in the State
of Kansas, and one of three Kansas districts encompassed within
the metropolitan Kansas City area. OQur district consists of an
inner city and a suburban area. A majority of the city's population
are blue collar workers, since the largest employer is the General
Motors Assembly Plant in Fairfax.

Qur student population is 21,426, and of that number approxi-
mately 13.500 students participatz daily in the National School
Lunch Program. An additional 5000 students purchase food a la
carte. There are no breakfast programs in the district. Lunches are
prepared by 325 employees, and served in 52 schools combining
onsite, base, and central kitchen preparation centers, with an
elaborate satellite system of bulk transported and preplated meals.

All secondary schools have a closed campus. Many students ride
the bus to school as a result of an extensive court approved deseg-
regation plan. The district has a racial mix of 47 percent white, 45
percent black, 6 percent Hispanic and 2 percent Asian and others.

My school district has several unique qualities and is comparable
on a smaller scale to many large inner city school districts. We
have farced busing; we have a 50-50 racial mix; we have consider-
able poverty, we have declining enroliment; but we have a strong
community that supports its schools.

During the early 1970's, when school enrollments were mush-
rooming, and building bond issues were being defeated across the
Nation, Kansas City, KS, approved a $24% million expansion pro-
gram that would make school lunch available to all students in our
district.

We hiave a conservative community that works peacefully to re-
solve its problems. While smoke from racial disturbance hung
above Kansas City, MO, in the late sixties, across the Kansas
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River, Kansas City, KS, watched. Believe me, the potential for vio-
lence was there, but it never erupted.

Our community is a cross section of America with Croation,
black, Catholic and WASP. We have welfare recipients, as well as
people raised with a strong Kansas work ethic. It was these work-
ing families that withdrew or withheld their support of the lunch
program following the budget cuts of the Omnibus Reconciliation
Act of 1980 and 1981.

These families felt a case of reverse discrimination. They felt
they were pa‘\:in twice—once as taxpayers, and again as parents,
when their children participated in the school lunch program. It
was a case of double indemnity. We are gradually gaining their
support back, but it is a slow {rocees and an uphill battle. I am
afraid the gain over the past 2 years will be eroded if increased
support is isolated to one category, namely, the reduced-price meal.

At this time I would like for us to turn to page 4 for a brief sta-
tistical review of my district over the past 5 years.

First of all, I would like to point out that the free meal participa-
tion has increased. You can see from 1970, the percentage of par-
ticipation was 50 percent, and current 5 months to now it has in-
creased to 58 and H9 percent. So we have had a gradual increase of
our free meal participation.

QOur average daily participation, of course, has dropped off. It has
dropped drastically with the Reconciliation Act. It has plateaued,
and 1s starting to climb now, and has for the last 3 years.

Sg-x‘l’utor DorLk. The 16,015 figure includes all students, is that
right?

Ms. Evans. Yes. In 1979 our average daily participation was
16,000. It is now 13,804,

Senator DoLs. Right.

Ms. Evans. You can see that our enrollment has declined, and it
declined at the rate of approximately 400 students a year.

I would like to point out the percentage of enrollment served,
that means the number of students enrolled in the district, how
many of those participate in the program. You can see in 1979 we
were at 69 percent, it dropped down to 61 percent in 1980, 1981,
and 1982, and it has now .limbed back up to 64 percent.

I should point out that we have approximately 3 to 7 percent ab-
sentecism in our district per day.

All right, the next line indicates our lunch prices. You can see in
1980 it was 70 cents, it has now jumped to 95, and we have held
that steady. Reimbursement rates are just a point of information.

I would also like to point out that our a la carte sales have in-
creased from 1979, it was a little under $2,000 a day, we are now
serving or receiving about $3,100 a day a la carte. Now, that is
for -that is gleaned from 11 schools, 11 secondary schools.

[ say to vou. 40 cents is not an unreasonable price to pay for
lunch. Nor is 95 cents unreasonable. So why single out one catego-
ry to receive concessions? Why not spread it across the board to all
categories” But better yet, let us not increase entitiement program
budgets ut all. Middle-income Americans are already overburdened
by the huge national deficit.

My other concern with 8§ 1913 pertains to the repeal of provi-
<ions provided for in the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1980 and
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1981. If you are going to repeal provisions, why did you put us
through the cuts originally?

Facing those cuts was no easy task. It was tough and difficult
and scary. Tough for employees who had no job security for 8
months, and 1 am talking about those powerless people. It was diffi-
cult to reduce the force, to establish productivity standards, to
detail work schedules, to evaluate stafl assignments and to evalu-
ate serving techniques. It was scary facing the uncertainty of un-
known reimbursement rates. But we did survive, and our programs
are stronger as a result.

During the summer of 1982, Secretary of Agriculture John Block
spoke at the National Conference of American School Food Service
Association in Denver, CO. He was asked if Federal moneys would
be restored to child nutrition programs. Being a good pig farmer
from [llinois, and since then I understand that the more sophisti-
cated expression for that would be pork producer—but any way,
being a good pork producer from Illinois, he answered, “‘once a
baby pig is weaned from the mother sow, one does not turn around
and give it back to the sow.” Let us not give the baby pig back. Let
us not regress and turn away from the progress made over the past
2 years.

In closing, I urge you to recall the original intent of the National
School Lunch Program established in 1946. That intent was to pro-
tect the health and well-being of all the Nation's children.

We need the continued support of Congress, not necessarily any
maore, but certainly not any less.

Thank you.

Senator Dotk Well, thank vou very much. What is the unem-
plovment rate in Kansas City, K8?

Ms. Evans. You know, Senator. 1 do not know.

Senator Dore. It is fairly high. but it 15 not as high as Akron.,
OH.

Ms. Evans. No.

Senator Doy Again, we have the automobile industry there
which is the biggest emplover, and they have been in a state of de-
pression for some time.

Are vou suggesting that participation in the reduced price cate-
gory has not decreased significantly?

M Evans. Certainly

Senator Dok, You have not had that much of & drop in the re-
duced price?

Ms. Evans. No. Very stable. Nine to ten percent all along.

Senator Dok, Do you personally know of people who have had to
drap vut of the reduced-price category”

Ms. Evans. [ do not personally know of any, no.

Semitor Dorg 1 was just wondering what happens to that child
during the school lunch time whether they are in the a la carte
section. ur they bring their lunch,

Ms. Evans. You know, of course, our statistics do not indicate
that the reduced-price students have dropped out, you know, that
we lost them. We lost the paying students. and really feel that
those students are participating through a la carte sales.

And just an observation, I do not see many brown bags in our
cafeterias, at all
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Senator DoLE. In other words, the bottom line is that you think
the program is probably working fairly well?

l\ﬁs. Evans. 1 feel, for my district, it is working very well. Very
well.

Senator Dowk. I have no further questions. There is a difference
of view here.

Ms. Evans. I know there is.

Senator Dork. That is why we have hearings. If everybody agreed
on ag issues, we would not have to hold hearings. Thank you very
much.

[The following information was subsequently received by the sub-
committee:]

AoDITION AL QUENTIONS SUBMITTED TO MS. SHARON EvAns BY SENATUR JissE Hewms,
AND ANSWERS THERETO

Question. As you know, legislation has been introduced to restore a special medi-
cal deduction for fumilies applying for free and reduced-price meals which had been
eliminated in 1981. My recollection is that many school food service people had told
me that such a deduction was an enormous administrative burden, complicating the
process of verification and increasing the costs. Do you support or oppose a return to
a special medical deduction?

Answer. | oppose this deduction.

Question. What part might increased verification, declining school enrvliment, or
elimination of high tuition private schools have kad on declining reduced-price par-
ticipation”

Answer. In my opinion. these have had no impact.

Question. Recent legislation has proposed that the ceiling on high tuition private
schools that can participate in the school lunch and breakfast programs (now set at
$15001 be removed. Do you support this provision”

Answer. No.

Question. Two pieces of legisiation have been introduced which would expand the
special milk program. One would restore the program to all schools from which it
wus eliminated in 1981 (that is, schools with other meal service . The other
would restore the progra.a to kindergartens (with other SOrVice programs).
One reason for the change in 1981 was the claim made by many, including school
food service personnel, that much of the milk served in the special milk program
was wasted: children received meals at which milk was served and did not want, or
drink. the additional milk. The waste was said to be especially large among younger
children. Do you see o need for any expansion of the special milk program to schools
where milk is typically provided at brenkfast and lunch?

Answer. No. | see no need to expand today's program.

Questian. Do you see any need for a “feasibility study or pilot project on various
methads of operating a self-financing school lunch program for all children™, as rec-
ommended by some”

Answer, Yes, but at the elementary level only.

Question. 1egislation has been introduced which proposes to provide Federal
funds for the transportation and storage of commodities. According to the Congres-
sional Budget Office these Federal dollars “largely substitute for current state and
hocad spending for these activites' at a cost of $14 million in fiscal year 1985, Do you
suppart this provision”? If so, why should the Federal government assume a new, ad-
ditional financial burden for costs which traditionally have been borne by the
States”

Answer [ cannot answer this question because Kansas does not receive commod-
ities We do receive “bonus” commodities and are respansible for pick-up and distri-
bution from federid storige

Senator Dore. Patricia Maltz and Nancy van Domelen, you're

next. Congressman, are you going to introduce them? If so, 1 will
put you on ecarlier,
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STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD 8. SAWYER, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE FIFTH DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN

Mr. Sawygr. Mr. Chairman, I am not here to contribute as an
expert to this, but I am here to contribute an expert, let us put it
that way.

I have with me Nancy van Domelen from Aspen, CQO, but late of
Grand Rapids, MI, and her husband, Peter, who happens to be
here, is one of our outstanding lawyers, and one of my partners in
my law firm for many years, and suddenly decided that the lure of
the mountains was more for him, so he resigned a very valuable
partnership, resigned from the board of our leading bank, and took
off for Aspen, and has started from scratch, with four children, and
has succeeded immensely out there.

So I am very proud to introduce to you Nancy van Domelen, who
incidentally was the brains of that family. Peter was a nice guy.

Well, any way, I am very, very pleased and proud to present
Nancy van Domelen.

Senator DorLe. Thank you very much. I do apologize, you must
have other things on your schedule. but it is good to listen to these
witnesses.

Let us see, how are we going to start.

Pat, do you want to start first?

Ms. Mavtz. | think Nancy has some statistics.

Senator DoLe. Nancy, you go first.

Let me say at the outset that your entire statement will be made
a part of the record, and you can proceed in any way you wish,

STATEMENT OF NANCY VAN DOMELEN, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF
DIRECTORS, WILDWOOD CHILD CARE PROGRAM, DENVYER, €O

Ms. van DomELEN. Thank you very much.

| have a copy of the testimony, and I am just going to summa-
rize.' and I also brought with me, because 1 thought you might be
interested, it is a book on nutrition for daily care providers, that
was produced by the Child Care Food Program'’s sponsorship, and it
came through the training program. I thought you might be inter-
ested in it. We published it a year ago, and we have printed about
7.000 copies, und it is being used throughout the country, and it
was purely because of the NET funds that it was ible.

Senator Dove. I always sort of liked those NET funds. They got
lost somewhere.

Ms. van Domeren. | would like to thank you, Senator Dole, for
your past support for the Child Care Food Program. I am not cur-
rently employed by an agency working with the Child Care Food
Program, but I think the value of the testimony that I bring is pos-
sibly twofold.

I directed a statewide sponsorship of the Child Care Food Pro-
gram in the State of Colorado for the pust 7 years, just completing
that role in December. 1 also—during that period of time, we func-
tioned for 4 years with means testing criteria since 1976 through
1950, and we functioned for 3 years without it. We saw a dramatic

See p 120 for the prepared statement of Ms van Domelen, with attached shove referred-to
Pxwsh
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difference, which | hope that I will have an opportunity to speak
to.
Possibly the other experience that | bring is just peripheral, as I
was selected official of the Aspen School Board, and served as
president for 3 years, and I served in that position for 5 years.

I understand what you are going through trying to look at needs,
analyzing priorities, and then having dwindling financial resources.
I am very sympathetic to that position.

I was asked to write a position paper because of my 7 years of
experience in the Child Care Food Program, because of the spon-
sor’s program, and that is basically what you have before you, and
in the position paper what I did was I dealt with two major issues.

The first issue was just an issue of child care in the United
States. In the past 7 years | have seen a dramatic change, not only
in Colorado, but following it nationwide, and I think my approach
is possibly different from some of the other people who will be tes-
tifying here.

I am coming from the standpoint of the-working parents, and
what the working parents’ needs are, and how that group is consti-
tuted. There was an old status, I guess, I really am hesitating be-
cause Senator Gary Hart from Colorado is using this concept of old
and new, so I think I am going to change my words a little bit, but
I think there is more a former condition and a new reality for
working parents that we all have to be aware of, and the first reali-
ty is that 60 percent of the American mothers are now working,
and the number that is working, that have children from infancy
through 2 years of age, is increasing.

This number is supposed to increase at lesser rates throughout
the rest of this decade. This is almost revolutionary in nature from
where we were 15 years ago.

Another important point is that child care is being used by fami-
lies of all sociveconomic backgrounds, not just the working poor, as
it used to be, and that parents are considering child care to be ben-
eficial for their children, whereas in an earlier time it was consid-
ered an option that low-income parents or parents who were
having problems with their children and needed to place them out-
side the home, that is no longer the case.

Women have moved into the work force in large numbers, and
what is happening is that working women are having real difficul-
ty finding child care. The reality out there, Senator, is that the
salary of the mother, the working mother, seems to be setting the
rate, the cap on what the family day care provider will charge. It is
not the combined salary of the mother and the father, and I would
like to just refer to that in a minute, as to what it means to the
day care provider who is purchasing the food and offering the
labor.

Also, I think that there is a dramatic change in that parents are
really looking to the Federal Governiaent to establish basic stand-
ards. T think parents—working parents of a new constituency, and
they are saying we need care for our children that is affordable,
accessible, available, and improved in quality. And [ think that
they are looking to the Federal Government to set up some basic
standards
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I think they are looking to the State and local government to en-
hance their programs, but the role of the Federal Government is
setting a basic standard. Right now it is the Department of Social
Serv ces that sets the standards for safety within the home, and it
is the Child Care Food Program that is setting the standard for the
types of food the children are being offered.

S0 1 just. in the first part of this paper, 1 have dealt with that
reality, which is very different than what we were experiencing
even 10 years ago, and [ think this is something that, when you are
looking at priority setting, hopefully you will take into consider-
ation. :

The Child Care Food Program, as you know, has about 700 spon-
sors nationwide, apd they are serving roughly 720,000 children. 1
do not agree with some of the information that has been given
here, and [ would like to point that out, particularly in the role
of —in regards to the parents and the family day care provider. The
parents, particularly.

Means testing, or income eligibility criteria, its basic premise is
that parents that have children from high-income homes are being
served by the Child Care Food Program in excess of low-income
and middle-income parents.

The National Day Care Home Study which was done by the De-
partment of Health and Human Services counters that. It says ba-
sically that the parents who are putting their children in family
day care homes are parents from low-income families, that the
mean income of these parents is from $12,000 to $15.000 a year,
which is below the average. So it is not basically high-income fami-
lies that are basically placing their children, that has been our ex-
perience in Colorado and throughout the States.

Senator Dok Not even $15,000 is considered high income.

Ms. van Domeren. No, and $12,000 to $15,000, if you are spend-
ing - the figures are that they are spending about—parents are
spending about 10 percent of their income on child care, that
means %1,200 to $1.500 per child. That is not high enough rate of
pav. It really requires some degree of subsidization. So we have
parents from low- and middle-income families.

Senator Dok, If T had 315,000 staff people making decisions,
rather than 350,000 staff making decisions—-

Ms. van DoMmeren. The largest proportion of children that are
pliced in the family day care, and this is one of the greatest advan-
tages. | do not know whe her people are aware that family day
care serves more working parents than any other type of care,
center-based care. outside of relative care, and so parents are
moving to this type of day care because it is affordable, because it
i a small setting, and they feel they can care for the children.

So then we have to look at the day care provider, the person of:
fering this care. She is taking care of basically children from
wide range of econsmic backgrounds in her home. There is not just
@ home of low-income children. Usually there is a diversity, and
what she does is she chirges @ single rate, the going market rate,
and basically it iy in the low-income level. She herself is generally
a high school graduate, She is earning mean income per year from
her day cire operation, of S10000 per yvear, tor 3192 an hour for
her services
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When she participates in the Child Care Food Program it more
than doubles her food costs to establish that standard. And yet, as
the act study pointed out, it is only covering 35 percent of her food
service. So she is taking on that additional expense in order to set
that standard, and she is not even beginning to break even on it.

So here we have low income, caring for the children of working
parents. These people are not receiving an adequate reiurn on
their care, and the only thing that is assisting them is the Child
Care Food Program. The Child Care Food Program is bringing in a
partial subsidy for their direct aid, and to cut back on this, and
resort to means testing, will dramatically affect them.

We had a 200-percent increase in the Wildwood Child Care Pro-
gram in Colorado after means testing was eliminated, in the first 9
months, and we brought in children of low-income parents, as well
as middle income, as well as high income. And [ guess it is a point
that 1 would like to make, is that it is the Federal Government's
responsibility to set the standards in certain basic levels, from a
sponsorship, from a sponsor’s standpoint, I can tell you that it in-
creased the administrative paperwork geometrically, to have to
pull in income documentation information on 727,000 children na-
tionwide. It is a very complex process.

The day care providers do not like it, because they are in small,
intimate settings, in neighborhoods, and they do not like to gather
income information. They find that there are discriminatory as-
pects that occur there toward children, no matter how hard you
try. it does happen, and basically all children are subsidizing the
program.

And so I guess 1 would like to conclude perhaps with asking that
you give very serious consideration to this rueans testing, which I
know you are doing, and to not introduce it back into the Child
Care Program, it would diminish the participation significantly,
and it is going to hurt all the children. low income, middle, and
high. that you look to whatever you feel is appropriate within this
program, and as far as reinstating any money that is something I
c:mlnot si]pmk to. You have a much broader issue which you must
deal with.

But I think over and abose that, finally, we desperately need in
this country. & national child care policy, a policy that will identify
the program for children, a national program for children, and that
will include direct aid and indirect aid and will look at the funding,
and how that is done. 1 think that that needs to tie into all this.

In the meantime, all we have is the Child Care Food Program for
those children of preschool age.

Thank vau.

Senator Dovy. We will make the analysis a part of the record.?

(The following material wis subsequently received by the sub-
committee: ]

Aot ar G4t SCpsrte bt Mrs Nanoy Van Dossies iy Senator Jesse
s

Cartia 1 What 1o the tuests for sour statement that the Gunsls day care homes
o the child core o progeam secve pranacds low and middle income working famn
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hess? [ believe that one of the diserepancies in the incoine levels of families served
by day care hotnes may be due to the different date of the studies being used. The
National Day Care Home Study to which you referred was published in September
1951, but examined day care homes during an earlier time period. The September
30, 1952, OIG report on Quality Child Care, one of the largest family day care home
spoasors in the Nation, was bused on participation in September 1981, The report
prepared for the Department of Agricuiture by Abt Associntes (published August 2,
Tan2i examuned day care home participation in January 1982

The latter report concluded “The most important factor explaining the recent
growth of the day care home! program is the ability of sponsors to recruit homes
serving middleincome children. . . . Prior to (eliminating income-based reimburve-
ment ratest only 32 percent of the children served in participating family day care
homes were in the paid income eligibility category; by January 1982, more than 60
percent of these children were in the paid category.”

Do vou have any nationally representative statistics on current participation in
duy care homes which would contradict the findings in these two reports?

(Question ! Do you have any evidence to support your contention that a return to
it menns test will eesult in day care heme providers (in the child care food pragram)
actually discontinuing day care” Those providers that serve primarily nonpoor chil-
dren may decide that reduced Federal reimbursements no longer make participation
in the child care food program worthwhile, but what makes you suggest they would
discontinue offering child care altogether?

Question .f Nationally, participation in the child care food program by day care
hames increased even during the period in which the means test was in effect. You
mentioned that Wildwood Child Care Programs participated during this earlier
period Iidn't the number of providers sponsored by Wildwood (and the number of
chiddren provided mealss increase durmg the period in which the means test was in
effect”

Question ; Fven with the rapid growth of day care homes participating in the
child care food program, only 8 percent of all homes participate in the child care
foexd program Fven if we accept your assumption that some current providers may
dop not only from the child care food program, but from offering any child care, it
w uld seem that there are many other providers availuble to provide child care
Why should we expect an overall reduction in the availability of child care sunply
from reinstating the means test?

¢huostion 1 You indicated that most duy care home providers do not use o shiding
scale nosettny rates, but penerally change a single fee to all parents regardless of
income  Is there anvthing that would prevent providers from charging varinble
rate . based onincome”

Question ¢ How would remstaternent of an income hased means test resalt in
“dimce snnation toward children™™

Quostion D Are vou aware that reintroduction of a means test, as provided in 8§
11 would actuslly increase the reimbursements made on behalf of poor children
from o vlies with incomes below L percent of poverty? Duy care home providers
werving. the poar would actaally receive increused Federul assistance. only those pro-
videis ers g children well gbove the poverty line would receive reduction mn Fed-
eral reimburse nent If the income of these parents sending children to day care is
fow . i vou teo stated. why would you oppose a means test, whi . would increase
Federal remmbug ooents tor chutdren of the most needy families”

Question s For vie record. | think ot important to note that all of the figures used
i vour testunony tegarding sataries of those sending their children to day care
hontes, providers, and average dav care costs represent figures which are now at
st three o tour crar old Doesn's thig lead (o misinterpretatian of the current
ctustron with regard o0ty care homes”

Guestion 9 As vou know, the Adminstrotion has in the past proposed total elims-
nation of the Federal tundig for day care homes, lan't the retnstatement of o
means test o mare moderate approach rather than total elinination” Surely homes
would rather catlect tweome tformation than have no day core homes participating
it oall

Question 0 Same have gquestioned whether day care hames (which are “tor
peofit ” husinesses: should be permitted to participate in the chuld care food program
At sl Bn other Federd nutotion programs partcipation by “for profit” entities gen.
cratfy onat peemitted. Schools and most child care centers all muast be non-profit
Flow oo von cespond to thus crteceem !

f
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AspEN, CQ, June 20. 1984,

Mr. Tom Bongy, Jr., )
US. Senate. Committee on Agriculture, Nutnition, and Forestry,
Washington, DC.

Dear Tom: After reviewing in depth the questions submitted te me by Senator
Jdesse Heims following my testimony before the Subcommittee on Nutrition, I regret
to inform you that I will be unable to supply you with the response you requested.
In order to satisfactorily reply to the issues have raised would require extensive
time and professional research resources which [ currently do not possess. I apolo-
gize for any inconvenience this matter may have caused you.

Yours truly,
NanNcy Van DoMELEN.

Senator Dovre. Pat, do you want to followup?

STATEMENT OF PATRICIA MALTZ, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
QUALITY CHILD CARE, MOUND, MN

Ms. Mavrz. | certainly would.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to be here today. I ap-
preciate the ability to share some of my thoughts about the Child
Care Food Program.!

I will be speaking specifically about family day care, as Nancy
has done, and I would like to supplement a couple of things that
Nancy said, to highlight even further in terms of who provides
tx'smily*or who provides care for infants and toddlers in this

ation.

It truly is family day care, and traditionally they also provide
the care for the off-hours, which day care centers are very often set
in the hours that they provide, and family day care does evening
care, weekend care, it does night care. Those things happen for all
various combinations of peoples’ work schedules, an dpeople do
turn to family day care as the primary care for their children.

My experience in the Chikf Food Care Program is limited to
being the director of a sponsorship that is now in eight States, and
in preparing to come here today, we talked about the lining up of
those States with the targeting for summer feeding programs, to
have no means tests in those areas, that would be in some of the
competing areas, and 1 wanted to share with you that I did look at
Minnesota, North Dakota, and Nebraska, much of Illinois, and
much of Wisconsin, which are the States that I am definitely in-
volved with, would not have a lot of areas that would fall under
the summer feeding program, so if you did do a means test, it
would be a means test statewide, and I just think that is an impor-
tant piece of information to be sharing. I understand that is a simi-
lar jituation in Kansas, from some of the things that [ have been
reading.

In Texas, which is another State that we operate in, we have
some major cities, but we also serve a number of providers who live
outside of those cities, and our focus has been to serve the rural
providers, and we also need to have benefits for the programs. |
wanted to shure that piece of information with you.

Additionally, I want to talk about some things that I heard this
morning at the AFSA’s meeting, where we talked about long-term
spending realities, and the problems that we are in due to the out-

Newe i LA for the preporod statement of My Malt
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year contracts of the military. I know that sounds farfetched to the
issue of child nutrition, but fthink it gets to be a bigger issue that
I think we need to address, and I will incorporate some of what
Nancy is saying about a policy. or child care, and that we do not
need to think in terms of what is going to happen this year.

As we look at economic realities for this Nation, family day care
is one of the pieces that needs to be in place for us to achieve our
economic goals, because if ﬁople are not able to find adequate
care, they are not going to employed, or generate the revenue
and the income that is needed, and so the whole issue of family day
care and what happens when the Child Food Care Program gets
tied into that long-term economic issue, and 1 think it is important
that we are not shortsighted and say we are going to do this this
year, because it is going to do this on our budget and our deficits,
that we do look in the long term, and avoid some of the outyears
contracts that we discussed this morning, and the military.

But 1 think what is important is that the family day care is
going to be heard. It is an important part of our economic plan as a
Nation. It plays a key role, and the Child Food Care Program is
one of the pieces that supports family day care ability to feed.
Other pieces have included the exemption from exclusive use in
the income tax laws, and also the dependent tax care credit which,
Senator, 1 understand vou provided a great deal of leadership for,
and we appreciate that.

Senator DoLk. Again, we are trying to make certain that these
benefits are targeted to low-income children. We had some families
with incomes up to $100,000 getting tax credit, and that is crazy.
This is surely what means testing ought to address.

Ms Martz. Well, the family day care providers have had the
benefit of the dependent tax care credit for their children, and 1
think that 1s iraportant.

The other thing that has been received very receptively is the
commadities distribution, and 1 just want to put in a statement
that we do encourage that to continue, our providers have found it
very helpful.

In looking at some of the specific things that I have heard being
talked about in terms of cuts to the program, I am concerned that
if we want to continue to have the outreach going on to the low-
income families. some of the very things that are being discussed
would prohibit that from happening.

Leaving the program the way it is allows that outreach to contin-
ue happening, and allows sponsors to continue to provid.e the pro-
gram.

In my testimony 1 very specifically talk about the reaction from
providers that | hear continuously, as I read of the providers who
are going 1o go back to a means test, and providers believe that you
are giving them a statement that says we no longer support family
dav care, when we start talking about means testing, because of
the relationship with their parents, that they do not want to be in
the position of having to say, ask me, or having to ask parents
what is th -ir income, so that they can be involved in the Child
Food Care ’rogram.

As 1 speosor, the burden that is put on us to process all of those
pteces of 1 per, and do that verification, which is becoming more

32



28

and more complicated, and equally burdensome, that is why I have
concerns in that area.

My providers tell me that they like the program the way it is,
and they would like it to stay that way, and not have any changes
in it. I think there are lots of reasons for that, but I wanted to be
sure that you get the message that the providers are sharing with
me.
I would be happy to answer any questions, Senator.

Thank you.

(The following material was subseqyuently received by the sub-
committee:]

QuaLsry Cuiio Cagg, Inc,,
June 13 1984.

Mr. WargeN OxroRrn,
Clerk. Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry. Russell Senate
Office Building, Washington, DC.

Dear Mg. Oxrorp: In response to the questions attached to Senator Helms' letter
of April 18, 1984, I submit following responses. '

Question 1. As I know you are aware, the Inspector General of the Department of
Agriculture conducted 8 major audit of Quality Child Care, Inc., completed on Sep-
tember 30, 1982, The audit indicated that 71 percent of the children surveyed, jn the
OIG sample, had incomes which would have placed them in the “paid” category for
other child nutrition programs—above 185 percent of poverty. Anotaer 15 t
were in the reduced-price category and only 14 d:ement were low income children
from families below 130 percent y. IG calculated that a potential sav-
ings of 85.8 million in fiscal year 1381 could have been realised at this one .msor
alone if provider reimbursement would have been based on income criteria. In-
spector Genernl recommended the reinstatement of the means test. Given the cur-
rent deficit crisis, how can you rationalize continned Federal subsidies which are
clearly being spent on behalf of ;amilies well above the rty line?

Answer. [ continue to support the delivery of the Child Care Food Program to all
children. | believe that the program as is currently delivered is 8 wise investment.
When compared to the recent information of the cost of other government contracts
in what is known as the “out years,” [ believe the costs of the CCFP to be minimal
and the product-—a healthy population—of superior quality: therefore, this cost
Kives a good return on investment.

Question 2. In the same audit, the OIG noted the followir? areas as needing im-
provement: (1) inadequate financial management system; (2) large cash advances
which were used for nonfood program purposes; (3) inconsistent and arbitrary allo-
cation of costs; and (4 lack of documentation to contractual arrangements,
purchases. and salary custs. Have these aspects of ity Child Care’s management
operations subsequently been corrected to the action of the Inspector General?

Answer. In the follow-up audit, | believe, OIG indicated that these arcas have
been adequately addressed by Quality Child Care, Inc.

Question J. You indicated that s means test is “unworkable’ in day care homes.
As you know, prior to May 1980, this is precisely the method that was used, and
over 16,000 homes serving over 70,000 chuldren participated in the child care food
program under those circumstances. Why is this approach now supposedly “unwork-
able™”

Answer. As vou know, prior to May 1980, QOCT sponsored 1,500 of the 16,000 spon-
sored homes It 1ook 25 work days to procese claims for this number of homes even
with our computer system. This was due o the significant paperwork necessary to
« nply with the means test approach. Additionally, the financial risk to the sponsor

eat as they are unable to plan their revenue out of which their administrative
~wsts are paid until after all meals are processed. This means that while they are
netuaily processing the ’?aperwork, they don't have any idea as to whether their
time will even be paid for, much less all the related costs. There are few govern-
ment contracts to my knowledge where the contractors are willing to do the work
up front but are only paid based on the number of low income clients actually
served.

Question 4 Are you aware that reintroduction of a2 means test, as provided in S.
1994, would actually increase the reimbursements made on behalf of poor children
fram families with incomes below 130 percent of poverty” Day care home providers

-
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serving the poor would actually receive increased Federal assistance Only those
roviders serving children well above the poverty line would receive a reduction in
ederal reimbursement.

Answer. [ understand that the dollar value would increase for meals served to low
income children. | must point out that. first. you must have sponsors willing to take
the risks. and secondly. providers willing to participste. Then and only then wili the
benefit of the nutrition reach the child.

Questin 3 How does 4 means test, intended to target Federal support to the most
needy. send the message of no longer supporting family day care homes or children
tn such homes” This seems like 8 non sequitur. Nationally, the number of providers
participating (and the number of children served) increased even prior to the elimi-
nation of the means test in May 1980, Similarly, didn't the number of providers
sporsored by the Quality Child Care (and children provided means) increase even
during the period during which the means test was previously in effect”?

Answer. Family day care providers tell me they serve children. They serve them
all the same meals regardless of the economic status of the family. They tell me
they do not intend to ask parents for income information or social security numbers
as they feel it is not any of their business. Therefore, implementing this proposed
change is received by family day care as the federal government no longer {:T'ng
interested in supporting the important work this profession does as the federal gov.
ermment is choosing to put unacceptable burdens on the provider therefore remov-
ing the benefit the provider receives from the program,

QUCTs program grew prior to the means test for the following reasons: (a) The
means test would soon be eliminated and one only had to indicate the number of
prople in a family and which income category one was in Today, we are required to
get soclal sevurity numbers and actual sources and amounts of money; and (b Pro
vider's own children could slso be claimed. This is no longer true except for low
income Eruvidera This change was prudent und reasonable. It has received good
suppart by providers,

Question 8 Some have questioned whether day care homes (which are “for-profit”
businesses should be permitted to participate in the child care food program at all
In other Federal nutrition programs participation by “for-profit’” entities generally
1~ not permitted; schools and most child care centess must be non-profit How do you
respond to this criticism?

Apnswer Family day care s generally considered a business that operutes at very
Hitle excess income over expenses. The individusl works long hours (10 ta 12 hours
prer dav it an annual gross salary of $8700 to $100600 per vear T .5 hardly equntes
to a Clor-profit’” environment as all expenses must come from the incomme

| hope these responses provide the input Senator Helms was seeking 1 appreciate
the opportanity to provide this und apologize for my tardiness

Respeectfully,
Patricia Macrz, Exvecuticte Director

Senator Dovk. Hal, do you want to make any statement?

Mr Sawyrr. No, I rather enjoyed this. It is educational.

Senator Dows. It is very interesting.

Mr Sawyvek. You do not usually get this high level testimoay
over on the other side of the Capitol.

Senutor Dok, Well, I do not want to touch that subject. Thev are
outstanding witnesses--—-1 will agree with that.

We do not have any preconceived notions, but we do have some
rather serious problems.

There is a statement in the committee report which T will ask to
have placed in the record, based on OIG audits of large multi-State
sponsors of the program, such as Quality Child Care. Inc., where
thev found only a very few children below the poverty line were
participating in the program

Means testing may be a way to address the problem. We are now
Jooking at some vrograms, like medicare, that are not means-tested
because they have gone from zero to 368 billion, and headed for
X100 plus bithion in 6 or 8 years,

Mavbe means testing is not the best wav. and maybe there is an-
other wayv to make certain that we are helping those who need it

&
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it is working.
I am not quarreling witn the problem that it
know how we could run it.
Ms. MALTZ. | think there are two things worth pointing out.
is before they give OIG. If any-

would not have made any difference.

Ms. MaLrz. Well, it would have saved some money.

Second, I think it is important that you—that the record also rec-
ognizes that Quality Child Care, Inc., does not represent all of the
homes of this Nation, and I know at the same time with that that
we were maintaining that the 30 percent price grouping that we
had a number of other sponsors that were at 66 percent, 85 per-
cent, 95 percent, so to us child care in that study has a basis for
decisions, I think.

Senator DoLE. Yes, 1 have not suggested doing that, but there is
a hearing report—something has been called to our attention.

Well, we appreciate your assistance very much. We will be trying
to figure out a solution to this concern.

{The report referred to above by Senator Dole follows:]

t!’m-MNmntm&m.(W(h-Fdhwmm of family day care homes, Quain
Child Cure, fuc , Mound, ~ Audit Repart No. m-l-lgl y

Avorr Report- U S. DEPARTMENT 0oF AGRICULTURE, OFPICE oF INsPECTOR GRNENAL
IX—DETAILS OF AUDIT FINDINGS

Income Eligibility Criteria

1. Public Law 95-627 provides that effective May 1, 1980, meals served in family
dsy care homes were to be reimbursed at a flat rate regardless of nt income.
Prior to May 1. 1980, reimbursement was based upon the income of the children's
parents. Effective January 1, 1982, children of the providers need to meet family-
size income standards for free or reduced price meals but children from other fami-
lies still are not required to meet any income criteria. We believe the legislative
change of May 1, 1980, has unnecessarily increased program costs.

mrawitdwl.mdthehrmfmﬂydaymhom'izgominme
nation, has disclosed what we believe to be a serious problem which indicates the
need for legisiative change in the program. Prior to May 1, 1980, the income statis-
tics QUCI used for reimbursement purpoees were 70 percent paid, 18 percent re-
duced, and 12 percent free. From a universe of 8 §,715 ; who partici-
pated in September 1981, we randomly selected providers. Using income poverty
guidelines (the same guidelines used for the School Lunch Program and Day Care
Centerst we asked parents of enrolled children what income range their family
income would fall in. Our sample results show that the income mixes were 71 per-
cent paid. 15 percent reduced, and 14 percent free. These income statistics are
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aln]:gzt the ;xaome as the income mixes QCCI used for reimbursement purposes prior
to May 1, 1980.

We computed that a potential savings of $5.8 million in FY 1981, could have been
realized at this alone if provider reimbursement would have been based on
income criteria. We also estimaW!e savings of $36.5 million in FY
1981 and $34.9 million in FY 1 if other milm“m home sponsors had
income mixes similar to QOCL These amounts were ined as follows:

QCCY PROGRAR! REINBURSEMENTS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1981

- Es ——

Ans witoet | Calcotued wh

e o coee ot Possible savgs rechuction
Provider resmburserent . . $11.155.068 $5,397,509 $6,757.559 52
Sponsor semwstraton v 1,617,846 1,617,846 0 0
12.172914 1015355 5757559 T

Tota! spensor resmbursement .. .

Using data supplied by FNS, the following effect on total program outlays nation-
wide is powsible:

1981:
Number of meals in centers... . 388,785,461
Number of meals in homes ... 151,667,671
Total meals ..................... ettt ee s e vt e, 540,453,132
Percentage in homes (151,667,671--540 453,132) . 2806%
1981 actual expenditure (homes + centers) .............cccocovvvvvvveee e, $290 million
x 28%
Actual expenditures—homes ... ... .. e $81 million
Reduction based on income criteria (QCCT. ... . | X45%
Possible saving 1981 .. e en 336_.5 millipn
19%2 budyet thomes + centerst. . e e, $276.9 million
L xaB%
Budgeted  homes S RRPR $77.5 million
L X%
Possible savings 1982 . . .. e, $34.9 million

We issued an interim letter report on February 25, 1982, to the Administrator of
FNS addressing this issue and recommending that FNS reinstitute the income eligi-
bility criteria for family day care home participants as is currently required for day
care centers

FNS informed us that they had no data to support the assumption that QOCI is
representative of the total population of family day care homes nationwide. The
mo. { recent dats FNS had available on national participation for all family day
care homes shows that as of Msairlem, 47 percent of the children were eligible for
free meals, 24 percent of the children were eligible for reduced price meals, and the
remuining 29 percent were in the paid ca . FNS indicated that Abt Associates,
Inc. was finalizing an evalustion of the and the report was expected to con-
tain national data on free and reduced price eligibility in family day care homes.
FNS added that any attempts, at the national level, to restrict the eligibility of
recipients by income would not be appropriate at this time because current propos-
uls are to eliminate the CCFP and replace it with a General Nutrition Assistance
Grant which would give maximum flexibility to States in administering the new
program FNS ag that Federal funds should be targeted to those most in need
and ugreed to consider a tal income test in family day cure homes if the cur-
rent structure of the CCFP is ined.

The preliminary report on the evalution of the Child Care Food Program by Abt
Associates, Inc., indicates that in December 1981, between 57 and 67 percent of the
children served in family day care homes would have been in the paid income eligi-
tility category. Unless the curreat structure of the CCFP is eliminated, FNS needs
to reinstate mcome eligibility eriteria for family day care home participants,
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10 PERCENT ADMINIETEATIVE REDUCTION
2. Public Law 97-35, the Omaibus Reconciliation Act of 1981, enacted August 13,
1981, mandated an adjustment in the maximmm allowable levels for administrative
(for organizations which sponsor care homes) * * * 80 88 to

used to determine maximum reimbursement with & fourtiered structure and estab-
lished iew rates in all four tiers. The rates for the tiers gre as follows:

" ing organiza
. Therefore of 8.6 percent for does not necessari-
ly indicate that the 10 percent reduction will not be achieved nationally.

Senator DoLg. Qur next witness is Armand Ball, Jr. While he is
coming up, I need to step outside with my Kansas group here. We
are going to have our picture taken.

gen rt recess. ]
ator DoLe. Mr. Ball, you ma{ proceed in any way you wish. I

have some information here your entire statement will be
made a part of the record. I appreciate your coming.

STATEMENT OF ARMAND BALL, JR., EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI
DENT, AMERICAN CAMPING ASSOCIATION, MARTINSVILLE, IN

Mr. BaLL. As you know, the American Camping Association rep-
resents summer camps for children, run by all sorts of organiza-
tions and groups, but 1 am here to speak particularly for a group of
our camps that serve low-income youngsters.! These are primarily
camps that are operated by national iouth serving organizations,
and religiously affiliated groups, whi Tﬁwe their primary atten-
tion to serving low-income youngsters. They have been participat-
ing since the inception of the program, the Summer Feeding Pro-
gram, and are very concerned to see that it continues.

We have found it a very valuable program in several ways for
summer camps. The previous witnesses spoke to the growing con-
cern around child care in this country, and the number of working

rents, the number of single parent families. All of these factors
ﬁzve contributed to the importance of the summer camp, in terms
of providing some care for youngsters, who otherwise would be run-

VSee p 115 for the prepered statement of Mr Ball.

37



33

ning in the streets, and be without daytime home care during the
summer.

We are very concerned that the Summer Feeding Program con-
tinue to provide them the sort of nutritious meals that they have
had during the school year. We see no reason to lapse that pro-
gram for 3 months a year, and let those youngsters continue on
whatever sort of diet they can manage.

We have found that it not only has provided good nutritious
meals, it has much upgraded the sort of meals that these camps
have been able to serve. It has brought the use of the contributory
dollur, which really provides these experiences for children, to
make it possible for many more low-income youngsters to go to
ﬁamp than could go before, and to have the sorts of meals that they

0.

We are also very concerned about the proposal to move the pro-
gram into a block grant to States. We feel that there should be a
standard approach, eligibility, nutritional guidelines and then the
total approach to nutrition for children at the Federal level.

In fact, there are a number of States that could not provide serv-
ice to nonpublic entities in their States, and since 95 percent of the
camps that provide camping experiences for low-income youth are
from the private sector, the nonprofit private sector, they would
not be able in those States to receive funds, as I understand it, be-
cause the State Department of Education is not allowed, under law,
to administer funds to nonpublic entities.

We also have a problem of camps that are operated in one State,
and serve youngsters from several States, in the larger metropoli-
tan areas, and those camps would have a very difficult time trying
to operate with two or three different State programs, two or three
different State levels.

We are also concerned about the possibility that this program
might bring about additiongl paperwork. We have had considerable
problems with the incre amount of paperwork, and verification
required in recent years under the Summer Feeding Program. It
has consumed considerably more dollars in the nonprofit sector
than we would have liked, and we fear that that will increase it
inore if we have to deal with multiple State entities.

So we would very much urge the committee to continue the
Summer Feeding Program, to continue it at the Federal level, and
to continue it at its present level.

Thank you.

Senator Dove. All right. I was just scanning through the state-
ment. 1 think on page 4, where you summarize, you indicate that
vou have been able to enroll some additional low-income young-
sters in camp. Do vou have statistics on that? I assume they might
be available?

Mr. BaL. Yes, we could certainly try to develop some statistics
for vou.

Obviously, we are dealing with the voluntary sector, but we
would try ta do that.

Senator Dotk You have s number of statements from constitu-
ent groups, and it might be helpful if we had some information
that might make a difference.

Mr. Baut. We will try to provide that.

23
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Senator DoLe. [ think the other questions that I have are more
or less answered in your statement, so I will not get into those.
Well, I have no additional questions. We appreciate your testimo-
ny. As we get into this, we will probably be in touch with you or
your association. Thank you.

[The following information was subsequently received by the sub-
committee:]

AMERICAN CAMPING ASSOCIATION,
Martinsuille, IN, March 20, 1954.

Hon. Rosexrt Dotg,
US.' Senate, Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry, Russell Senate
Office Building, Washington, DC.

Dear Senaton Dot [ a iated the opportunity to speak on behalf of the
Summer Feeding ore the Subcommittee on Nutrition last week. At the
time you asked if we any data regarding the benefit campers had received from
participation in the Summer Feeding .

Upon return to our office, we have attempted to call a number of the camp direc
tors whose campe participate in the program. We have been able to talk by tele-
phone with 20 diroctors in 10 different states about the difference the Program had
made in their service to low-income campers. With one exception, every director
commented upon the fact that the camp had been sble to greatly im the
menus served the campers during their stay. One director illustrated it by sa ing
"befmt}wSummrFeedinnggmmwmsewmgmmimqoumdﬁy.
Over half of those interviewed mentioned that they had been able to increase the
quantity of fresh vegetables and fruit, milk, fruit juices served the children. Several
mentioned that they were now able to furnish larger portions at mealtime to the

campers.
| Only one-third of thosebm intﬁfrvmeiewed indicat‘gd that they were able h‘:d sem.::l:lm
ow-income campers use Program freeing up money previously
spent on food, but those numbers were impressive. One dlmcwrlmated the camp
had served 300 more youngsters from low-income families, another 40 to 50 during
that summer. The other camps had full enrollments prior to the m so could
not increase the enroliment, but felt the principal benefit was in the area of in-
creased quality of food and menus providing better nutrition to the youngsters. |
should note that almost all of these camps primarily serve low-income families, so
the vast majority ofywx:,ﬁem qualify for the Pragram.

I am sorry that we did not have time to complete & larger survey, but the short
time between testimony and the close of the record prevented any extensive survey.

I would like to comment upon th:«roi.nt made by Mr. Bode in his testimogy in
which he states that the Summer Feeding Program “precludes assurances
gram benefits go to low-income children.”” The camp portion of the Summer F| iT
Program requires that eligibility for every youngster be determined on an i“divid-
ual basis. So please be assured that the summer camps are utilizing the Summer
F’eedinﬁel’mgmm only to serve thowe qualified. -

Further, | would !ike to point cut the value to summer camps and low-i e
outh of two other programs under consideration by your Committee. The Special

ilk Program and Summer Commodity Program provide assistance to numerous
youth who fall in that gray area just above the 1856% y level, as well as mang
who qualify. Many youth or%nmzations who primarily serve middle-income yout
have found it almost impossible to justify the expense of verification and adminis-
trative paper work ired to individually verify their small number of youngsters
who would qualify under the Summer Feeding Program. These camps have largely
drupp!-duutofteSummeerdingProgrmnnnmpaperwrchubecﬂm-
quired. These two programs provide support to those you in a large number
of those camps, and pmbubl{ serve as large a number of low-income youth collec-
tiwly as are served under the Summer Feeding Program. Without these two pro-
grams, these cumps would likely be forced to further concentrate their service on
the middle-income group.

We urge the Committer to cantinue all three of these programs.

Sincerely,
AxrMAND BaLs, Executive Vice Prestdent

Senator Do, Next is Anita Fllis, assistant director, Society for
Nutrition Education. We are happy to have you here, and we will

J9.
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make your statement a part of the record. If you could summarize
it, it would be helpful.

STATEMENT OF ANITA ELLIS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, WEST VIR-
GINIA NUTRITION EDUCATION AND TRAINING [NET] PROGRAM:;
AND MEMBER, SOCIETY FOR NUTRITION EDUCATION

Ms. ErLis. I will definitely summsrize. Thank you, Senator.!

I am Anita Ellis. | am substituting for Kristen McNutt, who
hoped to be here, and she extends her apologies. She was unable to
change her schedule.

I am delighted to be here, because I do direct the NET Program
in the State of West Virgfnia, and I am here on behalf of the Socie-
ty for Nutrition Education, which is a society that promotes nutri-
tion education.

I am very thankful to be able to share some of my concerns, and
some of the things that I know about the NET Program with you.

First, I would like to address just what the program is supposed
to be. The goals of the program are very well established by law, as
you know. They are to provide nutrition education opportunities
for children, nu‘rition education for teachers for food service per-
sonnel, and then for the development of educational materials and
curriculum.

I think the administration has mentioned in their fiscal year
1985 budget proposal that since curriculum has been developed,
and that was the objective of the p m, it really was time to
phase out the Nutrition Education and Training Program.

I do nc* like to admit how long, but I have been a teacher for a
while, ar. ! | would like to emphasize that curriculum development
is just the beginning of the educational process. There is training
that needs to be done with teachers, and it is a continual need.

The NET Program is very important, because it is the first na-
tionwide effort to combine all the elements of the educational proc-
ess. Teachers dream of these opportunities. We have the perfect
setting here. We can teach children about nutrition in the class-
room. and then they can practice it in the cafeteria which is a very
valuable part of the educational process.

We think that the NET Program is very important in West Vir-
¢inia--and, of course, all over the country, because we can provide
some training for food service personnel. This helps to improve
school meal management through controlling costs and maximizing
the use of commodities.

Moreover, the training of service workers helps to improve the
nutritional value and the quality of meals served, thereby reduces
plate waste, as 4 result.

NET is also very important as a cost-saving measure, because it
does ultimately decrease, or can ultimately decrease health care
costs. The education of school-age children is thought to be the
most cost-effective way in which to develop a nutritionally in-
formed public.

And we know that—--

Senator Do, If I could just ask, what is it, 5 million now”

Tew g L2 tar the prequred statement of Ms Filia
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Ms. ELus. Yes, 5 million.

Senator DoLE. What was it, 157

Ms. Eriis. It has been 5 for the last 2 years. It was 26 originally.
It is now 5 million. It has been for the last 2 years.

Senator DoLE. Is there enough there to do any good?

Ms. ELLis. Yes, it does provide some seed money. Of course, 1t 1s
difficult to administer a program when one receives a minimum
grant of $50,000. It is difficult to administer, but it does provide an
gg rtunity to do some things that could not have 'n done

ore.

I actually was on the State Department staff prior to the incep-
tion of the NET Program, or prior to its enactment, and 1 can tell
you for a fact, | had zero dollars to spend for the program. I had
some travel money, but 1 had zero dollars to spend for the pro-
gram, and it has helped me a great deal.

Senator DoLg. I think there is a relationship. In the Finance
Comrnittee we are dealing witn these big, big numbers, with medi-
care and medicaid, costing taxpayers $100 billion for medicare in a
couple of years, and medicaid is up $1 billion or so. We hear all
these theories that, if we had better nutrition education, we might
avoid some of these costs in medicare and medicaid in later life.
Mzﬁsbe not, but we should tr{ a preventive approach.

. ELuis. I do not think there is any doubt that it would have to
have some effect. You know, there are, studies that prove that our
poor dietary choices do cause problems later in life, as far as health
is concerned, and if we can avoid Scme of those, and prevent some
of those, it certainly would, in the longrun, ! think, have a real
effect on medical costs.

Senator Do.e. Nowadays you cannot eat anything, according to
some people, without it being a cause of something.

Ms. Erus. Well——

Senator DoLe. It might be al! right for most of us.

Ms. ErLus. I would like to share with you just a few things that
we think are important. Right now the program is currently oper-
ating in 54 States, so although some of us are operating on s mini-
mum budget, we still are operating a program. We have reached
about 19 million students, about 60000 teachers, and about
350,000 food service workers.

You are very aware, I am sure, that the Abt Associates’ evalua-
tion that was done in 1981, and the GAG report entitled “What
Can Be Done to Improve Nutrition Education Efforts in the
Schools?,”" are quite supportive of the importance and the cost ef
fectiveness of nutrition education.

There have been various educational methods and techniques
that have been used throughout the country, one of which was
training seminars at the local level, so that people did not have 10
travel. Another was college nutrition courses, and in West Viegin
ia. particularly, we had done some college courses for food service
personnel, and have discovered that a lot of those gals. since beigs
introduced to that kind of a program, have gore on for associate
degr(;e programs and bachelor programs, of which we are very
yroud.

‘ We have some mass media programs going on throughout the
country. resource centers, and of course. curriculum has been de
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veloped and is being implemented. We have had seme nice interest-
ing results, very impressive, I think.

There has been a decrease in plate waste, particularly in the
State of Arkansas. a 43-percent decrease in plate waste. In some
States an increase in school lunch participation, and in many
States there is documented evidence of uicreased knowledge on the
part of students and teachers and cooks.

We have seen-—that food choices among students have improved,
we have seen a change in attitude, and more psrental involvement.

So [ gaess what | would really like to emphasize is that there is a
kot more than curriculum development, and curricufum does need
to be updated. Nutrition 1s not static. We have new children, and
new teachers, and new food service personnel! all the time.

We are sutfering because of the budgeting cuts; I am sure every-
one 15 sayving that, but it s difficult. It has created a need to
change our emphasis, and for some States to employ a part-time co-
ordinator. It redly is very difficult for a part-time coordinator to
administer a tall-time program. 1 know there was some mention
this morning that a tot of the current funds were used for stafl but
I do net think that a lot of States have been able to maintain staf
on the funds they are getting now. Funds are slow in coming right
atter the first of the fiscal vear; so it is very ditticult to use NET
funding tor salare.. A part-time coordinator has to develop and
plan o stotewide program that involves al! the children, all the
teachers, and ali the food service persennel in pe’ Ye schools and
privite schools and child care centers; that is reaily mare than o
tulb-tirme job Sa it s really quite difficult.

SNE s very concerned about the future of the NET Progrom. We
are nol neensitive to the nesd for budgetary restraints. We would
bee very moch encouraged i we could have the original funding of
atocents per child, but feol that at least 310 million would be
belp. and of course. that would be an incresse of £3 million.

Senator Pore We Rave been workimg on o reauthorization bill
thoa vontans X1 mithon for NE'T 1 have not introduced it vet

M- Erit< Now s the time

SNE strongly supports the permatent author:zation that s pro
Cided 10 Senzte Hed 1913

I would ke to emplusize that we feel veery stroagly that the
N Progeam does contion churecternistes ol which the administra
Lrane o vty supportive: st s cost effectioe, ot s based en the needs
St each indmadunl State, ot fosters anowadual responsibility for
Breatith cond Chat s 0 must

We teel that we have done aiot in our very, very short existence.
but There o o dot Beft to be dose We geel that continued support
sed nereased fundime oo small but farreaching investment in
tirc future of the Natwn's chaddren

Paoald ke to thaok vou agsun dor vour time and appreciate it
“ery atine b

Setvticn Doty Phaok vou vers much o coming T have no ques
Pons, but weare abviousty pleased to have your testimony

M- Faopes Think vau

The collowsg muterad was sabeequaentty recenved by the sub

cerrerppgtte
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StaTe oF WesT VIRGINIA,
Derasraeny or EpucaTion,
Chartcston, WV, June 15, 1984
N Mr Wasren Oxrorn,
Clerk, Senate Committee om Agriculture., Nutrition and Forestry, Russell Semate
Office Building. Washington, IX.
mw.mzmmnmmwumfwmmm

nutrition education from Senator Josse Helms My jes for the delay in an.
swering. As you kmow, the correspondsnce reached me Ilute due L0 an inaccurate
mailing address.

AnomonAl QussTions Susesrrren vo Ms. ANiTa Eviss sv Senavos Jessx Heims anp
Axswess Trzazro

Question 1. Do you know of any specific studies to indicate, one way eor another,

the effactiveness of expenditure for nutrition education? Is there any data (o suggest

gnt children (or adulte) actually will change their esting habits based on nutrition
ucation?

Answer 1. As to atudies which indicate the effoctivencss of expenditures for nutri-
tion educatien, the one with which | am most familiar is a at conducted by the
West Virginia Department of Education in 1974-75 which is on file with USDA and
at FNICT&ury in Beltaville, Maryland. Copies of that report are included in this
mailing Through a nutrition education program of only three and one-half months,
educators were able to:

t17 Improve at a .05 ificance level the cognitive scores of students in grades K
6 with the exception of fourth grade.

2t Improve attitude scores at a 05 significance level of children in grades 1-6.

h Decrease plate waste in 5 out of 7 items.

Although study results did not indicate a significant increase in school lunch par-
ticipation of students K -6, principals involved in the project felt there was better
participetion and that attitudes toward school lunch improved. Similar results were
found in the Nebraska Department of Education at this same time. That report is
also on file with USDA

Other states that have evidence of the positive effects of nutrition education are
as follows

State, area. und address of net coordinator

Arkansas plate waste, Emestine Mcleod., Arkansas Department of Fducation,
Fducation Buslding. Little Rock, AR 72201

Ohio. school lunch participation, Harold Armstrong, Ol Departments Butiding,
65 South Front Street. Columbus, OH 43215,

Tennessee, nutrition know e, Helen Minns, Tennessee Department of kduca
tion, 117 Cordell Hull Building, Nashville, TN 37113,

Califurnia. food choices, sttitudes toward nutrition. Amands Mehnger. Calitornis
Depurtment of Education, 721 Capitol Mall, Sacramento, CA 95M14.

Florids. purent involvement, Dianne Giordanno, Florida Department of FEduca
tion, Buresu of Curricutlum, Knott Building, Tallahassee, FL 32301

Question ? You indicated that one of the purposes of the Nutrition Education and
Traming Program s to trsin school food service personnel in the “principles and
practices of food service management”. Shouldn't those involved in school foud sery
e nlready be knowledgeable nbout nutrition practices?

Answes 2 In answer Lo your question regarding whether school food service per
sonnel shauld be knowledgeable about good nutrnition practices, the fact is that per
somnel ired to prepure school lunches should have knowledge about autrition prac
tices and proxram menasgement skills but do not. You knaw from the history of the
program. the first personnel were employed for school food s vice through the
W P A und no traning was required. Generally, persons applymg for school cooks’
positions du not have to meet training or edu.ational requirements. Salaries paid to
school cooks are not lucrative enough W sttract persons with professional training
Currently. due to the influx v unions and the passage of labor laws in many states.
many personnel pusitions sre protected by seniority. therefore, it 1 in the best in
terest of school lunch programs to provide training for those individuals

In West Virgima, prior to funding through the NET program. there wes nu provi
ston for trasmng of newly hired personnel except for on-thejob training. We are
able through NFET to offer traisung for new personnel which has made a vast sm
provement in school mesl programs Some prmonnel afler years of experience ac
auire scceptuble mansgement skills and some do not Through traming programs
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funded by NET, West Virginis cooks have acquired many management skills and
some have been motivated o pursue a two-year college program. We still do not
have a trained manager in all schools, however.

Additionally. since school food service is big business and since nutrition and
management are complex skills, training in these areas can not be effectively pre-
sented in one hour, instead, effective training programs require several in-depth ses
sions. Just as all educational personnel are required to renew truining, so should-
food service personnel renew training.

Recent utilization of computers for school meal reports and recent developments
in nutrition have great implications for training of food service personnel. The criti-
cal need for more efficient, economical management in the food service program
makes it necessary to address purchasing skills, time management. menu costing.
use of staff and many other areas. All these skills are needed to say nothing of
training to update personnel on program changes due to changes in federal regula-
tions It is my conviction that effective training programs are those that provide a
stutewide comprehensive approach.

I am pleased to provide you with information sbout the nutrition education pro-
gram_ If | can be of further assistance, please let me know

Stncerely,
AniTa Erigs,
Assotant Dhrector, Nutrition Education and Truimng.

Senator Dovk. John, <o you have anything to say, after hearing
the witnesses” Do you want to change your testimony”

Mr. Booe. No. I think our concerns are pretty well addressed in
my testimony.

I would like to refer to one. The earlier witness referred to an
HHS study that the income level for child care—home child care
benefits, that is an older study, much older than the date I referred
to, which we do have tremendous confidence in, that two-thirds of
the benefits are going to fumilies with income above 185 percent of
the poverty guideline.

Senator Dork. Well, we have that in the record. We appreciate
vour coming here today. I know of no other witnesses to this hear-
iy

If anvbody has any comments they would like to make part of
the record, we would be happy to do that. Thank vou very much.

IWhercupon. at 2:03 p m., the subcommittee adjourned. subject to
catl of the Chair |



REVIEW AND REAUTHORIZATION OF CERTAIN
CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 4, 1984

U.S. SENATE,
ComMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY,
Washington, DC.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room
SR-328-A, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Jesse Helms (chair-
man of the committee) presiding.
Present: Senators Helms and Huddleston.

STATEMENT OF HON. JESSE HELMS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
NORTH CAROLINA

The CHAIRMAN, The committee will come to order.

This hearing is being held in part at the request of 11 Senators,
who wrote to me, most of whom apparently will not be able to
make it. But all Senators are loaded down with responsibilities,
and the Chair can understand that, so we will proceed with the
hearing, and will, of course, make it a matter of record, so that the
printed record will be available to all Members of the Senate.

Today, the committee will focus on an examination of the pro-
grams within the Department of Agriculture, generally classified
as child nutrition programs. Several of these programs must be ex-
amined ip the course of reauthorization deliberations, and in addi-
tion to those programs that expire this year, we also will look at
related programs and how theee are operating—for example, the
School Lunch Program, the School Breakfast Program, the Child
Care Food Program, and so forth.

Changes made in both 1980 and 1981 were designed to improve
the operation of these p ms and ensure that benefits were
more appropriately targe to those in real need. For instance,
audits conducted in the 1980-81 school year by the Inspector Gen-
eral of the Department of Agriculture found that about one-fourth
of the recipients of both free and reduced-price lunches were not
e.igible for all of the benefits they were receiving.

in response to these findings, we in Congress took action in 1981
designed to improve the verification of information submitted with
school lunch applications. Specifically, social security numbers
were required on applications in order to provide a uniform
method for detecting improper information. Often, such small
changes can dramatically improve a program’s operation and, obvi-
ously, the accountability of it.
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Additionally, USDA was authorized to require verification of
family income in a further attempt to reduce the misuse of school
lunch benefits. Many have reported to me that these changes have
had the desired effect of improving verification in the lunch pro-
gram and thereby ensuring that the taxpayers’ dollars are being
properly spent.

Another purpose of both the 1980 and 1981 reforms was to target
benefits to low-income families. Now, the proportion of funds pro-
vided for income-tested programs versus non-income-tested pro-
gra.ms has imgmved significantly since fiscal year 1970. Last edyear.
iscal year 1983, the proportion for expendit:res provided for
income-tested programs was approximately 73 percent, which was
up from 22 percent in 1970.

Recently, some have expressed concerns that the changes made
by the 1980 and 1981 reconciliation bills may have gone too far.

ey have sumd that students and schoo[‘; dropped out of the
School Lunch am because of these changes, and that Congress
should restore more Federal funds. Because of these concerns, 1
asked the General Accounting Office to undertake a survey of
recent school lunch participation. In my view, the results of their
report, published last week, confirm that the result of the puw:m
changes has been a better targeting of school lunch benefits. ile
the GA(Y noted that student participation has indeed declined since
1979, the decline took place—and I am quoting—“primarily be-
cause fewer students ate full-price lunches.” Thus, such a decline
took place among students from higher income families—that is
the so-called paying student, those with incomes above 185 percent
of poverty, currently $18,315 for a family of four. Much of the de-
cline occurred even before any reconciliation reforms. Additionally,
a significant portion of the reduced participation is the result of
the overall trend of reduced student enrollment. Another signifi-
cant portion is the result of eliminating high-tuition private schools
from participation.!

This corresponds to the findings of the President’s Task Force on
Food Assistance, which repo earlier this year that reconcilia-
tion changes have not reduced the receipt of free and reduced-price
school lunches within the poverty population. Indeed, the task
force found that among families below the poverty line, participa-
tion had increased from 57 percent in 1979 to 61 percent in 1982

Contrary to the claim that the School Lunch Program and other
nutrition programs were ‘“‘slashed”—and that is a popular word in
some of the major newspapers around this country—the GAQO
noted that program expenditures for the School Lunch Program
last year were greater than at any time except 1981, which hap-
pened to be the peak year, and therefore, 1 respectfully disagree
with distinguished members of this committee and others, who
have suggested that we must increase even more the Federal
spending for these programs.

To those who would suggest millions in increased spending for
these programs, 1 would feel obliged to ask the corresponding ques-
tion: “"Where would you make offsetting reductions in these J:ro-
grams to pav for the increases?”’ The unrestrained, big spending

Foscerpt from the CGAG report are printed on page 154
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days of the past are over. The day I sat down as chairman of the
Senate Agriculture Committee was the first time in history that a
Senator chaired this committee with any budgetary restraints
whatsoever. And no matter whether I like it or anybody else likes
it, we are operating under budgetary restraints, and we have to ac-
count for these spending .ncreases, and we must offset them in
other places.

Congress has, in the judgment of this Senator, an obligation to be
fiscally prudent in the financing and administration of these and
all other programs. So in my view, any further increases must be
offset by reductions in other aspects of these feeding programs so
that there is no net increase in spending in the area; otherwise we
run into an objection on the floor because it violates the terms of
the budget agreement.

Sometimes it is said, and with some accuracy, that there is no
constituency pressure for fiscal responsibility for individual pro-
grams. There is no one to lobby against increases for somebody
else’s pet project in this area or any other area. | am convinced
that the American people are becoming increasingly aware of the
connection between such spending increases, no matter how well-
intentioned, and the taxes that the American people are required
to pay to finance these programs—or the deficits which occur,

We cannot have it both ways. We cannot give it all away and
then complain about deficits. That is what goes on so much in the
political arena these days; the people talking loudest about the
Federal deficits are the ones who created them in the first place.

I am concerned, for instance, about the mounting costs for so-
called administrative expenses in connection with these programs.
It seems that the Federal Government is forever expected to pick
ap all of the costs associated with these programs. I do not think it
unreasonable to expect State and local governments to contribute.
particularly with regard to administrative costs when the Federal
Government is already paying generously with the reimbursement
Costs,

The Summer Food Program was supposed to have been made
more accountable in 1981 While there were some improvements,
the program  which operates as an entitlement: continues to cost
240 mullion more than had been anticipated. Additionally, there
are tremendous difficalties in easuring whether the benefits are
targeted (o the poor. Any child who goes to a summer foodsite may
receive a tfree meal without regard to income status.

Another area that needs careful examination is the Child Care
Food Program, and in particular the duy care home portion of that
program Such day care homes typic -lly have not more than 3to
children, and the provider usualiy a mother of one of the chil
dren  receives  Federal reimbursements for meals and  snuacks
served to the chiléren

Prior to 19%0, Federal pavments were based on the income level
ot the tamilies whose children go to day care homes  an income:
bhused or means tested program However, since DIR0, a4 separate,
standardized payment system has been in effect Under this cur
rent system, the Federal Government pays a set rate for all meals
repardless of the ncome of the children’s parents. USDA has re
ported that approximately 75 percent of the children now i suck
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homes are from families with incomes well above the poverty line,
and the Inspector General has recommended the reimposition of a
means test.

I have introduced legislation, S. 1994, to reinstate the income-
based test for Federal reimbursements for day care homes. Such a
reform would restore the program’s accountability as well as re-
align it with the School Lunch and School Breakfast Programs.

To change the reimbursement rates in the fashion 1 am advocat-
ing would save taxpayers approximately $45 million per year. I
want to emphasize, however, that in doing so, reimbursements on
behalf of poor children below 130 percent of poverty would actually
be increased. The reductions come from those above 130 percent of
poverty.

More can be done, in my judgment, to target these scarce and
valuable Federal dollars, and better serve American taxpayers and
children alike.

The first panel we welcome today is on the Child Care Food Pro-
gram—Mrs. Sharon L. Montgomery and Mrs. Nancy Sauder, day
care home providers in Greeley, CO; and Mrs. Gerrie Smith, a
member of the Child Care Advisory Council of Fairfax County, VA.

If you three ladies will come forward and occupy the empty seats
of Senators, that will be fine.

I will let you proceed. First, I have a little note here: “Mr. Chair-
man, please ask the witnesses to speak directly into the micro-
phones. Thanks.”

STATEMENTS OF SHARON L. MONTGOMERY AND NANCY SAUDER,
DAY CARE HOME PROVIDERS, GREELEY, CO

Mrs. MonTGOMERY. My name is Sharon Montgomery, and 1 am
from Greeley, CO, and I am with my daugher, Nancy Sauder.*

We operate a day care home in our home, and I am paid to run
thi?dbu.&&by t{e parents who pay me to care and feed their
children.

I have been in home day care for 5 years in Greeley, and in pre-
vious years, in Inglewood, CO, and Loveland, CO.

I would like to give {ou a little bit of my background.

As a single parent, I raised four children on what is now consid-
ered poverty income without assistance from the U.S. Government.
My children are now successfully educated adults—two with mas-
ter's degrees. Through real life experiences, they learned the im-
portance of doini with what we had and making the most of what
we had to do with.

I feel that I am a successful businesswoman, and | have come
here today at my own expense because 1 have first-hand experience
about the home day care and the Child Care Food Programs, and I
feel I can help vou to better understand, to save you some money.

The parents pay me to run my business, to feed and care for
their children, and the Government has stepped in and said, '"We
will supplement your income by giving you x amount of money
each month for your food.” I do not understand why you need to do
this.

Yoee 1 for the prepard statement of Mre Montgomery
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I can run my business and feed my children with what the par-
ents pay me, without any help from the Government. I feel that
this food program is structured to cause people to become depend-
ent on Government subsidies, and T do not feel that we need this
type of subsidy to supplement the business that I run. I was on this
program for several months, because 1 wanted to be sure that I
knew what I was talking about, and I feel very strongly that it is
wrong. I feel that I could use the income—I could use this to sup-
plement my income—I am a widow now—but I feel very strongly
that there is no need to waste this money in this way, when we
have such national debt as we do.

Did I cover it? 1 am quite nervous, to be quite frank with you.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, you are among friends, so please, do not be
nervous.

This is Senator Huddleston, of Kentucky.

Mrs. Saupekr. We are sorry that you did not get our testimony
before today; we did mail it. But we did have three pages of reasons
why we feli that the program is discriminatory and also, wasteful.
Any time you talk about feeding children, it becomes a real touchy
subject.

The CHAIRMAN. You'd better believe it.

Mrs. SAuper. We do not want anybody to go hungry, but we just
do not think this is the right vehicle for feeding children. In es-
sence, what you are saying is it is really discriminatory to the par-
ents, No. 1, because you are saying to the parents, “We do not
think you are feeding your kid right, but we do not trust you with
the money, so we are going to give it to your babysitter, and then
we are going to make sure they feed your children.” And then, you
are also discriminating because you are giving one segment of the
population a subsidy for their income. We are saying we are going
to subsidize home day care providers, because under this program,
home day care has no income limitation. And while we commend
vou for at least trying to reinstate the income limitations, we think
that better use of the funds would be to completely abolish the
home day care component and the component that says that you
will feed children in for-profit day care centers.

Reading through your committee print, it does not make clear
that a home day care provider is a for-profit business; it is a busi-
ness in the home, where the object is to take care of children and
make money at it. And the ;ame way in your day care centers, it
siys in your committee print, it makes the impression that most
day care centers are Head Start centers, and in fact, many are for-
profit centers, and they are making money.

In one part of it, it says that—I think it was on page 37. Do you
want me to quote from the committee print or from my paper?

The CHaikMAN. Whatever.

Mrs. Savper. QK. In the committee print, you have this program
spends 110 million The home day care component spends $110
million in 1984; $120 million in 19%5; $1:30 million in 1986, while
day care centers, which are not the home, only spend $3 million in
1ux4, %4 million in 1985, and $4 million in 1986. You see, the day
care centers have income limitations, so they are not spending near
the money that home day care is, and people who are not needing
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money are having the Government feed their kids. And it is such a
waste.

I know that $100 million to you is nothing, because you have to
work with billions, but $100 to me is a lot of money.

Senator HuppresToN. You ought to hear us arguing over a mil-
lion sometimes.

Mrs. Saunkr. We really feel that the children are not going to go
hungry, and what we have created here—when we were
other day care providers, home day care providers, they feel that
this money is owed to them by the Government, it is a subsidy to
their income. And they are not reducing their prices for kids. They
do not deduct $2 every day because you are giving them $2 every
day for food. And we Just think that we have to cut. I am giving
you 35 percent of m income in taxes, and I want some of
that for me. I am tl of giving it to the Government in such a
way that it is not being used to the best advantage, where our
taxes should be used for better advantages, like in retiring the na-
tional debt, for instance, which would make the country stronger.

Also, another way that it discriminates is that the home day care
provider’s children are not allowed to go on the food program
unless she is below poverty, if her income is below poverty. Yet she
can }ave five children in her home as day care children, and if
their parents are even making $100,000 a year, the Government
will still pay for their food, but not hers. So you can see how that
discriminates.

Also, it is a very profitable business to be a sponsoring agency of
the food program. We have seven in Colorado, seven sponsoring
agencies, where you are giving them $50 a month for every home
day care provider on this food program. And they are advertising it
as a way to subsidize their income—which we question the appro-
priateness of that.

Besides giving them money for food—well, you know how much
you give them—but it could be $2 a day, with breakfast, lunch, and
a snack. Then, you also give the home day care providers who are
on the food program supplements of the surplus commodities. Like
they get 60 pounds of cheese, 15 pounds of honey, 32 pounds of
butter, and 50 pounds of milk every quarter. So you are giving
them food for free that they can use to cook with for their children,
and then on top of that, you are paying them to feed them free
food. Do you see what I mean—so it is 8 dual funding, and it is
something that the Government does not need to be paying because
the parents are paying them.

If you want to subsidize child care, then subsidize child care, but
do not do it this way, because this just is not right. We just feel
that it is being abused and that it is a waste of our money, and we
can be better represented by utilizing the money somewhere else.

The CHAlkMAN. Amen.

We will be back with some questions and comments.

Mrs. Smith?

\
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STATEMENT OF GERRIE SMITH, MEMBER, CHILD CARE
ADVISORY COUNCIL, FAIRFAX COUNTY, YA

Mrs. SMrTH. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of the com-
mittee, ladies and gentlemen. My name is Gerrie Smith, and I am
a member of the Child Care Advisory Council in Fairfax County,
VA, that advises the board of supervisors, which is the local gov-
erning body, regarding child care issues and policies in Fairfax
County, VA'!

Although I am here as an individual, represer.ting only myself,
as a member of this advisory, nonpolicymakiag board, 1 have
become aware of a number of child care policies that I find, in my
view, are in need of reform, and the Child Cure Food Program is
one of these programs. But I am not alowe in my concern. The
chairman of the board of supervisors in Fairfax County wrote a
letter to Dave Stockman on November 16, 1981. to the effect that—-
and [ would like to read it now:

The Fairfax County Board of Supervisors recently took action to participate as an
umbrells sponsor for the second vear of the USDA Child Care Food Program for
tamily day care providers.

While the Board of Supervisors supports family day care and this program, it ex-
pressed concern that the USDA Child Care F Program for family day care pro-
videry is nut specifically targeted at low-income families. Further, we are in o period
of budyget and program reductions, some of which are impacting persons truly in
need Accordingly, we are concernad that this program serves all income levels, and
wauld like to see the program's guidelines revised so that it is directed to meet the
needs of those families with the greatest economic need.

We would appreciate your review of this program to determine how the resources
allocated to the program can be targeted to serving low-income fumilies

Sincerely, the Honorable John F. Herrity. Chairman, Board of Supervisors

My objective today is to state first of all, categorically, that I am
in favor of aid to the needy, especially single-parent families in
which the mother is forced to work out of necessity. I am unalter-
ably opposed to aid to the dual-income-earning families that unfor-
tunately predominate in the Child Care Food Program, in the
family day care provider section.

The Department of Health and Human Services in Washington
has determined that approximately 56 percent of all children who
are in day cuare are in private family home day care. This accounts
for the enormous growth in the Child Care Food Program, as there
is no income ceiling, no eligibility requirement, for participation in
this program. | think the demographics of Fairfax County, VA, il-
lustrate this point quite well, in that it is one of the most affluent
regions in the Nation, and yet, the Fairfax County government is a
sponsor, an umbrella sponsor, of this program. The median family
income according to the 1950 census s approximately $33.236 per
vear. The mean family income for families with two workers is
Iisted at 839816 per vear. A family with one worker is listed at
£31.345 per vear. The proportion of families with two or more
income earners in Fairfax County is 648 percent of all fumilies. So
thus. the residents of Fairfax County are predominantly dual
income earners. They are affluent; 854 percent are white, only 5.9
percent of its residents are black. Only 3.4 percent of those who

Vegy T o the prepoated ctatement of Mre Siich
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reside within the county are of Spanish or'xi;; and the others are
various percentages that are obviously less that.

The AN. Mrs. Smith, could I impose on you for a
moment?lhaveacallfmmSecremryClarkethatlhavegtto
take. Could we just suspend here for a couple of minutes? I do not
want to miss what you are saying.

Mrs. Smith. Certainly.

The CHAIRMAN. I apologize, and 1 will be right back.

[m.Sb?rt recess.]

CuammmMAaN. I apologize. As Senator Huddleston will testify,
we all have 12 balls in the air at one time, you know.

Mrs. SMrma. I certainly understand, sir. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me just a:g that your whole statement will
be a matter of record, but I think since you have highlighted that
paragraph, I think you ought to go into the next two paragraphs,
too.

Mrs. Smrma. All right.

The houses in which the residents of Fairfax County, VA, live
are no less impressive in terms of their relative affluence. The esti-
mated median value of owned housing units in 1983 was $103,600,
with the median value of owner-occupied homes listed at $95,200,
making Fairfax County, VA, the 15th most costly housing ranking
in the United States, according to the U.S. census.

I think an important comparison and contrast that we need to
make is that according to the 1980 census, it is estimated that the
weighted average rovert&:hmhold for a family comprised of four
persons—and I believe weighted average poverty threshold is
the amount of food that a family would have to consume for base-
line maintenance living—for a family of four persons, it was esti-
mated to be $9,860 per year. Again, the median family income of
Fairfax County, VA, a legal participant of the USDA Child Care
Food Program, is $33,236 per year; less than 6.3 percent of families
in Fairfax County, VA, have incomes less than $9,999 per year.

; Tpfe m&zisterial district in which all reside, ?dranesu\;iel e District, in

‘airfax County, is even more revealing regarding dem7ra i
economic statymtics of the residents—31.8 percent of the anupl}::
report incomes in excess of $50,000 per year; 9 percent report in-
comes in excess of $75,000 per year. Yet all are eligible to receive
benefits under the current provisions of the Child Care Food Pro-
gram.

One family day care provider who resides in Fairfax County has
told me that she uses the extra money to treat herself and her day
care children to meals at various restaurants. She reports that she
would otherwise be unable to offer this outinf; to the children in
her care. Another day care provider saves all of the money that
she receives irom the CCFP to purchase additional toys for the use
sf the children she cares for, as well as for the use of her own chil-

ren.

Sometimes, parents who have their children in family day care
arrangements do not wish to participate in the prog:nm unless the
day care provider is willing to reduce the cost of the care given to
their children by the amount of the subsidy received by the CCFP
reimbursement schedule. The family day care provider may or may
not be willing to do this.
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Several parents have expressed their apprehension over the pro-
gram, stating that they fail to comprehend the need for participa-
tion in the CCFP, for which they are eligible simply by virtue of
the fact that they have their children in family day care, since
their children’s day care provider is rendering something that they
receive anyway: good substitute child care at reasonable cost, given
by a trustworthy neighbor.

In summation, I would like to state that—I had it here some-
place—I am sorry this is so discombobulated. My daughter stepped
on my tﬁpewriter and jammed the keys, and 1 had to go out and
get another typewriter at the last minute, and I had it typed up in
a better form, and it was just a disaster—and then it rained.

The CHairMAN. You ought to see some of the stuff we produce
around here, and we do not even have daughters jamming up the

keys.

K:rs. Smrre. Well, | know it sounds like “The dog ate my home-
work,” but it really happened.

THe CHAIRMAN. It's fine.

Mrs. SmitH. There are man rents of various income levels
who have decided that while their children are young, their right
and free choice is to provide for the day-today care of their chil-
dren. The upper income classes have always had this option, just as
they have other options available to them that may not necessarily
be available to the less affluent families. On the other hand, there
are many parents of various income levels who have decided that
while their children are young, their right and free choice is to
seek alternative substitute care for their children. But the fact of
the matter is that the two-income-earning family, as the figures in
Fairfax County, VA, demonstrate, is demanding services and bene-
fits that are not allocated to the single-income family, who may in
fact be decidedly well off than the dual-income-earning families.
The equity of setting public policy such as provided in the CCFP as
now coastituted has not been adequately addressed, in my opinion.
S. 1994 will start that reform and thus, equity, in restoring the in-
tegrity to the CCFP.

As we live in the age of dangerously high budget deficits, the
U.S. Congress endeavored to enact some changes in the entitlement
programs. Some of that reform took the shape of the income eligi-
bility requirements. The Gramm-Latta Act of 1951 is credited with
saving approximately $1.5 billion. Unfortunately, the CCFP, a
small program by Federal Government standards, was not part of
that income-specific reform. S. 1994 would provide that needed
reform. It could set a trend toward reforming our entire social wel-
fare benefits and entitlements such that only those who are in
need of our assistance are eligible for that assistance.

After all the testimony is heard, all the evidence is tallied. and
the members of this committee, as well as Members of the Senate,
have made their final decision, there will be one group of citizens
that will gain from that decision, and one group of citizens that
will tose from that decision. Let it be said that those who were
denied benefits were the affluent. Do not be misled by the well-in-
tentioned. but misinformed, opponents of S. 1991, It is the poor
child who is in need of our assistance, not the nonpoor chuld. And
with more people seeking aid from our Government, there is less
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money to assist the truly needy. Their cries for assistance are often
lost amid the clamor from the upper- and middle-income classes,
who know how to use the system to their advantage, and often do
so to the detriment of the underprivileged. It is my opinion, then,
that it is an act of true compassion to delete all but the truly needy
families from this program, thus rendering it less vulnerable to the
valid criticism that it is an income transfer program for the
wealthy, from the nonwealthy.

I strongly urge that this committee pass S. 1994, as well as the
full Senate.

I thank you for %gur time and consideration of this matter.

The CHAmmMAN. Well, I thank all three of you.

I suppose you know that the testimony that you have given here
this morning, each of the three of ‘gou. will be the best-kept secret
in Washington, DC, as far as the Washington Post is concerned. If
you had come here this morning and condemned the ad-
ministration for slashing spending, for starving little children to
death, the television cameras would have been lined up four-deep
over there, and there would be headlines on the front page tomor-
row. But 1 daresay that few, if any, of the jor media of this
country will even refer to what you have said. 1 include my
own State in this. If you had come here and condemned the Reagan
administration, you would have made the headlines. And obviously,
you came at your own expense. | appreciate it.

Let me ask a few questions. Just for purposcs of emphasis, a day
care home—and you have said this—is one in which a person pro-
vides child care for small children, usually no more than what,
three or four?

Mrs. Sauperk. In Colorado, the limit is six at one time, but you
can also have two before and after school, so then you can have
eight. But 1 do not know of any day care home in Colorado that
only wants three or four. They want to have all the children they
can have.

The CuHairRMAN. And the person caring for the children is the
provider. Under current law, if the provider's income is above 185
percent of poverty, her childien may not receive Federal reim-
bursement; however, all other children may. Is that correct?

Mrs. SAUDER. Yes.

The CHaiRMAN. And regardless of income, as Mrs. Smith has in-
dicated. The Federal Government ;l)‘rovides reimbursement, as you
have said, for two meals and a snack.

Mrs. Montcomery. Well, let’s clarify that. It is one meal and two
snacks a shift.

Mrs. Saunkr. Or, it is breakfast and dinner and a snack, or
dinner and supper and a snack.

The CiainMaN. Now, the administration has supported eliminat-
ing funding for day care homes altogether, probably because of the
hti:')h percentage of the higher income participation you are talking
about.

Iet me ask each of the three of you—should the taxpayers,
through their Federal Government, continue any degre> of subsidi-
zation for these homes, or do you think it should be eliminated? 1
g:e% I am asking whether you agree with the administration on
this or not.
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Mrs. Savoer. I do.

Mrs. MonTGOoMERY. | feel it should be abolished. because even a
single parent or the low income family who s being assisted by |
do not know what you call it in Washington, in Greeleyv, we call 1t
social services—they pay the day care providers

Mrs. Saubper. So it is not as if somebody 1 going to go w:thou!
child care.

Mrs. MonTcoMEry. It 18 usually the going rate, or a dollar below
the rate, which is still sufficient to feed the child So you see. if the
(rovernment is paying for the care, and then they come along with
the p am and pay again, you are still paying (wice

mEAUDl-’R Also, a day care provider makes considerably more
thun minimum wage. Are you going to then go shead and subsidize
the incomes of minimum wage earners” You see, 1f you are going to
be consistent and if vou are going to be fair, we think that
should be totally abolished in home day care. And hke Mrs. Smith
siid, parents understand this program. They do not believe that
the Government should be paying for their children’s food when
they are paying for it. And most day care providers will not reduoce
their fees. Like, say, we charge $X a day You are going ta give me
32 So the parents should only have to pay $4, right, because vou
are going to give us $2 to feed them, o out of that $8 per day, $
rroes for food And they are not doing thit, because they are so used
to having that extra money, as you «aid, for other things--ond we
know that, al-o. You use that monev for other things

And since the day care provider does make more than the mns:
mum wage, and she has a business in her home =o she has the tas
advantages, et cetera, ot cetera, it s ready not necessary, and we
think our tax money can e better utiitzed eisewhere

The CuatkMan. Now, let me be the devil’s advocate How mam
providers would go out of business if we stopped this?

Mrs Savoek The ones who do not really want to be hame din
care providers. Just becase yvou are giving them o sabsads does not
mmprove the quality of child care.

Mre Saeree M Chairman, T would hike to <tare that B oprobabls
would rother =ee & voucher system whereby it would be apeciticndls
tarpeted 1o assist low-inzome famhies, but particalirely those chid
dren of simgle parents In Fairfax Counsy, VAL from 1970 (o 490
there was, | believe, o0 TH percent ancreasc in the number of, d.
varces That s not unusual, 0 s anfortunately oo ot ot Tite
throughout the Nation And the ensuing «drep n Hhe e dm- s
notsexist tactors, ke the divorce Yet when oo cauple dovoroos and
Hiey have children, 1 believe onlv N percent of the wonen nhn Ale
elypabie to recorve chidd support pavments from then e pouse aota
by recone those paviments So there are o fot of thonps that we
oo ta aasist the pluchit ot the tealy rewde e s i
ot e ancetaes Wor K Wotten e i Mot R I a1t ol Qoecesaity g
fren o hosee

Sco b would prrec an prart wilhy e Lo et atie o e sne by o
Podo s i need Lo et o

The Caratraras Welr oo cee g 0t oo 0
thies thie gt toobe hintedd S thie oe !

Poacss apadded when Dot ot gnvedve 0 0 e a0 by o
fond gl S DT R R YA REFTANNLE STR ey i
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abuse, and it oceurs su flagrantly. But it is a political liability, as |
have learned even to question the system. I have been accused of
being hard-hearted, wanting to starve children to death, and that
sort of thing. All 1 am saying is let's think about that taxpayer
down there who makes maybe one-third of that median income
that you were talking about. and he is having to support this stuff.
[ think it is only simple fairness and equity at least to limit what
the taxpayer :s required to pay, limit this assistance to people who
are truly needy.

Now, we have all sorts of disagreements on this thing for one
reason or another in this committee. But I remember early on, 1
started looking at the duplication in the Food Stamp Program with
veference to the School Lunch Program. Here, a family of four are
getting food stamps. They have two children in school, and they
are eating breakfast and lunch at school, but the family is still get-
ting the food stamps for 21 meals a week, presumably, for each of
the four, including the two children. And 1 said, well, I wonder
what just that one duplication is costing us. My own feeling when |
fooked at 1t was “Why bother with it?” but I asked staff to have it
analyrzed. and do yvou know now much that cne duplication cost?
Six hundred million dollars a year. I pro to tighten that thing
ug. and | wish you could see the editorials and the cartoons and all
the rest that just came flying. They had me cutting off children’s
heads and atl the rest of it. So it is a political lianbility to try to talk
commonsense, which you ladies are doing, in my judgment.

Mrs Satner But do vou know, if enough people stopped believ-
gz evervthing they read in the paper and paid attention to what
the persen in front of them at the grocery store was buying and
paving for that with--this bappens to us every time we go to the
arivcets store 1 become so enraged. Here we are, economizing,
making the most of our money, buying generic items-—you know,
name brand has always been something that we could never afford,
because atl vou were paying for was the label. We could never have
~teak three ar four imes a week; we made do with hamburger. But
every timme | go to the grocery store, 1 see three or four people
paaving with food stamps, and they have steak, three or four pack
aie s af steak. noine brand items not frozen orange juice, but
oramge cove in the carton or the jar, that costs three times as
el ot proes less than the frozen. with the same nutrients. You
=0l e the same nutreient value.

But [ thimi people. when they understand this program, especial-
o oparents the gites we have talhed to, they will support you. |
Roow that we are ot pose 1o elect vou, but f yvou wanted to move
Yok 1o O olorario

The CuainMax oo have to after this election {Laughter |

Are mAU e WMol please Know That some of us appreciate, e
crtceowe et do nat see thit these progratis are benme best aty
Coed et we are chad thiut vou are cutting where you dare cutting,.
hecause o shauld not be benefiting the rich We should not have
prorrame that budd dependence on the 7S Gavernment We haove
tooatiid denendence withian thar person, so they will want to go out

and work We doonor o want to s The Government o poing 1o
rever v thie s et do anetbong, st oo ong and hove habnes
T o s w tomake oo produe ive donrntrs

e
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So we are glad that you are doing what vou ztr:: doing.

The CHaikMAN. [ thank you.

Let me ask you about collecting income information, so that the
means test can be implemented in a meaningful way. How much
trouble would that be to you? None?

[Mrs. Montgomery and Mrs. Sauder nod agreement |

What about for the parent” Do you think it impe es too much of
a burden to ask them to provide this information”

Mrs. Sacper. Not if it is going to benefit them [If they do not
want you to know how much they are making, they will not tell
vou. If they are not making very much, they will tell vou.

The CuairMan. Mrs. Montgomery. | have one final question. and

v then [ will yield to Senator Huddleston
lLet's talk about other duy care providers Now. these are non
profit, right”
. Mrs. Montcomery. No. Why do you call home day care neonpraof

i?

Mrs Saveer That is the problem a lot of legistators have Fven
in Colorado, the State legislators do not understand that home day
cire 1s a for-profit agency.

The CHAIRMAN. | guess | was referring to dav care centers

Mrs. Savper. Day care centers, many of them. are for profit

Mrs, Smrrm. But the umbrella sponsoring agencies must be non-
profit, although there is a provision within the law to allow for
profit centers to participate in the program if they have in excess
of 25 percent of the children enrolled who are former title XX par
ticipants,

The CHamrMan. Well, thus would just have to be a horseback estr
mate, but in the homes of other day ciare providers i your area in
the State of Colorado. whiat would vou estimate to be the income
<tatus of the piarents of the children who are tn these tacilities” Do
vou have arnn adea about that” It mav be an untise arithmetical
question

Mres Savnrek Well it varies

Yau see. i aur home, we have - and this i~ the was it is in home
day care. because day care centers are much more expensive,
number one. and espectally for infants, it s twice as much money
te o diy care center as it s moa day care home Sa we have people
makimg momamm wage, probably (1200600 ST5000 a4 vear. the
coaple, and then we have college professors whe are makinge  this
cne couple. they are both professors, o they  probably make
Seg ot So that o quite a range

The Caamyian Yes soat would be hard ta answer my question

Mie Moxtcosery But Dean find out, ot they are willing to coop
crate D thimk the pomnt needs to be made that T am o busiqesswom
e and Do o profescanal and T ke to doowhoa 1o damge B
doonot necd the Government to subsidize me. because 8 canne
Tty e 1 O Vbl cannaf s"“ fre frum h“"(“ hH\'\ Tor d“ it
- Firar e samethange D had to fearn And ot e can msult to nu far oy
“ooepppierneat sty thes foad propesane T oassr oot baes

Piocdmmaoeas Bar vong e bhavaing it

M Noecramsr iy Mo o ot ey mie sy that gl et 0
. e ot topdooe it ab it hare iy care prrovadere
A b e s Cabor adn there are oy Twes Wt ot an
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the program—-myself and another lady. And it is because we feel it
is a ripoff to the taxpayer.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Huddleston?

Senator HuppiLesToN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am sorry I was not here at the beginning of the hearing. S.
1913, which I introduced along with Senator Cochran and others, is
designed to correct some inequities that have occurred because of
the reductions in the school lunch and other child nutrition pro-
grams that have been initiated, totaling some $1.5 billion. 1 will
submit that for the record.!

The Cuairman. Without objection, it will be included.

Senator HuppresTton. | think all of us want these programs to

rate as efficiently and economically as possible. Certainly,
('/n&ody wants to subsidize those who do not need to be subsidized.

I think we can make a general policy statement that in all of our
programs, if we are going to help the truly needy, we must have
programs that are targeted to help those who are in need.

Now, as far as the day care home and centers, is it your judg-
n -nt that we have an adequate number of day care home provid-
ers and day care centers to accommodate children of parents who
need to be away from home and need to work?

Mrs. MONTGOMERY. I feel there is, yes.

Mrs. SmMiti. Senator Huddleston, I believe that given that we
have a free market economy, the supply never exceeds the demand
for long. And though increased numbers of women are returning to
the work force when they have very young infants, neonates some-
times, there is an enormous demand for care for these tiny infants.
But the day care method of choice among families with young chil-
dren is the private home, because that most nearly recreates the
natural model.

Senator HuporestTon. You believe there are enough centers to auc-
commodate all those, at all income levels, who have to work”

Mrs Smith. Yes. That is where my voucher thing would come in.
It we could specifically target aid and issue a voucher system to
those families who are in need, and they can take that voucher and
spend it anywhere they wanted—it would be just like money- -50
that they would not be required to go to this day care center that is
across town, that may not be conveniently located—maybe they do
not like the philosophy of the center-—most women who work who
have children in day care prefer to have a day care home that is
within. I think, less than 2 miles of their homes. That is certainly
an understandable preterence.

Senator Huppreston. But, you do not believe there are any
single parent households where the parent would like to work and
has linnted skills and would have to take a low-paving job. but
cannot find affordable ¢are for their children while they work”

Mrs Sacpex No.

Secator Heoopkston, That is not a problem?”

Mrs MonTcoMERY. No, because in our area, social services will
pay the home day care provider

Mre Savper Doo't vou have social services here?

Pee~ Dt b the gaeperesd statement of Senates Huddleatan
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Mrs. MonTGOMERY. | call it “welfare,”” but | guess the new word
for it is *‘social services”; I do not know. But they pay——

Mrs. Sauper. They will pay wherever the mother wants to take
the child.

Mrs. MONTGOMERY. All of us who are licensed are in a book, and
they just give them the list that is close to their area or where they
need to go.

Senator HuppLESTON. But say that all these are profitable oper-
ations; that is they are in business to make money.

Mrs. MonTGOMERY. Well, I support myself.

Mrs. SmitH. Senator, I believe the operative word in your state-
ment was “would like to work.” We need to make a distinction, be-
cause I think there is an enormous distinction between the woman
who wants to work, who chooses to work, and that is her free
choice, and the woman who wants to stay home with her child, and
that is her free choice, as well. We need to recognize these as legiti-
mate choices that people make regarding their child care. Thus we
should help those who want to work, but cannot find help; rather,
we need to help those who need to work and thus are in need of
assistance.

Senator HuppoLesToNn. I think it is somewhat of an oversimpiifica-
tion to say that everyone has an option, because there are people
who desperately need to work and have to work, who do not neces-
sarily want to work, but have to work.

Mrs. Smrra. That is true. The destinction is my point.

Senator HuppLESTON. So, are we going to help them, or are we
going to have to turn them away.

Mrs. Smrrd. But I am specile'cally referring to the dual-income
family. The single-income family, the woman who is the single
head-of-household, who has childremy really has little cheice but to
work. Many times, she is not receiving alimony, she is not receiv-
ing her child support—the child support that she does receive is
almost always in arrears.

Senator HuppLESTON. You think there is adequate accommoda-
tion for those kinds of people?

Mrs. Smrts. | believe there may be especially if we reaffirm our
commitment to them by limiting day care benefits to the needy.

Mrs. MontcoMERY. | understand what you are saying. The
woman that has to work to support her family—is there a day care
home in her area. That is where our county has this list, and social
services pays— they will either pay-—like, 1 charge $8 a day—they
etther pay the $8--1 thihk $7 is what they pay now. Now, if t} v
care provider does not want to accept that $7, she can as. e
mother to pay $! more out of her salary—or, there are others that
will do it. I have d ine it for what social services pays.

Mrs. Savper. But you are talking about child care. You are not
talking about the food. And here is the thing- - -

Senator HupnrestoN. Well, vou cannot take care of a child with
out feeding that child.

Mrs. Saunekr. Well, you need to separate it. though

Mrs. MonTtcomery. But that 37 will pay it.

Mry Sauvper. That is right. If you are going to talk about wheth
er or not that child i1s going to be fed properly, then | think some-
how, we need to make a distinction. because in effect, that is what

a9
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you are doing right now is subsidizing child care with the intent of
providing good food. And it is up to the parents to make that deci-
sion—No. 1, are they going to put their child in a place where their
child is going to get thengest care? If they are going to put their
child in the best care, then they trust that that woman is going to
feed their children properly. “¥ they do not care, that is another
subject, entirely, what kind of care the child is getting there.

But I am just wondering why the Government n to make the
choices for the parents. You see, I believe that the parent is the
supreme one in charge of his children, and so they need to make
those decisions.

Senator HUDDLESTON. It seems to me, though, that when you are
talking about those who truly need help, and whose children could
benefit from the nutritious meals during the day, you are talking
about a group that may not have all these options. They cannot be
particular because of their lack of financial resources.

Mrs. Saupkr. [ think it is improving, though. We have parent
education classes and courses and workshops and stuff, that a lot of
parents are going to now who are in that lower income group. The
situation is improving. They want to do what is best for their chil-
dren. and they are taking that all into consideration.

Now, maybe in your area, the segment of the population is differ-
ent, but from where we are in Colorado, 1 think that they are
learning, und I am just not sure that this is the right vehicle to
instruct them on.

Senator Hunpreston. 1 think all of you indicated that the Child
Care Food Program does not, in fact, reduce the cost to the provid-
er.

Mrs. Sauber. No, it does not.

Mrs. Smrrs. It may not. Some parents do find a provider who
will cut. so it ends up being simply a subsidy. But I would like to
add. Senator, that in most cases, the day care provider is a woman
who has children of her own that she is caring for in her home.
These children wlso eat, as does the mother. I think it unlikely that
a woman would provide one meal for a child in her paid care and
then spend extra time and energy producing another meal that is
separate that is either nutritionally deficient or excessive than that
meal that she previously prepared for another child.

So I think it only makes commonsense to state that in most
cises: und of course. we cannot really state categorically, because
we do not have omniscient powers here—but I think it is safe to
state that in alimost all cases. where the mother who is the day
care provider is caring for her own child as well as another's child,
she is preparing one meal, and they are all eating this meal. And |
think it would be unnecessarily cruel and discriminatory for the
tnother to be producing 2 meal for her child and then another meal
tor the other child. So T think it does not even make sense. logical-
Iv. that rhat would oceur.

Senator Heppreston | assume though that not every day care
home provider has children of the person who s operating the
hame

Secand da o think that, e all day care settings, meals would
be s natnitions of there was no Chidd Care Food Program”
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Mrs MonTcoMery Yes, [ do, because if she 1s going to feed them
nutritious food, she is going to feed them nutritious food, regard.
less. And if she is not going to, she is not going to. You've either
got it, or you don’t.

Mnrs. Smrrh. | think that approach kind of presupposes that per
haps they are not being served nutritious foods, and 1 would object
o Eat. because it seems to me that there is no way to categorically

that all people are receiving x amount of benefits or nutrition
or whatever at uﬂ times, but | think it is only reasonable to state
that most children are well cared for in their day care homes. and
that this is simply an income redistribution program and not a
child care nutrition program. As a matter of fact, in Fairfax
County, VA, one day care home provider has reported to me that
she is inspected twice a year by her USDA agent, an itinerant kind
of schedule. The woman calls before she comes—-which is only rea-
sonable; it is a matter of common courtesy to do so. It is also in
order to ensure that the woman will be at home when she arrives
for the inspection. But to presume that the rest of the time, the
woman is giving them junk food, we just have to say that when
children are in care outside their parents’ authority, we can hope
to empower that parent with the best available knowledge con-
cerned with child care nutrition and other kinds of child care pro-
grams that are the most up-todate, and that given that, then the
parent will make that decision, and the child care provider who is
the day care provider will be, in a sense, the agent in loco parentis
tor the parent.

So | realiy think that many of these programs are unnecessary.

Mrs Saunek. Maybe-—and we can understand this, of course, be-
cause being a farm family, we already know how to sconomize. and
have all the nutritious foods: - -

Senator Hoppreston, I'm sure vou do.

Mrs Sacnigr. That is what | wes just going to say Would't it be
better to take this money and set up some kitchens somewhere and
practice making the menu, practice menu planning, going to the
grocery store. comparison buying, and then going back and show
ingz them how to cook this food s0 that it tastes good, because here
is the problem Some people don’t know how to cook, right?

Senator Huppr ESTON Do vou think that would cost less than the

carrent programs’

Mrs Savorr [ think in the long run, you are going to have
people who will know how to eat. who will know how to buy. If
they do not ky ow what to buy and they do not know how to buy it,
then all vou are doing s giving them more money to go out and
buy the same stuft, which is just compounding the problem.

Mrs Ssarm. | think, Senator. the families who are recipients of
foaed ctarnns qre under strocc and thev are ;mrmmllv economicatly
disadvant: wui And they do not feel like opening a can of reconsti-
tuted orange juice. and squashing it up or whatever. And 1 do feel
tor these peaple T do not have a solution to that problem, and |
really have not done sufficient research into 1t to really address it
today But T want to «tite that what we should focus on Fore today.
[ think. 1~ the need to assist those who are in need. And in many
cimes, those who are on the Food Stamp Program are in need ot
ot assistance  ond that o o Jegitimate expense, | believe



Thank you.

Senator HunpLeston . Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CuairMaN. Thank you very much, ladies.

I guess we are agreed that to the extent that people who partici-
pate in any of these programs across the board who are not in the
category of needy denegrate the amount of help that can be given
to the truly needy, and I think that is one of the points that each
of you has made this morning. But in any case, we appreciate your
coming, and thank you very much.

The second pane{ will be Mrs. Susan Brogdon, the president of
the Texas School Food Service Association, Castlieberry School Dis-
trict, in Forth Worth, TX; Ms. Elizabeth Cagan, chief administrator
of the Office of School Food and Nutrition Services in New York
City; and Marshall Matz, who is counsel for the American School
Food Service Association in Washington, DC.

We will proceed in the order of the witnesses listed, and we
thank you very much for coming and helping us out.

STATEMENT OF SUSAN BROGDON, PRESIDENT, TEXAS SCHOOL
FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION, CASTLEBERRY SCHOOL  DIS-
TRICT, FORT WORTH, TX

Ms. Brocpon. Mr. Chairman, my name is Susan Brogdon.! [ am
the president of Texas School Food Service Agsociation, and I am
also the director of food service for Castleberry Independent School
District in Fort Worth,

Texas School Food Service Association is pleased and honored to
have this opportunity to share with the committee cur views on
current issues facing the National School Lunch and Breakfast
Programs.

The child nutrition programs in Texas are the largest federally
funded program there. During the 1982-83 school year, Texas re-
ceived over $217 million in reimbursement for serving over 267 mil-
Hon lunches and 70 million breakfasts. By the way, breakfast is
mandated in Texas. Those figures, when averaged, shows Texas
serves over |5 million lunches per day, of which approximately
X20,000 are free and reduced-price lunches. The number of free and
reduced-price lunches served deily is the near equivalent of the
population of San Antonio, T'X, which is the 10th largest city in the
United States.

The national school lunch and breakfast programs are a big busi-
ness in Texas. TSFSA offers the following for your consideration.

On competitive foods, the proposed rules concerning the competi-
tive food regulations in the national school lunch and breakfast
programs couline the control of competitive food sales to the food
service area and only during the meal hours. This proposed rule
would allow the school officials, at their discretion, to serve such
foods as carbonated beverages right outside the cafeteria door.
Texas School Food Service Association is opposed to this regulation.

Schoul food service programs often depend on the revenues from
the sade of additional food items to purchase new equipment, offset

LN v Tec g the pregared stocen et of Ma Brogdon
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remove him from the free meals list because of the results of verifi-
cation. This situation could be eliminated if 100 percent up front
documentation of income is required to be submitted with the ini-
tial application. Documentation af the time of submitting the appli-
cation would also serve as a detetrent to those applicants who are
ineligible, and thereby eliminating a child being removed from free
lunches for failure to document 1 week and reapplying the next
weexk, without submitting documentation, That is currently what is
happening.

The 100-percent documentation would also reduce community
and parent confusion, increase the workload for approximately 1
month instead of 3 or 4 months, and it could be incorporated into
the already existing application process.

At the beginning of the school year, we would need to increase
the days we have to approve from 10 to 20 days, beca it does
take longer 1o do it. I was on the pilot program-—our sckbol district
was- -last year, and we did 100-percent documentation. This year,
we have done the 3 percent error-prone. I prefer the 100-percent
documentation.

Texas School Food Service Association supports a regulation re
quiring up-front documentation of income. We feel this would
reduce repetitive paperwork and increase the accountability of the
school lunch and breakfast programs.

On the Breakfast Program, the Texas School Food Service Asso-
ciation supports the implementation of offer versus served regula-
tion during breakfast. This provision should also be made so that
the final decision to participate in offer versus served at breakfast
could be left to the local district like it currently is at lunch.

We have some concerns about the Breakfast Program. No. I,
there is too much liquid at breakfast. Some children have difficulty
consuming ¥ ounces of milk and 4 ounces of fruit juice. Offer
versus served could eliminate that problem.

No. 2, at lunch, a child may select three out of five items with
offer versus served regulation. But at breakfast, they may take
every item  they must take every item. That i+ difficult to con
vince a first grader of.

Also, when a child chooses his own food, there is less plate waste
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We have had very positive reactions to offer versus served at
lunch. TSFSA looks forward to the time when we can implement
offer versus served at breakfast. This provision would increase fi-
nancial flexibility, give children the opportunity to select foods,
and increase the consistency of meal pattern choices.

It has also been suggested that we should increase the meat or
meat alternate to a daily requirement at breakfast with additional
funding to offset the increased expense. Some of the concerns we
had with this were: Since we have/87.5 percent of our breakfasts in
Texas free and reduced, the importance of protein at breakfast
should be considered, since the last meal consumed for the day by a
lot of children is school lunch.

If the meal pattern requirements are incre. sed along with the
funding, the increased requirement should be «irectly tied to the
funding so that the funding could not be reduced without reduction
of the meal requirements.

Some of our people in Texas feel that a good breakfast can be
prepared under the current requirements, and this is not neces-
sary.

As an association, we would support the meat or meat alternate,
with the provision that adequate funding is continually supplied.

We appreciate the changes leading to increased flexibility and
accountability in the school lunch and breakfast programs Juring
the last 2 school years. We are always seeking ways to improve our
programs.

In summary, we support the returning of control to the local
school districts of competitive foods served in each districi: requir-
ing up-front documentation for every free or reduced-price meal ap-
plication before processing; implementing the offer versus served
regulation during breakfast, and increasing the meat or meat alter-
nate requirement to daily at breakfast, with continued adequate
funding.

The money expended by the national school lunch and breakfast
programs is spent for food, labor, supplies, and direct administra-
tion of the programs with the end result being that a child is
served nutritious meals. These meals provide a greater opportunity
for a child to learn, grow, and fulfill his potential.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and members of the com-
mittee, for the opportunity to provide information. s

The CHairMAN. Thank you very much.

I noticed you looked up at the clock during all that buzzing. Do
vou know what that is? A lot of folks around here do not. That in-
dicates what is going on on the floor, in general. That was what we
call a dead quorum call, two buzzes, and so forth.

Not long ago, 1 understand that two ladies from upstate New
York, up in their ycars, were outside the Senate Chamber. The
buzzers are very loud there—as a matter of fact, it is a combination
af a buzzer and a bell, and it is very loud. They walked up just as
the blast started. One of thvm looked at the other and said, “What
do vou reckon is voing on’ and the other one said, “l think one of
them may have ¢ caped.” {Laughter. | '

Now. Ms Cagan, we are glad to have you, and vou may proceed.
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~ STATEMENT OF ELIZABETH CAGAN, CHIEF ADMINISTRATOR.

OFFICE OF SCHOOL FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICES, NEW
YORK CITY BOARD OF EDUCATION, NEW YORK, NY

Ms. Cacan. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and Senator Huddle-
ston.

I am pleased to have the opportunity to appear before you today.
My name is Ms. Elizabeth Cagan, and [ am the chief administrator
of the Office of School Food and Nutrition Services of the New
York City Board of Education.

We are the largest school .ystem in the country, with almost 1
million children, over 1,000 buildings, and 100,000 staff. My own
operation has over 9,000 workers, represented by 13 different union
locals. We serve over 500,000 lunches a day and over 100,000 break-
fasts each day.

The ethnic breakdown of the total student population, by the
school census of 1982, indicates: 24.8 percent white, 38.0 percent
blu:ik; 31.8 percent Hispanic, and 4.9 percent Asiun or Pacific I
lander.

The New York State Legislature, in 1969-70, passed what they
called the decentralization bill, which broke up the city into 32
community school districts, and those community school districts
had responsibility for the administration of their elementary and
junior high schools. The central board of education still maintains
the responsibility for the high schools in the city and for the spe-
cial education children.

The ethnic compasition of the 32 community districts 1s as fol-
lows: 14 have between % and 100 percent minority students: |
have between R0 und 40 percent minority students; 5 have between
70 and " percent minority; 3 have between 60 and 70 percent mi-
nority, and only 6 fall below H) percent.

In preparation for the Summer Feeding Program, to determine
eligibility under the present regulations, which set the criterna for
an attendance area having 50 percent or more students during the
school vear on free und reduced lunches, we point out the follow
ing - this is what the latest information shows one district has be-
tween 30 and 39 percent; 2 between 40 and 49 percent; those 3 dis:
tricts, the only districts which fall between the current eligibility,
One district has 50 to 60 percent; 7 between 60 and 69 percent; 4
hetween 70 and 79 percent: 16 between %0 and 89 percent; and one
district with 919 percent.

It interesting to note that more than half of the districts fall
between mand 92 percent T make special note of this data in
order to emphasize the points that 1 have been tryving to makz to
USDA during the vears that [ bave been chief admimstrator in
New York City To require individua appheations each and every
vear trom areas which every demographic report, mcluding the
[9nt census, wdentifies as needy is both burdensome and duplica
tive Additional confirmation of such a condition s indicated in an
annuad repoart which the New York City Board of Education must
pretieciote o order to determine which schools are targeted to re
cerve chapter 1 funds Sixty percent of the eriterm used for this de
termination must be based on the number of AFDC chuldren within
the ~chool population  Every <chool i 12 of those community
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school districts are chapter 1 targeted schools. Therefore, there is a
direct relationship between our records of free and reduced-price
applications, the census reports, and chapter 1 eligibility criteria.

owing the hardships that most of these families undergo, it is
with great difficulty that our school principals are able to receive
for most of these children accurately eompleted applications.

I submit to this august body that there should be recognition
that we have d;rreat diversity in this wonderful country of ours,
thank God, and that for urban and rural areas, large and small, to
be required to fulfill the identical burdensome procedures, with no
recognition 5‘iven to this diversity, just indicates a lack of under-
standing of the intent of the program by USDA.

In New York City, to avoid the negative national publicity which
occurred in 1980-81, where the media castigated the Congress and
the administration for the mandated inclusion of Social Security
numbers. Highlighted on television, headlined in the newspapers—
and we went through that in New York, I think you well know—
was the charge that hungry children were being denied benefits. It
was through the massive, concerted effort in New York City by
teachers, principal§, superintendents, advocacy groups, and unions,
that we were a o ensure that every needy child received the
maximum benefits e was entitled to. This, of course, also required
additional local fiscal outlay.

I must add that one thing interestingrll:appened. which has come
out in some other previous testimony. The idea of a deterrent was
very good. We did not oppose—in fact, we supported—the idea of
the inclusion of the Social Security number. We have always been
trving on our own, as other people have, to ferret out fraud and
abuse. And it was interesting that the prior year, the Tercentage of
free and reduced applications had been as follows—almost 94-per-
cent free and about 4-percent reduced price. The year that Social
Security numbers were mandated, we did not lose a child, as I indi-
cated, but it worked out to come out to be 84 percent, almost 85-
percent free, and the children swung into the reduced-price catego-
ry. a few into the paid.

Now, when | talk about this concerted effort, what was told to
parents—1 personally went out to 15 different community groups
where they had big community meetings—was something very
simple. Of course, they always raised the question of the invasion
of privacy, and we had determined legally that there was no inva-
sion of privacy, and so forth. And we all said very simply: “If you
have nothing to fear, then you should have no objection.” And that
was the end of that problem.

We have always endeavored to ensure the integrity of our claims.
By subsidizing as a paid child any needy child, for whatever
reason, whether by neglect, child abuse, et cetera--the reason I say
that is that New %ork had that headline that we said all the chil-
dren were suffering from child abuse--was not able to return a
completely valid application signed by a parent or guardian. It was
throueh this massive cosperative effort, and the support of the city
and he board of education, allowing us to maintain our pricing
schedule, which made us one of the few local educational agencies
i the country which did not experience a drop in participation by
the needy children
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We are also very proud of the fact that we have introduced many
innovative programs which not only have enhanced the School
Lunch Program but have reduced waste, which again results in
very cost-effective programs. Among the general innovations is the
establishment of what we call energy factories, mini energy facto-
ries, offering many choices from which elementary schoolchildren
can select, which we find is a better alternative to the option of
offer versus served. I will get into that, and I might as wefl say it
now, because if you get to know me, you will know that [ always
suy 1 am not going to say anything, but say it anyway.

The CHAIRMAN. Wel{. you are eligible for the U.S. Senate.
{Laughter.} ' .

Ms. CacaN. [ should have had that advice 3) years ago.

I think I am maybe unique—and this is probably why | aggue so
much with USDA-—having only been in charge of this program for
the last 6 years, originally against my desires, 1 could not see the
connection between a school administrator—because I hed come up
as a teacher and a principal and assistant superintendent and did
not know what connection there was between whether o kid has
the peanut butter on whole wheat or white bread, and the educa-
tional process. Let me tell you, we have done a miraculous job,’fc)‘e-
cause there is no job in the world that I can get that I do not tieup
with the education of kids. And in New York City, it is integrally
interlaced. Of course, you can gather that having geen an assistant
superintendent, I can also yell at my former colleagues, and they
listen. I have an advantage over those who have only been in food
service. Unfortunately, in my operation all over the country, they
have always been looked upon as separate and as sort of second-
class, without realizing it. In fact, we are using local funds to final-
ly do a formal research project, because we have found informally
that because of our rams, breakfast and lunch—and we have
others that we fund locally—that there has been a tremendous im-

rovement in attendance. And we have heard this in other reports,

ut those scientists will never, never listen unless it is scientifically
researched. We have found that there has been a tremendous—of
course, if a kid is not in school, he cannot learn anyway—but
maybe because of improved attendance, reading and math scores in
New York City have increased dramaticaily. But it is the working
together

Why do I say | am a maverick? 1 believe that all of this has to
focus around good nutrition. USDA meal patterns—well, they have
changed the name from type A, but everybody says, “The new
meals patterns, which used to be called type A," we proved to them
that you can provide a “type A lunch™ and never, never meet the
nutritional requirements for that age child. And we have shown
them menus that more than meet the nutritional requirements
that do not meet their pattern, and I have challenged them for the
6 vears either to stop saying this will provide good nutrition to
kids, aand then just say we just want to fill their bellies; or, if they
are concerned with nutrition, then that has to be the goal, and
then everything else falls into place.

Well, we are very consistent in that, and that is why I am happy
that vou mentioned the new competitive food regulation | know
that the Federal Government is very shy at being sued, because
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you can be sued about everything—but so am I, in New York. Ev-
erybody sued me on the competitive foods. But I am not afraid of a
suit. Do you know why I win those suits? Because I have that one
commitment. And when the chocolate people sued me they did not
win because they could not prove that this was a nutritionally
sound addition into the program.

Now, when we get this backing down from the Federal Govern-

ment, the tion does encourage the States and locals to go
bevond the USDA lation. But we are very fortunate in New
York because, as I said, we all work r, and we have seen the

State legislature is now going to be introducing legislation for all of
New York State. But the Feds should not be so frightened. If they
knew where they were going and had only one and would not
fragment these things and not have a clear policy of where we are
guing, many criticisms would be negated.

We talked about some of the innovative programs, and [ got into
some of the choices. In addition, each of our schools has a student
nutrition committee—which I mandate—in which they have
learned the nutrient value of foods, the Federal regulations con-
cerning RDA's, which provide both the science and mathematic ac-
tivities far more meaningful to the students than the memorization
of the vitamins and minerals that they used to have to do in 1 hour
in the science class, which is far removed from their day-to-day ex-
perience. .

Parents are invited to visit our technol unit, where we taste
and test new foods. This unit also vigilantly, on a random basis,
pulls samples out of our delivered items to the schools to ensure
our rigid specifications are being followed.

We have been hawy to give workshops both to USDA and people
across the country. We are very proud of our very, very tight speci-
fications. In fact, I offered Secretary of Defense Weinberger, when |
was present at a luncheon at which he spoke, and he was telling
about the terrible contracts that they had inherited to send my
person to write rigid contracts for him. We are very, very strict
about that. When [ came in 6 years ago—this is very interesting—I
am not paying any more for my today than we were paying
in 1975—and you know prices have ,one up—only because we
found manipulation by suppliers because of loose contracts; we also
found that the board itself was not paying vendors for 2 or 3 years,
and you can hardly blame people for adding on all of this borrowed
money interest. But we got our act together, and we worked very,
very well with industry. They called me crazy the first year; I
called them crooks. But we are working together, because we
changed all those specifications, and our foods are absolutely the
mo#t wholesome In fact, we were Wa‘{' ahead of the nutrition goals,
we were ahead of the cancer report. We are very proud of it.

All of our foods introduced in the program are student tasted
before introduction into the program. This eliminates waste. The
student nutrition committees also help in the plannin%of menus
for their particular schools, within the parameters of RDA, meal
patterns, and budgetary constraints.

When you said earlier, Mr. Chairman, that you were called all
sorts of numes because you were starving children, I must say that

improvements in kids. So the board its own glicy. and the
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[ am so fiscally conservative that I have been called o Hepublican
[Lasughter. |

Senator Huppreston. Heaven forbid,

Ms. CAcAn. Well, you know in New York, that that o« quite
thing.

But I also want to point out that one need not be a conservative
Republican to believe in a fiscally sound and conservative program.
and yet not have any impact on having what I consider the best
program in the country—I am ver humble, too, you see.

Theoretically, we can have 1,200 different menus on any particu
lar day, because I think we are unxique~ in this country that I do not
have any full value contracts. Every one of the contracts which we
generate for every item of food which we purchase is what we call
a requirement contract, so that we can have the children get the
kinds of food so that every food that they may order meets the nu
trivional goals that we are trving to set.

Our original nutrition grants—this has to do with NET, and this
is what [ am talking about we pull everyvthing together- have been
looked upon by us as actual seed moneys, in that when the monevs
are drastically reduced, local support was pravided because of the
success we were having.

We are proud that we did not waste any moneys on the duplica-
tion of curricula, of which we had plenty, but instead emphasiged
the priority uses as indicated in the original legislation. This has
paird oft. We are now beginning to see the effects of the student sg¢

- of food items. These patterns are lifelong and should pre-

e adult diseases we hear about that are brought on by
poor nutrition.

We are also proud that New York City was in the forefront in
the establishment of nutrition goals, as I sind  to ensure reduction
of sugar, salt, fats, and the removal of all artdicial flavors, color
mp and unbeneficial additives. This, in conjunction with our ongo
ing programs for cooks, managers, teachers, and students, resulted
i exemplary menu planning, which has encouraged the consump
tion of the fresh fruits, vegetables, and whole grans And vou got

At froin me for nothing. we did not need o big, expensive report,

i tash foree

it i~ for these very reasons that | support the continuation of nu
trition educiation funds, not to be given out indisertmunately, how
ever, but to be disbursed on the basis of a proven performance
record, or at least on the basis of 4 proposil for the proper use of
these funds i accordance with the atms of the onginal fegistation

[ want ta note that 1 think the Office of School Food and Nutry
twon Services 15 the only place 1 the country because this money
wits piven to States which received the NET monevs from New
Yook State Fducation Department  Uomede core that they ander
stond the purpose of that fegishition, which wis to reduce the waste
and enhance the School Lunch Programe We provide maore nutry
tion education for teachers who have. over the last 20 or S0 years.
recenved  the socalled  education throuph the formal approach
which o ne pmpact A teacher s oot pomg to tidhe nidnituor edn
cation and add 1t onto an enrhith curvicatun arca They do net
have the timne What we have done. aod perbioges it s s bk
prround that modde 10 easter 1o do bere, b vou hoave the o hites o
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every other place in the country if you Werk together --is 16 pro-
vide lesson plans for teachers so that they can teach their English
and even literature. We have a beautiful curriculum in literature
and references to nutrition. You would be surprised how many fine
books aand fine plays have some reference to it. It makes it very ex-
citing to kids, because 1t is not dry. It makes é¢ very easy for teach-
ers, because they can teach their area and include this as an item
instead of looking upon it as separate and distinct from the ongo-
ing course of study.

There is no reluctance in other Federal agencies other than in
USDA in denying money for undeserving programs. I, personally,
and the Board of Education as a body, feer very strong{;.thm the
receipt of Federal moneys in any form is as binding a contract as
one can enter into and that one must ensure the proper use of the
moneys recetved to be used in accordance with the Federal legisia-
tion authorizing specific programs.

The GAO. in a report to Congress several years ago, noted that
the New York City Board of Education’s Summer Program was the
best, most cost effective program of all those reviewed. This report
recommended that boards of education should be encouraged to ad-
minister the program

‘The regulations concerning the use of private spensors have been
changed in the last 2 years, and | say, to the great betterment of
the program. and we are proud to say that the Board of Education
included every community-based program. The programs were
pood We had had unscrupulous private sponsors If you eliminate
these, we were able to make sure that every child enrolled in a pro-
pram  whether they did it in a school ~or when we umbrellaed
them and I became thewr sponsor But” we scrupulously monitor
these things

[ast summer. we fed U3 mithon breakfasts and 64 milhon
lunches, and we are very proud  we are not surprised. but other
people are Since we are so scrupulous tn our supervision and mon
itoring, we did not receve even one disallowance

New York Civ s urging that this regulation not be changed. or
at least that the boards of education be given the first right of re.
tuwial betore any consideration could be given to private sponsor
ship In that way, no child could possibly be denied the opportupaty
to recene wholesome breakfasts and lunches during the summer

W have had two sides of the story | spoke to Mr. Cooney whern |
heard about the amendment allowing the private sponsors back
Any time there was a drastic change in regulations, with all the
advociey proups and the unions in New York City, 1 go through
heti Well 11 was interesting that they were now united with me
asunst this When I spoke to Mr. Cooney. he told me about experi-
ctee - that bl aerirred that he was fmithar with in Conpecticut
where no child wias ted because the boards of education would not
v the program On the other hand, T was able to tetl him about
Oakland, CA and other places where, because of that change.
hocirde of edineation came i And Fthink we agreed that this would
b oo wondertul comprommse, so that ne chitd need be demed

W o New York City have been supervised by USDA o the
Sitrpner Foeding Propram, and this has been. iterestingly enoagh,
v ant~tandigdy sccesstul partonership Toam disturbed  that,
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whatibd States be forced 1o administer the program. and that it not
be muandated to be under the aegis of the State Education Depart.
ment. which s responsible for the supervision of the breakfast and
tunch. that the continuity and cooperation which is required from
the school administrators will be frugmented. resulting in a dis-
seryvice to the kids.

This gets me back to the fact that when there is no nussion, or

no poal that evervbody is working toward. These are the kinds of

thing= that happen when, myopically. each thing is looked at as a
sepirate kind of program, with no interrelationship.

The office of School Food and Nutrition Services is in its last
throes of the verification mandate. Since we are one of the two
cities in the country which were required to verify 3 percent or
4060 applications. vou can well imagine what a learning experi-
ence this has been for all of us, and we will be very happy to share,
as we have been asked to by USDA, our experiences with them.

It came as a shock to me, yesterday, when 1 received the Federal
Regaster, to which I subscribe, dated March 30, 1984, with the new
proposed rules on verification. My opinion of USDA, never high to
begin with, was reinforced {Laughter.|

Thetr earhier regulations had negated their original promise to
provide guidance to us on how to best perform the verification. and
then thev came out and said, “We are not ready to share this with
vou. so0 vou po ahead and then share your information with us.” So
vesterdav, they come out and tell us, “Now, here is the guidance
we promused vou.” Well, why didn’t they wait” We are almost
through We are able to share the experiences. and so forth They
do not remember from 1 month to the next, and this is not the only
thing. of what they have issued in regulations. But it is this incon-
<i~tency and this incompetence which drives administrators of pro-
grams and administrators of schools, with whom we must work, up
aowall T agamn hiyghlights the fact -and T have said this to them
publiciv, | have even challenged them to stand up if they come
under this  not one person who generates these regulations has
ever iwen responsible for the implementation of any program, let
alone for the procedures which they are telling us are mandated

It mirht be interesting to mandaste that they be assigned to varn-
ous school districts now in the géxt school year, to help implement
these repulations, which they gre now nu indzsting to be done, intor-
ctingdy cnough, by November 1, That was done because of some
comments such as yours, thut sard by the time we identify

Now, if mast school distritts are just about completing it now,
fiow an the world are you going to be able to do 1t by November 1,
when  they even caution you in these new proposed regs -vou
must pave plenty of notice to the parents that it s being venified
and that = u~uallv, according to the previous Federai mandate,
about 10 daves  then, you must allow the rght of appeal - and that
i- why we are poing on and on and on Again, T say that all of us
across the country have had different experiences. We know what
s owonrh  what may not work, and we should all gret togrether
hetore any tinsl rules 1 do not think there s anvone who s op
poseed 1o vertfieation That s one thing that T have found 1o be sup
Gt tedd reross this countey 1t s qust o question of how best te do

(N
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so that it becomes least burdensome, least costly, and becomes
theretore more effective.

The CHAIRMAN. We have another panel. Can you wrap up?

Ms. CAGAN. Yes. ' -

I do not support the reinstitution of the Special Milk Program, in
schools which do have a breakfast or lunch program. Having been
a teacher and school administrator most of my career, 1 was per-
sonally able to note the difficulty in properly and legally adminis-
tering this program. There was overt identification, and schools
were not clear that this program was really open to all children,
and therefore it became a discriminatory practice.

On my present assignment, I also observed, in visiting hundreds
of schools in our system, that the waste of milk with the small chil-
dren —interestingly enough, other than what I read-—was horren-
dous. A child consumed milk for breakfast, whether he had it at
home or had it in school; received the special milk at midmorning,
and then received milk again at lunch, resulting in, at best, a
waste of much of this liquid, and eating less of the lunch, which
was waste—and at worst, many kids, the little ones, just gave it up.

My recommendations in summ are as follows:

First, to permit by legislationag'e use of are eligibility for the
breakfust and lunch programs where studies and application expe-
rience have shown a continuous high percentafil- oF poverty chil-
dren—whether that be 90 percent, 80 percent, whatever you think.

Second, the continuation of the Nutrition Education Training
Program.

Third, the continuation of the Summer Meals Program under the
{ resent regulations or with the boards of education having the first
nght of refusal.

Fourth, the verification regulations should not be changed untii
current experiences have been shared and evaluated.

Fifth, no change in the Special Milk Program.

Thank you very much.

The CHatrMAN. [ will tefl you what [ want you to do. The next
time you come down here, before you come, you take n little course
in how to speak with conviction. {Laughter |

As far as drinking milk, you stop preaching and start meddling
Vou are not aware of the dairy surplus we have.

Ms. CAGAN Yes, I am; | am very much aware of that, but there
are other ways of handling that.

The (HamMan. Exactly, exactly.

senator Heppeeston T think she should do it once more, with
teeling. |Laughter .|

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Matz, please excuse me while | step out for
just i minute. I have some Japanese officials 1 need to meet with
out there, and I will be right back.

i will have tur more difficulty understandmg them than 1 have
had understanding you. Ms. Caggan,

Ms. Cacan Oh, when you finish readimg my testimony. we have
applications in eight languages, and our verification answers have
ta b oneirht fanguages.

The Cuateman T will be right back

i Whercupon. Senator Huddleston assumed  he Chaor !

Senator Huooeesron, Mr. Matz, go ahead
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Mr. MaTtz. Senator Huddleston, thank you. As you will apprect-
ate, the task in front of me is formidable, following Ms. Cagan, one
of our better witnesses.

In deference to her, and in deference to time, let me ask if [ may
just ifiBert my entire statement into the record and make just a few
points ? !

Senator Hupoerston. Without objection the statement will be in-
cluded.

STATEMENT OF MARSHALL MATZ, COUNSEL, AMERICAN SCHOQL.
FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION

Mr. Marz Both points that 1 would like to highliglt andbring to
the committee’s attention sare, in fact, quotes from the USDA
survey and study on the Child Nutrition Program, done in response
to S. Res. 90, which was murked up and reported out by this com-
mittee.

The study i entitled “The National Evaluation of School Nutri-
tion Programs; the Final Report.” It is a rather lengthy, two-
volume publication, very well done.

Finding No. 1 was that the biggest single determinant of school
lunch participation is meal price. Now, that may sound like a
fairly obvious statement, but believe it or not, it has come under
some discussion lately. It is the main reason, also, that we are
strong supporters of your bill, S. 1913, which would among other
things, lower the price of a reduced-price lunch from 40 cents to 25
cents, and of a reduced-price breakfast from 30 cents to 15 cents.

Mr. Chairman, the experience that we have had in recent years
totally corroborates the finding of the Department of Agriculture
studyv: There is a very, very acute relationship between price and
participation,

Our testimony contains a chart that 1 would like to eall your at-
tention to on page 3 of our statement. This 15 a chart showing the
dechine in reduced-price lunch in selected cities —and I hesitate to
point out that this is not a national average but these are. in fact,
the numbers reported to us by these cities. It compares reduced-
price lunch participation in October 1980 with October 1983 As
vou can see, the drop has been rather significant. The reduced-
price lunch category has at the same time experienced the most
speruficant increase in price. At the end of the 1970°s, 1979, the re
duced-price tunch was increased. in the last vear of the Carter ad-
mimstration from 10 to 20 cents Under President Reagan it has
been increased from 20 to 40 cents So. within a fairly short period
of time we have seen a dramatic icrease in the cost of’ a reduced:
price tunch

We are not talkimg in that category about high income people.
Mr Charrmian, as vour floor statement pointed out The reduced
price lunch catepgory is aimed at the warking poor, those people
wha are not qualified for a free tunch, but nonetheless are certain
oot wealthy individuads About 76 or s percent of all the bene-
fte provided aader vone bl SO 1983wl g to fatnthies below IS4
porcent of the poverts hine

‘.3
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I have heard a lot of fairly subjective rhetoric as t» whether the
bill helps poor people or does not help r people. Clearly, it de-
pends on where you are sitting, what State you are in, and how
you define “poor.” The vast majority of the benefits under your bill
go to people below 185 percent of the poverty line, and are, in our
opinion, extremely necessary.

The second point I would like to make, Mr. Chairman, is also
from the USDA report, and it deals with the nutritional quality of
the program. It found that students who participate in the School
Lunch Program have a higher intake of ene and most nutrients
than students who do not participate in anyrggthe school nutrition
programs. The report goes on to find—and I am quoting--*The su-
periority of school lunch is reflected in higher daily intake of nutri-
ents for the general school-age population and for all the popula-
tion subgroups that were examined—-in short, all income strata of
the population.™

The study also points out that the School Breakfast Program is
not as nutritionally sound as the School Lunch Program. It is for
that reason that we think the provision of your bill, which would
increase the funding for the School Breakfast Program so as to im-
prove the nutritional content of the program is so important.

I might mention a third finding otP the report, given the fact that
we are sitting here at the table of the Senate Agriculture Commit-
tee, which is that it is a highly effective program in terms of in-
creasing the consumption of agricultural commodities. The USDA
report found that school lunch promotes the consumption of domes-
tic agricultural products by increasing the amount and quality of
foxxd obtasned by participating families. And then, this sentence.
which I thought was very important: “The study shows that an in-
crease of between $9 and 310 of direct cash income would be
needed to have the same effect on food expenditures as only $1 of
schoot lunch subsidy. So, to the extent that one of the stated pur-
poses of the statute is also agricultural, it is clearly meeting that
test, Mr Chairman.

In summary, 1 would like to just make one basic point, Senator
Huddleston, and that addresses the subjective question of what is
the basic purpose of this program. There is an awful lot of discus-
sion- -Senator Helms referred to it, previous panels discussed it,
and numerous articles have discussed the topic of targeting— who
should benefit and who should not benefit from the program. Im-
phicit in that discussion- and in our opinion, an incorrect implica:
tion - is that the stated congressional purpose of this program is to
function as o welfare program aimed exclusively at the poor within
our soctety  But nowhere in the statute does it say that. As a
matter of fact, the legislative history is quite to the contrary. This
progeam s atimed at the nutritional health of all children--all chii-
dren

It the Congress wanted to change that legislative purpose, then
obviously certain other things would follow. If this program was in-
tended exclusively as a welfare program. there should not be subsi-
dies for peaple that were not defined as poor. But the fact of the
matter i<, the purpose clause of the statute has not been changed.
The purpose is to aid the nutritional health of all children. Inter-
ectingly enouprh, that language was written right after World War
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H when the armed services found that 0 many people were failing
ph\sxculs as a result of nutritional defic ency diseases.

So. 1 would like to say 10 the committee in conclusion: Step back
from the debate over the pending regs and the pending bill. and
address more boldly and more forthrightly, the basic goal and pur-
pose of the program. If school lunch is going to continue to be, as
the current law states, a nutrition program for all children, then 1
ask what is wrong with subsidies that are based on nonincome cri-
teria. When you enter a national park, you do not pay entrance
fees based on the income of the person, because the goal of support-
ing that park is not income security. As a matter of public policy
we have decided it is important to fund and protect that park.

I would say the same thing is true for school lunch. As long as
the purpose of that program is aimed at improving the nutritional
health of all children. then sound nutrition should be the criteria,
not whether or not it is targeted toward the poorest of the poor.

Mr. Chairman. if we are going to discuss the targeting of bene-
fits, the committee should discuss it more forthrightly, and we
should discuss the basic purpose and goal of the program. If we are
going to turn it exclusively into a Function 600 Welfare Program,
forget about the nutrition goals, forget about the agricultural goals,
forget about the health goals—then, let's amend the section of the
statute that defines the purpose of the program.

Thank vou verv much.

Senator Hunpeeston. 1 thank you very much, and thank all of
vou for vour testimony.

Just one further comment. M Matz, related to the il T antro
duced - S 1413,

Mr. Marz. We are working hard on behalf of it, Senator

Senator Heopeeston | appreciate that. There is o lot to be done.

Mr. Martz Yes there s, | notice that a majority of this commit
tee supports it, but we stitl Lack a few vital cosponsors.

Scaator Heporeston, But in spite of the questions that have
been vaised about the targeting the fact is that the modest restora-
tions proposed in S 1913 are, in fact, targeted more to the needy
thuan thev are to the upper income levels,

Mr Maitz. Mr. Chairman. there is no question about that

Senator Hoppreston, That was our purpose. We knew., of course,
we could qot repair every inequaty that might have occurred be.
cise of the cuts, but sume cuts were more inequitiable than others
Our hope is that the hill corrects some of the inequities.

Mr Marz It would indeed correct quite u few problems. | would
jast ke to make two observations about vour bill Oae s that, as
vou mention, 11 is highly targeted on the working poor; that group
below Ish percent of the poverty hine that seems alwavs to come up
a intte b shore I is not o windfcd] for the wealthin The seconnd
portt b would Like to muake 1= that f only restores 18 pereent of
whit wie cut o PN

It ix o modest restoration e one hased oo sound datae and
bope this commmittec will enact o

Me Cacan Mav [ make one comment sworh coepaed to that

Senator Hepmeston Yes

Me Cacan Talwasvs whenever T hive spoken. have only spoken
abaut what happens o New York hecause that o~ what 1 know |
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there are areas in this country which feel the need, or other local
educational agencies, for the Special Milk Program, I have no ob-
jection to its reinstitution—if it could be done that it . aot man-
dated on all of us.

Senator HunpiesToN. You want the choice.

Ms. CacaN. That is right.

[ Whereupon, Senator Helms resumed the Chair |

The CHalRMAN. I thank you. We have another panel to go If you
do not mind, may 1 file a few written questions with each of you?

Ms. Cacan. Yes. [ would be delighted.

Mr. MaTz. Sure.

The CHAIRMAN. You understand the situastion. You have been
here.

Mr Matz. Yes, sir.

The CHairRMAN. | have enjoyed all of your testimony—I am sorry
I missed yours, Mr. Matz, but ' will read it with great interest.
Thank you very much for coming; it has been a great help.

The third and concluding panel are: James Bovard, author of
“Feeding Everybody: How Federal Food Programs Grew and
Grew,” Polic %View magazine of the Heritage Foundation; Helen
Blank and Ed Cooney, representing the Child Nutrition Forum,
Washington, DC. If you three folks would come forward, please.

We will hear from you first, Mr. Bovard, and I thank you very
much for your patience. These hearings always last longer than we
intend, but we find them very valuable and helpful.

Mr. Bovagp. It is too bad you aren’t paid by the hour.

The Cnairman. Well, you know, the pay raise question comes up
periodically in the Senate, and 1 have always said that 1 do not
want a pay raise; I just want overtime.

You may proceed, please.

STATEMENT OF JAMES BOVARD, INVESTIGATIVE JOURNALIST

Mr. Bovagn. I am Jim Bovard. I am an investigative journalist. |
have written for Reader’s Digest, Wall Street Journal, New York
Times, and other publications. Last year. 1 did an article for Herit-
age Foundation, entitled, “Feeding Everybody” on Federal food as-
sistance programs.

Today. 1 will focus my comments on the child nutrition pro-
grams In the past three decades, the Federal Government has
piled one food assistance program on top of another. Right now, we
have 13 separate food assistance programs, including 10 for chil-
dren. Yet, there has been little or no effort to determine each pro-
gram’s nutritional impact, and weigh them against the costs to tax:
payers.

Federal food programs now routinely pay for five meals per child
per day, and a family of four can participate in up to seven differ-
ent programs. Congress seems to have assumed that the more Gov-
ernment spends on foud, the better people vill eat. But USDA die-
tury surveys show little improvement in lower income diets since
1955,

School lunches are one of the largest and most popular food as
sistance programs. The National School Lunch Program receives $3
billion @ year to provide one-third of the RDA of vitamins and nu-
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trients for schoolchildrer. The General Accounting Office has re-
peatedly pointed out that the Government's lunches do not even
meet the Government standards. In 1977, GAO noted, “The ab-
sence of any indication that the program 1s having a benefit upon
the health of either needy or nonneedy children raises questions
about the nutritional value of the lunch.”

In 1978, GAQO reported that lab tests found that a random sample
of school lunches were significantly short in as many as 8 of the 13
nutrients tested. Separate tests in New York showed that at least
40 percent of the lunches did not meet USDA requirements as to
quantities served.

In a 1981 followup, GAO concluded, “All types of lunches fell
short of providing the recommended levels of as many as 7 of 14
nutrients tested, some to a serious extent.”

The Congressional Budget Office noted in 1980, “The nutritional
status of children who participate only in the National School
L.unch Program does not appear to be better than that of the non-
participating children.”

Some studies have found benefits from school lunches. but it is
amazing that after almost 40 years, there is no consensus that this
program has improved dicts.

Nor has the school breakfast proved its value. The American
Journal of Public Health reported in 1978 that only two studies of
the School Breakfast Program have reported beneficial effects; five
others had found no difference.

A recent USDA study found that school breakfasts have lower vi-
tamin B6, vitamin A and iron than breakfasts children eat else-
where

Much of the problem with child nutrition programs, as with food
assistance in general, is that Government spending tends to replace
money people would spend on food anyway. The School Lunch Pro-
gram pavs 23 cents for every paid lunch, no matter if a kid's par-
ents are millionaires. Likewise, with the School Breakfast Pro-
gram Middle-class kids get 9 cents off their breakfast when they
eat at school, thanks to Uncle Sam.

The rationale for these subsidies is that the Government cannaot
afford to feed the poor unless Government also pays to feed the
middle class and rich. But there has to be a better way. a more
cost-efficient way, to run the program.

But, only 10 pereent of those getting sche | breakfasts come from
fzunilies with income s above 18D percent of poverty level. The Gov-
ernment subsidy for middle-class breakfasts results only in Govern-
ment feeding more kids and parents feeding fewer.

Nar s there o good excuse for Government payving for middle-
class Junches Congress should abolish the paid lunch subsidy and
torce <choal lunch programs to survive on their own merits. If it
turns out that ~chools cannot feed the poor without Government
paving 1o feed the rich, then a general administrative subsidy can
be yriven to schools according to their need. This would be as effec-
tive and much cheaper than the current system The purpose of
thic progeam ~hould be to improve diets, not for Government to
feed e many prople as possible by hook or ¢rook

The das care home providers program s another example of o
feeding pragram gone havwire In 19780 Conygress abolished the

5
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means test for recipients of free meals at such facilities. By 1982,
enroliment had skyrocketed over fivefold. According to a USDA In-
spector General audit, only 14 percent of children in such centers
had incomes below 130 percent of poverty level; 71 percent of the
children enrolled came from families with incomes above 185 per-
cent of poverty. The result is that Government spends another $100
million feeding those who would feed themselves anyway.

And, even for low-income children, most of their families already
receive food stamps, which is supposed to pay for three meals a day
per person. How many times should Government pay for the same
meal?

One solution would be to abolish Federal funding for all the
lunch, breakfast, and other feeding programs and allow food
stamps to be redeemed for school and day care center meals. This
would ensure that poor kids would still have access to free meals
and would end the need for 10 programs to achieve one goal.

Dr. Jean Mayer said in 1982, “If everybody who needs food
stamps got them, the kids would go to school with a thermos bottle
of milk and a sandwich.” But since every family with incomes
below 130 percent of poverty can already get food stamps, the need
for more Federal feeding programs is questionable.

If the problem is that food stamps are inadequate—which I do
not think so--then the food stamp allotment should be increased.
But it makes no sense to have so many programs, all supposed to
be doing the same thing, with no coordination and pervasive dupli-
cation.

The ultimate question in judging all these programs is how have
we managed to spend so much money, yet have so little to show for
it? Food assistance spending for the poor has increased a hundred-
fold since 1955. Yet, USDA dietary surveys show little or no im-
provement in the diet of the average poor person. In the nutrient
the poor lack most—calcium—the poor consume less now than they
did 30 yeurs ago. Part of the reason there has been little improve-
ment is that three-quarters of the poor already had adequate diets
in 1955—before Government decided they could not feed them-
selves. Since then, the major industry has developed a hunger hys-
teria, with hundreds of press releases a year.

All these programs were supposed to combat hunger, but the av-
erage poor person consumes 10 percent fewer calories now than the
poor did then. In some ways, the diets are better, and in some
ways, they are worse, but there has been no unquestionable im-
pl'()\'(.‘ﬂ'l("lt .

Much of the good that food programs might have done has been
counterbalanced by Federal agriculture policies that drive up the
price of milk. peanuts, corn, and other staples.

We need to judge these programs by their results, not their in
tentions. And, by that measure, all of our food programs need to be
overhauled.

The Cuaiuman Thank vou, sir.

Ms. Blunk?”

~1
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STATEMENT OF HELEN BLANK, DIRECTOR, CHILD CARE AND
FAMILY SUPPORT, CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND, REPRESENT-
ING CHILD NUTRITION FORUM

Ms. Brank. This isn’t related to CCFP, but we at CDF are proud
that we do not have the worms that they found in Mississippi and
in Harlem 10 years ago, and we feel that many of the food pro-
grams have worked, and we see many children able to learn in
school, and bright-eyed, who were sick and hungry before—a differ-
ent point of view.

Let me talk about CCFP, because we feel we have a child care
crisis in this country, and we are anxious that the Agricultu
Committee not act precipitously, because we feel it has a very big

mﬂ_nsxbﬂ' ility.

ore | get to the meat of my testimony,’ I would just like to
address several of the points raised by the witnesses earlier this
morning.

program has worked, and it has worked well. The Abt study talks
about the benefits of the program to centers, and then it talks

i 7 B 0 e s B B o e
“ y ng,” it says, “ i
day care homes also serve meals of nutrimqmlity

and that these meals generally contain o!higherqunhtysmi
variety than those served by nonparticipatidg centers.”

Thirteen child nutrition directors in the Northeast region did a
study on the child care food in family day care, and they
also found that the quality and quantities of food served in da
care homes improved with their participation in CCFP, because of
the funding for food, and because of an increase in the availability
of good nutrition information that comes with the program. Thi
knowledge becomes twice as important, when you realive that the
information is often passed on to the parents of the children, be-
ﬁzuse of the close relationship and contact that is possible in family

care.

would also like to point out that this is not a p of unpar-
alleled growth. This | m's growth has levelﬁ off
means test was lifted. It was only 3 percent of total p
growth between 1982 and 1983. The rates in this program do not
cover the full cost of food for providers. The Abt study found that
37 percent of providers’' food costs must come out of their own
pockets.

There was some confusion about the percentage of family day
care homes that participate in the program. Most children in this
country are in family day care. Family day care is a very impor-
tant part of our child care system. It provides a very good use of
care for children of parents who do not like more formal institu-
tional settings. Only about one-quarter of the children who partici-
pate are in family day care. The rest are in day care centers. The
for-profit centers are only a small percentage of the tolarle:mram.
Ths}e; wekre allowed in in 1981, in an amendment offered by Mr.
Ashbrook. '

YSew p 170 for the prepared statement of Ms Blank

<
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to do a second
There was another insinuation about how wealthy dual-income
families were. Let me point out that women who work i'\ this coun-
try work because they have to; 51 t of women who work

have husbands that eam under $15, 73 percent have husbands

we have very few supports to
money—that was wiped out in 1981—and the contact from
CCFP sponsor is very important. The national day care home st
concluded that day care systems such as the ones spurred by
foodpmgmmsshmﬂdbepwmotedbecameﬂ)eysomuchin;‘nge
the quality of care. And again, the CCFP is meeting its goal of pro-
viding nutritious meals to children in child care.

We do have a child care crisis in this country, and we would urge
that any changes made in the food look at this crisis. Just
across the street now, the Select mittee for Children, Youth,
and Families, on a bipartisan basis—Mr. Marriott was an equal
) r of this focus on child care—is holding its first hearing on

need to do something about the child care situation in thi
country. The demographics have run away with us, and unlike
other industrialized nations, we do not have a system in place to
adequately take care of our children.

F
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CCFP is ironically the second source of direct support for
child care. We know this is the i re Committee, and we
know that you deal with food if we are honest and

rantcand & onall and Shrinking pleoe ot than amd e oo ek
grant a inki t pre-
fmm, and the day care tax credit, which is available to all fa.ni- ,
_ies.;:out does not provide the targeted assistance that direct s:ré- B
ices do.
As | said, mothers are working because they have to, and the
lackofdxﬂdcareiskeeringothermothersinpoverty.lnam:ent
Census Bureau survey, it found that 456 t of mothers
and 36 t of low-income women work if child care were
- available. Family day care is a critical piece of that child care
system. As | pointed out, and other witnesses pointed out, it cares
for over 50 percent of our children.
Family day care costs are usually lower than center-based costs.
. Child care can run from $1,200 to over $5,000 in this country. I =,
found a cab driver the other night whose wife was having trouble
starting up a family day care business in Falls Church. He told me
her rates were low. I said, “What are her low rates?”’ He said, “$65
dollars a week. Her nei are charging $100.”
If we look at what the average family earns and the average
woman earns, and the cost of care, we have got a problem on our /
hands. Family day care as | said, work odd hours, and” /
they can accommodate lower income women and working class
women who work on different shifts. /
A provider in Louisville, KY, testified before the Education and /
Labor Committee and told about a nurse who had to work a split /
shift at night and then a split shift in the morninidlt was only /
family day care that enabled her to work and enabled her to get /
her job, and now she earns $10 an hour. :
Northeast family day care study also showed that family day
care has enabled those blue collar workers who work to move out

of wverty.

e feel that it is important to help families so that they can
become self-sufficient and not to cut them off when they still need
help; that that is a good use of money to enable them to make it

to be taxpaying citizens.

COCFP has played a vital role in improving family day care and
making it more accessible. Again, this country has very few child
care supports. It has been shown that if you have some system,
someone to help the family day care provider if she is sick, if she
cannot take care of her children, if she needs a day off to go and
get some equipment, if she needs health insurance—these women
work without health coverage for themselves or for their chil-
dren—or if she needs liability insurance, that being connected to a
system helps. Well, the child care food program umbrella sponsors
provide the bulk of those systems, because there are so few other
systems. Most family day care is below ground. CCFP has been the
single most important factor in moving family day car. above
ground. Being amw ground is important, not only to the provider.
When she is above ground, she pays taxes, and she earns credits
toward her own Social Security, so she will not be dependent on
v welfare in her retirement years. It is important to parents, because
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Wekmwﬁ:attimesmt.icht.butwemldmthntﬂdsism
ina time, given the limited Federal resources to
care

i

panded the income
toward their retirement. That may be fair, because we should offer
su to women

feel, is a very small

to help parents, and we urge you to think carefully about making -

any changes in the food program at this point in time.

you.
The CuarMaNn. Thank you very much.
['l"i:] following material was subsequently received for the
record:

ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO HELEN BLANK BY SeNvATOR JEssk HELMs AND
Answins TureTO

year earlier. Aa such, itmﬁnmmhmwmwmm.

Answer 1. In private conversations with Department of Agriculture officials, it
was indicated thst program growth was ing off. There was a smaller percentage
increase in program growth in 1983 versus 1981 and 1980 It is also im to
note that expenditure figures include a factor for inflation. In December 1:141, aver-
age daily attendance was 217,200, In March 1983, it had grown only to 250,000 while
in March of 1984 it reached 302.751. These figures do not represent an extraordi-
nary increase in participation. It is impossible to examine program growth without
considering the surge of mothers who have entered the lebor force in the past
twenty years. Child care is an extremely important and growing need in this coun-
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try. Fift :ﬁht vercent of mothers of three to five _vear olds are now in the labor
force. 8. lwnchildmnuuderasemxcurmﬂy have mothers in the labor force.

Familiy chycamacwunts for moré than 50 t of all of our home care. How-
ever, 750,000 children &nimpatemthe “hild €are Food Program are enrotled
mcentemwhnleonly?ﬁll are in family mmhomesThus.daycambmues
account for only a thind of all OCFP fu

rement of the sbout 18 lmlhon child care homes participated m
CCFP lnst year. It is difficult to see I’Barticlpatm of family day care expanding «
nificantly since only about 10 to 30 percent of these homes are now .
Future giowth of family day care participation is likely to remain small. home
mmtbelicensedorappme&by gmmmentagenof_y The_majority of homes are
unregulated. Disarray in licensing offices eignificant cutbacks in staff
mrtbelasteewrdywsmﬁmkeitverydlﬂicultforaddmonalhommmn
obtain approval for licensing or tion.

an.lbelmtbstone the discrepancies in the income levels of families
served by day care }mhdmwﬂwdﬁeﬂntd&woﬂhesmdxesbemgused
The National Day Care Study to which you referred was published in Sep
tember 1981, but examined day care homes during an earlier time period. The Sep-
tember&ﬂl%?..OlepoﬂonQudxtyChMCaremeoﬂhe family day
care homes sponsors in the Nation, was based on participation in September 1981
The prepared fo the of Agriculture by Abt Associated (pub-
lished August 2, 1982) examined Tg care home partsclpatm» in January 1982.

The latter rt concluded “The most important factor explaining the recent
growth of the «day care home) program is the ability of sponsors to recruit homes
serving middle-income children. . . . Prior to (eliminating income-based reimburse-
ment rates) only 32 percent of the children served in participating family day care
homes were in the income eligibilit, g category; by January 1982, more than 60
percent of these children were in the paid category.”

Do you have any nationally representative statistics on current participation in

v care homes which would contradict the findings in these two re?)ons”

\nswer 2. Unlike the Abt Study and the OIG Stu&lr the National Day Care Home
- 1y is a nationall:- tative study. The OIG Study only included homes
scived by Quality Chlld -are. A recent survey of OCFP sponsors in the Noﬂheaﬂt
region carried out by the (Amnectu:ut Department of Education found that 69
cent of the parents using the day care homes participating in the Child Care l-md
Program in the region held bluefollar or unskilled jobs and that 46 percent repre
sented one parent families. Furthermore the report stated: “The availability of
CCEP funds has enabled many providers to remain in operstion and to keep their
fees at an affordable level. The sceesmblhty of affordable duy care has f muny
fumilies from low-income status '

Question 7 For he record, 1 think it important to note that all of the figures used
in your testimony rding salaries of those sending their children to day care

providers, average day care costs represemnt figures which are now at
least three or four years old. Doesn't this lead to misinterpretution of the current
situation with regard to day care homes”

Answer 4 Since the period mentioned in the question. while inflation has moder
ated, public support for centers and home has been cut There is no reason to be
Lieve from any expert in the field of child care that salaries of child care workers
have increased to alter the data presented m the April 1 testimony A reimburse
ment rate chart for centers and homes representing Title XX funded programs be
tween [U81 ahd 1983 which indicates little increase in rates is enclosed In addition,
o survey dmw of well over 100 Family Dy Care Assocustions indicates that provid
ers du not riise rates on on annusl basis once they have begun to serve o }umxh
There 15 no musrepresentation in the statistics presented on salanes of child care
warkers They continue ta earn extremely fow wages

Questirn 5 Are vou aware that reintroduction of o means test, as provided in S
Hisg, would actuaslly increase the reimbuamsements made on behalf of poor chuldren
from families with tncomes below 130 percent of werty? [hav care home proviaers
serving the poor would actually receive increased Federal assistance, only those pro.
viders serving children well above the poverty line would receive a reduction in Fed
eral reimbursements I the inenme of those parents seading chaldren to das care s
low. why would you oppose « means test, which would increase Fesderal seimburse
ments lor children frum the nemst needy famibies™

Answer 1| The administrative costs to sponsoss would 1ise sigmificantiy with
means test In addition. the fear of speesors that providers would have difficutts o
keeping acvctrate records would deter sponsor participation S 1194 makes no proe
s10n for increased adenimstrative conts to sgonsors The complexees of di'terent e
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imbursement levels in a small home would deter many providers from participating.
When th;}); drop out. the low-income children they serve would receive no benefits
from CCFP.

The food program may be the sole reason that providers serving children of di-
ven&'incmneleveluanficenscdm’registetvd.lft drop out of the program and
go underground agsin low-income children are denied the program’s benefits.

Finally a discriminatory situation would result when a provider managed to stsy
in the program and some children brought their own food (because the provider is
unlikely to be able to raise rates to cover the additional costs) and others in & small
setting participated in the Child Care Food Program. Nancy van Domelen, repre-
senting the Child Care Food Program Sponsors Forum summarmed the negative
consequences of a means test in testimony delivered before the Agriculture Commit-
tee in March of 1984° “The reinstatement of income eligibility criteria could bring
about a sharp reduction in provider participation in the Child Care Food Program
which would raise the level of administrative cost, decrease the economies of scale,
and force many sponsors to drop out of the Child Care Food Program. Thoee spon-
sor~ that remain in the program will experience with: dramatically in-
creased puperwork from income documentation, difficulties with recruitment of low-
tncome children, confidentiality complications involving providers who resist gather-
ing income information from parents, and possible discrimination against middle
and high income children in the offering of available slote for child

Questurn 5 Do you have any evidence to support your contention that return to a
means text will result in day care home providers (in the child care food program)
actually disconstinuing day care? Those providers that serve primarily nonpoor chil-
dren may decide that reduced Federal reimbursement no longer make participation
tn the child care food program worthwhile, but what makes you suggest they would
discontinue offering child care altogether” Additionally, are you aware that national
purticipation an the child care food program by day care homes incressed even
durmng the carhier period 1n which the means test was in effect?

Answer & Nationally, participation in the Child Care Food Program by family
duv care providers grew more rapidly when the program was first open to family
i care homes hecause 1t was moving from 4 zero base of participation, In addition,
the child cure system was in & stronger position. Title XX training monies were
mvatluble und heensing agencies were not experiencing cuthacks

The growth n fumily day care participation over the past five vears in (CFP has
femulted in many providets becoming livensed or n-gmu-n-d and thus more accessihle
to parents futortnation and Referral Programs cannot even refer parents to unregu
Lated providers

As pravulers dropged out of partiapating in the food program. they would no
lomeer hanve the ampetus of CCEP to renuan licensed Furthermore, the current dis
artay b b ensing offices wauld act as i further impetus to force thens uaderground
Phic swouht ke thear services innceessthie to many children and families
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Arizons
Arkansas
California
Colerado
Connect {cut
Delaware
b.C.
Floxrida
Georgia
Yawait
1daho
t1llinois
indiana
Towa
ransas
Kentu k

{srudsrana

State Reimbursement Rates for Title XX/SSBG Funded Child Care

Center Rate

ahsent reflect
days full

19831 1963 rejsbuxsed cost 1981 1983
$105-5175/mo. $130-5145/mo. x $85/mo. $9%/m0.
s6.2070ay)!  $8.60/day"” x $8.20/4ay
44¢~90¢ fhour SARQ 3 % 34¢-90¢/hour same
counties &pcide count ies decide
$35 Aveekt® 55 /week " x s25/week’®  $30/weer’®
$48/weak = same x $27.50/week same
$12.50/day’ same x x s7/day’ same
528 25/week /2 $37.50/week’? x $31.65/week?  S43/wesk’
$2,400/year $7.59/day x $2,400/year §7 -5916675
Pmn e a ko Hwmh e
§5/day $6/day $5/day $6/day
S v rany " $10.93/day" * timen  §5.60/dsy §7.27/4ay
§7.74/day $8.02/day x §7.61/day $7.68/day
$9.22/day  S11.50-11.7%/day §7-7.40/day " s 0/day®
$7.55/d8y same . ox $6.05/day same
$7/day same usually $7/4a; Same
$Y.60/day $6.%0/day x x $3.71/day $4.20/%8y

@
Ut

Family Day Home Rate

absent
days

reisbursed

reflect
full
cost

usually

18
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[Arui e providoa by enic JC]

Maine
Maryland
massachusetts
Michigan
Minnescta
Nississippt
Mispouri
Nontana
Nebranks
Mevada

Neow Hampshire
Nev Jersey
New Maxico
New York
worth Carolina
forth Dakota
oo

o choma

O e o

State Reimbursement Rates for Title XX/S5BG Funded Child Care
contin

Center Rate

Family Day Home Rate

count {es decide

abgent reflect
days full
1981 1983 raisbursed cost 198}
v L) ) . 7
559 /week $58 .30/ week . 545 /week
58.80/day $9.25/dny x x §5.50/dsy
$12.40/8sy"  $13.17/8ey° 30
57/day’ sape’ $%.50/day?
counties decide

$9.90/d8y $10.60/4ay x x $6/8ay
$8-14/day $0 fdcyn x

$6/day $7.50/4ay 5% .50/day
§7.%0/day same x s6/qay

§7/day Ss/dlyzo x x SSIGAyz
$7-12/4ay Sa/day x 56 ."!O/'&y'
Sﬁ?/ueekz fame x S??/wekz
$6.50/aay same?’ x $6.50/day

22 22 23
68 oek $77.50/vweck S87 . 48 fweeek
$7.6% /a8y name 1/24 x $6.45/8ay
‘mcﬂmur'{ 51 f‘hnur2 3 90 ¢ Mour
14
$8/day Rame x $7/Aay

50

$6.50/4ay

$6.50/day

san®
$6/8ay

$6.50/day
fape
saon

351 Amer’
fame

$1/hour

absant reflect
days full
1963 reisharsed cost
8
s40/week’ x .
9
$5.85/4ay x *
J10
$13.03/4ay n
same

not always

8



State Reimbursement Rates for Title XX/SS3C Funded Child Care

{continued)
Center Rate Family Day Home Rate
abuent reflect abaent reflect
days full daye full
1981 1983 refmbursed  cost 1961 1983 Teimbursed  cost
Pepnsylvanis  §3, lm/mrln 3 sane $2,381 /year sane
fhode Tsland  $20-48.WSAweek  $40.8%/week x $22 Aok $23/veax’
south caroitna §}:83/800 Tees" /AT - x  90¢/mour 90¢ /hous . .
south Dakots about $1/houx sane Title IV-A
Teaneasee 527.50/weak $40-50/week'®  x x 25 fwock $27.50/weer’® *
Texas (s10.077aay]  (s8.577aa) x {s8.22/0y $8.75/day
vtah 56.75/dsy $7.50/day x $5.65 /day $6.25/day .
Vermant 91¢/hour $1.01/Mour x * 84¢/mour? x x
virginia count {es decide x x »
washiegton $7.77/&ay 8.1/ 4ay $T TT/8ay 8. 11/4ay
West Virginta $6.50/day f ame x x
wisconsin count tes decide county counties decide county
Wyoming 85¢-51.4% /hous same county 60¢ hour same county

sfoat nut ey

Rarge -rate tus for preschook, higher rate for infanto,

<

MaXitum Fate.

Y 5214/month for purchased contract csre; $100/month for voucher program.

O
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The CrarMan. I have got to go and preside over the Steering
Committee.

Tom, what I want you to deo is to take Mr. Cooney’s testimony,
and then, to the extent that t.e others who have testified this
morning, I think the most beneficial thing I can i ine is to just
have a discussion of the various points of view—all of you are per-
suasive. But if you have the time to do it, just come back to the
table after this gentleman's testimony, and you serve as the
catalyst, and let's just pick their brains, because we have got some
good brains in this room this morning.

Mr. Cooney. Tom said there are some cots in the back, so we
might be here a while.

CHARMAN. That will be fine. But I do appreciate all of the
witnesses this morning, and I am sorry that more members of the
committee were not here, but we all do a lot of reading of the testi-
mony of hearings we are not able to attend, and those who have
been connected with this body understand how that works. But I do
want you to know that, personally and as a Senastor, I appreciate
your coming.

" So, Tom, if you will take over and get this roundrobin going here,
I would appreciate it. '

Thank you very much.

Mr. Cooney. Thank you, Mr. Boney.

Despite some ugly rumors to the contrary, advocates do not get
paid by the word, so I am going to try to make this brief.

I do have a statement for the record, which I trust will be incor-
porated.’

Mr. Bonkgy. Yes.

STATEMENT OF EDWARD COONEY, REPRESENTING CHILD
NUTRITION FORUM

Mr. Cooney. T would like to thank Senator Heims and Senator
Huddleston for the opportunity of presenting this testimony. Helen
and I are testifying on behalf of the Child Nutrition Forum Steer-
ing Committee. T think many members are aware of the committee,
but the purp;ose of this particular group is to embrace the chief ob-
jectives of the National School Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition
Act, which is to safeguard the health and well-being of the Nation's
children and to encourage the domestic consumption of nutritious
agricultural products a:g foods. '

The Forum believes that these objectives will best be ach.eved
through :he adequate funding of these programs authorized by
these two laws, and we oppose any attempt to reduce Federal sup-
port for them. :

We have at times been viewed as critics of the administration’s
policies, and that has been true of all of the administrations since
1970 when FRAC, as an individual group, was formed, and I would
like to speak a little bit to that,

But we do have an area in which we do agree on some policies,
and 1 thought that perhaps you could share this with gnamr
Helms It is a book called, “Doing More With Less.” It was pro-

"Sew p 118 fur the prepansd statement of Mr Cooney
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duced by the Child Nutrition Forum, and while it acknowledges
that there is a vital and necessary Federal role, it also acknowl!-
edges that the quality of school lunch can be maintained by taking
some innovative steps to reduce costs. It also recognizes that the
private sector can provide additional and valuable assistance to
school food authorities, and that we can build on new and innova-
tive ideas without getting involved in Presidential politics.

We got a grant from the Foundation for Child lopment and
the Rockefeller Foundation, to involve school food authorities, di-
rectors, administrators, advocates, members of public and private
industry to come up with these suggestions. We locked these folks
up in a room for 48 hours, had a stenographer, wrote a book, and
distributed it to 15,000 local school f authorities at no charge.
Aetna Life Insurance Co., thankfully, gave us the funds to produce
the book, in terms of printing. We think it is a cooperative effort.
USDA, not only nationally, but in their regional office in New Eng-
land, provided us with invaluable assistance, both in terms of time
ul?d bl::‘:erial and so forth, and we credit them for those efforts in
the .
¢ We hope that the Department and other agencies will benefit

rom it.

We do have some areas of specific legislative concern. One of
those areas is the School Breakfast Program. And, as the lady from
Texas indicated, we also feel that there is a need to improve the
quality of the School Breakfast Program. There was a mention ear-
lier today about the national evaluation of school nutrition meals,
and in that particular study, they do make a recommendation that
the meal pattern of the School Breakfast Program be improved.

I know the administration would like to target benefits to the
needy. and if that is their desire, certainly. the School Breakfast
Program is one area where they should look. Almaost 90 percent of
the children in that program get a free or reduced-price meal.

It is also true that the Government Accounting Office has in the
past found that school breakfast reimbursements were, in fact, in-
adequate. What we are recommending is an across-the-board, 6
cent increase, so that we can provide not only protein, but a wider
variety of fruits and grains. While that does not mean to say that
some of the school lunch directors are not providing a dynamite
breakfast right now, as was indicated in the Texas testimony, i
you take a look at Texas, there is a State that has a State law that
says that if you have 10 percent or more of your kids getting a free
or reduced-price breakfast, you have to provide breakfast to all
children Tt is o State rights issue. What we would like to do is to
improve the meal pattern for those schools. Texas brought in 4,600
<hools in 1 vear into the breakfast program. We are very proud of
the efforts of not only the State education agency in that areus. but
also the local school lunch people.

There are a number of different studies that impact on the
School Lunch and Breakfast Programs that sort of give vou u
flavor of how valuable some of these programs are Mr Mats re
ferred to the national evaluation before. which talked about stu
dents who do participate in the School Lunch Program. in fact, do
have higher intakes of epergy and more nutrients. But the study
alvo indicates that, "It s worth noting that many of the nutrients
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for which school lunch participants show superior intakes—for ex-
ample, vitamins A, B6, calcium and magnesium—are also ones that
typically are deficient in the diet of the school-age population.” So
wu;hputaSchmmnchProgmm.youwouldnotbemingthoae
nutrients.

It is also true that the School Breakfast has had a
fairly dramatic impact on children’s lives. Barry in, from the
State of North Carolina, the University of North ina, had a
study which USDA funded, which concluded that:

Participat n in the school lunch and school breakfast programs is associated with
improvements in nutrient intakes frequently found to be under-consumed by chil-
dren of school age.

His analysis provided strong evidence that participation is associ-
ated with increases in nutrient intake for some of the most needed
nutrients, like the ones that I have ‘gte)inted out. Mr. Bovard indi-
cated earlier in his testimony that General Accounting Office
in 1977 pointed out that you need to take a ook at the nutritional
value of the School Lunch Program. That is true. That has ha
pened. The National Evaluation of School Nutrition Meals is a
million, 4-year, study, a nationally representative sample, which,
frankly, came out of Senate Resolution 90 and some of the GAO
findings, and it found that the children benefited from school
lunch. They found it to be a superior meal.

I want to point out some of that, because I think it is helpful,
particularly if you want to focus on low-income, and as other parts
of the bill do, on the working poor, that you should take a look at
the School Breakfast Program. :

There are some other %neml comments that | would like to
make about school lunch. There has been a lot in the press recent-
ly about are there too many programs, is it a situation where you
have 10 child nutrition programs and are people getting too many
benefits. Well. in the National Evaluation of School Nutrition
Meals, they took a look at that issue, and they found the follow
ing—and I quote:

Both the school lunch and breakfast programs function more as food supplemen-
tation than as income supplementation programs. This is because in general. Feder-
al subsidy results in an increase in the value of food availuble to the family, rather
than an increase in discretionary income. Moreover, both programs are likely more

efficient than the provision of additional cash income in accomplishing fou:( supple
mentation goals.

So I think the committee can take some credit for, over the
years, having chiid nutrition progrems that are well-organized and
well-managed, and in fact, acﬁieve the goals that the committee is
riost interested in achieving.

There was another general comment that there is some concern
over caloric intake in these particular programs.. Id just
advise the committee to take a look at something more thay calo-
ries. The population as 2 whole—all people—-are consuming) less
calories these days. That may be due to a number of factors. Bit it
is more important to take a look at the nutrients and the vitarpins
that people are consuming, not the calories.

If you take a look at the food consumption survey, they ,‘mvv
found between 1965 and 1977, that there has been a significagit im-
provement in the diets of low-income people. That 15 part bf the
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reason why we support bills like S. 1913. I know that there is some
disagreement in t areas, but in terms of the breakfast meal
pattern, in terms of additional meals for the Child Care Food Pro-
gram, we think that those are areas which you may want to look

at.

We are also concerned about a focus that the Department has no
nutrition education and training prow, because we believe, with
people who have testified earlier on sides of the aisle, whether
they be Republican or Democrat, and we do iate the biparti-
mnsupwrtthatthesepmgmmshavee' . But the Department
has pointed out in the area of nutrition education that the chiet or
sole goal was curriculum development, and since that has been
achieved, we do not need to take another look at what we are doing
in terms of nutrition education. We would submit that there are
really three other goals in the statute that are worh taking a look
at. You have a situation where nutrition education and training
gurogram, also provide for nutrition education ‘.ot only to the kids,

t nutrition education for the teachers, and it also, according to
Kate Clancy, one of the past presidents of the Society of Nutrition
Education, the NET program not only teaches the concepts of food
as it relates to nutrition, but actually puts these concepts into prac-
tice in the lunch room. It does, in some senses, dovetail with some
of the concerns that Senator Helms has had in the past. He has
frequently indicated that he wants an expansion and an acknowl-
edgment of volunteers, people who stimulate, act as a catalyst, and
provide programs.

Here 1s a $5 million program that reaches millions of kids, that
basically provides for a half-time State coordinator, and the in-
crease in funds—which I know that Senator Dole is taking a look
at this program, and I know that Senator Huddleston is taking a
look at it, and certainly, Senator Helms—but if the program were
funded at a $10 million level, that would provide one State level
ful:‘-timo coordinator, and we think that would be a very good thing
to have.

I guess that sums up the areas where we sort of agree with the
administration. There are a few other areas, in which we disagree.
One is the recommendation that came forth recently in the Grace
Commission, which got a lot of play, and 1 know, Tom, you are fa-
miliar with it, and the members of the committee are, because they
have addressed it before. We are concerned about the issue of
whether or not you should count child nutrition program benefits
as income for the Kurposes of addressing food stamp eligibility. We
are opposed to it. And the reason is that this same national evalua-
tion of school nutrition meals—and this is a 4-year study which
carries the signature of the U.S. Department of Agriculture—found
that schoo! lunches for low-income families, in fact, do not replace
other food. Food stamps are supplementary. And we are concerned
about an effort that is recommended by the Grace Commission that
would, in effect, take away $7 a month from food stamp house-
holds. We think the American School Food Service Association has
testified agninst this provision in the past. and the Senate Agricul
ture Committee, in fact, has taken a vote on this issue under an
earlier proposal by the administration. which is different than this
one it would have subtracted 310 a month But that was a vote on
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a bipartisan basis of 14 to 3, and the concept was rejected. We feel
that it was a bad idea, whose time has con.e and left.

We also have similar concerns on the iswue of block grants. The
President’s Task Force on Food Assistance has recommended a gen-
eral block grant which would eliminate national uniform eligibility
standards and set local benefit levels. We are concerned about this,
because we have talked to the people who are going to have tg ad-
minister these programs. We have talked to the National Associa-
tion of Counties—which, in general, supports the concept of block
grants; 1 believe that is their position. %y do not support block
grants in the general area of income maintenance, and the reason
they feel that way is the same way the National Governors’ Asso-
ciation, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, and so forth, and the school
lunch directors, as well—the very people who are going to have to
administer these programs raise the concern that they feel that
there is a vital and necessary Federal role in terms of nutrition;
that we as a nation should recognize that what happened to us in
World War II, in terms of anemic 19-year-old males showing up
and being rejected, we do not want te have that happen again.
Since we are fortunate enough to be this close to Williamsburg,
and if we wanted to return to the colonial days, we could do it, be-
cause it is only a 2-hour drive. There is this concern of the national
role, and this is something that Mr. Bovard and other members of
the panel—in our free-flowing discussion—I think if we could get
someone of the caliber of Mr. Matz back to the table. I am sure we
could tackle this issue head on.

I had one final note. That is that Liz Cagan mentioned a concern
about the withdrawal of the USDA program administration. And,
Tom, I heard you address the American School Food Service Asso-
ciation. so I know that vou are concerned about this issue. We
aree with the statement —and we have sympathy for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, not only in this administration, but in past
administrations-—-they do not want to administer these programs.
They do not feel it is in their vital interest. They feel that the
States should administer the program. We agree with them. How-
ever, if vou do not have iny protections, like a requirement that
the States actually run these programs, you are going to run into
difticulties, because there are 9 States which do not administer the
Child Care Food Program; there are 17 States that do not adminis-
ter the Summer Food Program. There are hundreds of thousands of
children in those pregram sponsors, and either the State adminis-
ters it, or the USDA administers it. They have only got two
chowees, The States have turned back the administration there,

You hiave a separate problem, and 1 have outlined it in my testi
mony, atd there are charts that sort of describe it fully, but you
have the priviste school issue There are, as you know. some States
that, either by State constitution, State statute, or State policy. do
not administer funds that go to private schools. And it may not be
realistic to expect thnr to change therr State constitution to do
thist

I rii=e these as issues that you in future hearings may want {o
address and that we, as< interested groups that want children to be
fed. o members of thee committee do, we want to make sure that
the sdmimistraiine hurdles associated with this oroblem are ad
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dressed and overcome prior to the time that USDA takes the
m(;neymdll;:?sl basically it, except that do th the
guess t is ically we agree wi
statement made by the American School Food Service Association,
that 70 to 80 percent of all the funds in S. 1918, which we strongly
%m. ¥ t:fttl;; o and 1 S vore h:v:‘ ‘the line

percent poverty line poverty .
Andweasanation.lthink,shouldgmmmitmdtopmiding
those funds.

We do appreciate the fact that Senator Helms stayed here almost
through the whole testimony, knowing that he has other commit-
ments. But I have been waiting for years for an opportunity to ad-
dress Mr. Boney, and this has been a break for me.

Thank you.

Mr. Bongy. Before we resume with the others at the table, per-
hagifthesepanelshaveanydiammionwitheachother.

r. CoonNey. Well, there 1s one other point. Jim mentioned the
concern about school breakfasts, and he looked at the American
public health survey. If you are looking for impact, the actual, final
conclusion of that study was that the studies on school breakfast,
at least at that point—this was 6 years ago, 1978—the studies that
focused on this issue showed that the effects of hunger or moring
feeding suggest that the provision of breakfast may both benefi
the student emotionally and enhance his or her capacity to work
on school tasks.

So, while we are not going to agree on all the issues, we should
share the view that these studies do reflect and have reflected
rather consistently that they benefit children. I guess that is all we
have to say. and 1 am sure we can have some sort of roundtable
discussion on this.

Mr. Bovarn. Ed, you mentioned that the nutrients were more
important than the calories, as far as the diet——

r. Coonky. That is what my nutritionist and companion and
wife has just briefed me on, about 5 minutes ago—1 do not know.

Mr. Bovaro. Yes, 1 fully agree on that; there is no question that
the nutrients are at the bottoin line. The thing that concerns me is
that there has been so much talk about hunger being so wide-
spread, when in less-developed countries, the usual measure of
hunger is the per capita calorie intake. It is one thing to say these
programs are fighting hunger, and it is another thing to say they
are fighting nutrition. I can..ot see that any case can be made for
Federal programs fighting hunger, when the average poor person’s
calorie consumption is down. So you can talk about nutriticn, but
not about hunger.

Mr. Coonry. Well, we would have a disagreement with that. We
have a lot of studies, and people refer to them as “antidotal,” and
many of them are. That is an accurate assessment of some of the
studtes. Others are not antidotal. The Harvard School of Public
Health, while maybe something is wrong with that institution. an-
tidotalism isn’t one of them.

I was in Utah. I spent a week out there. It was the last place
that 1 thought that | would find a study on hunger. The Depart.
ment of Social Services has just come out, on February 6, with a
study on hunger in Utah And it is increasing in certain areas, par-
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ticularly among the elderly. That was the specific finding.

with you on the point that there is more evidence n ;
tﬂtthestudiesneedtobemomscientiﬁc;thatUSDAandH
have to decide the major turf battle in the sky—who is going to do
nu{,:;ition,howisitmwbedone.mdbowmuchmoneyisguing
to be spent.
AndtheUtahstudydoesagreethatyouneed_mom_kindsof

panded .
gverlo rcent of all elder petl;plewhouregideinUmhm
ungry. tisammﬁc‘ . 1 mean, Utah is not generall
perceived to be in forefront of liberal thought—it may be. f‘t'
may be ahead of its time on this. But I just think you ought to look
at that stuff.

Mr. Bovarp. Yes. I am not sa there is not any hunger here,
but I am saying that ifwe’vesﬁlgotwaﬁerincmngthm
programs so many-fold, you have to r about the basic effec-
tivcnessofthe&f:gmms.lthinkingeneml.thepmgmmtendto
replace money that people would spend on food, anyhow. There are
a lot of exceptions to that, but I think——

Mr. Coonky. Well, the National Evaluation of School Nutrition
Meals, a $4 million USDA study, disagrees with you on that point,
and that is an important point. They say that that is not so, that
these programs do not, in fact, replace money that people would be
spending on other food.

Mr. Bovarp. There was another USDA study in 1982 on the
elderly cashing out the SSI recipient food stam And USDA
found that the elderly only spent 14 cents of each dollar in cash on
food. So in other words, there was very little food need, according
to that study.

Mr. Cooney. Well, 1 agree with your general point, and that is
why I gave the book to Tom, that we neegp to look not only at issues
relating to hunger, but we need to look at the quality of meals
being served, we need to look at are they beingemll-targeted. are
they serving the population in the ways that they are designed to
serve. However, I will point out that the programs have grown
ﬁurtly because in 1963, you had very few counties in America even

aving any food stamps at all. In 1967, when the often-quoted Field
Foundation went out, they found significant problems nutritional-
ly. and 10 years later, they came back, when those programs were
then in place. and they found that those problems were no longer
as significant. Today, you have—1 do not know—I think 53 cents a
meal is your average food stamp benefit. If someone is overeating
ut that level, 1 would like to meet them, and show them to the
folks that drive around in the Cadillacs and pick up the steaks, and
we will let the air out of their tires, and we will have these pro-
grams in better shape.

Mr. Bovarp. Well, it is not really relevant to talk about the aver-
age food stamp benefit, because——

Mr. CoonNgy. It is, if you are the average guy getting the benefit.

Mr. Bovarn. OK, but the person is also supposed to supplement
that with their other income.

Mr Cooney. Well. that is true.

1
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Mr. Bovarp. A with gero income——
Mr. Bongey. Well, let's try to stay on child nutrition today, if we
can.

Mr. CoonEey. I always blow it when | get to food stamps.
Mr. Bonxy. Did you have something you wanted to insert in

ties, and if you looked at their medical costs, I think would
find that there wasn’t a penny leftover for extra food. I mean,
think about raising two children on $12,000 in Washington or any-
where else in this country.

Mr. Bongy. If you don't mind, let's try to stay more to child nu-
‘trition today. We will have plenty of time for food stamps at other
times.

Let me just ask you, Ed, in your prepared remarks, on the first
page, when you say that this Child Nutrition Forum that you're
representing today opposes any attempt to reduce Federal support
for the programs, is “support”” synonymous with “funding?”’

Mr. Coongy. Not neceuarig. Your point is well-taken. We be-
lieve, and the statement should reflect, in well-managed, well-run
programs that provide the benefits. And if recommendations come
forth that the advocacy community, the child nutrition community,
whether we have bipartisan support for these positions, but we are
not go'* @ to support something we cannot defend. This is probably
one 7. t. least known facts in the world, but the chairman of the
board . ' own organization is a fairly well-known Republican at-
torney. 1 just share that with you to show that while we have been
hostile to some of the administration policies—and that may be a
generous word, on my part—we also do support things that they do
well. We think that that national evaluation of school nutrition
meals—that spanned two administrations. Senate Resolution 90
came out of this committee. We are very pleased at that—and we
do not like everything in it—you know our position on income veri-
fication and so forth, and there is some stuff in there that we do
not like, but we thought it was a pretty good effort, and it has been
received fairly well, on both sides of the aisle and on both sides of
the Capitol.
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To answer your question, though— If there are problems,
with thatarenotbeinswell?&wd,thenwewuldnot
say that funding is synonymeus.

. BONEY. Are there any areas in the child nutrition programs
before this committee, either up for reauthorization or otherwise,
where you have identified problems, inequities, or whatever, where
changeqm;xldmﬂtinanyreducedspending?ﬂoywhawany

ions?

r. Cooney. Well, we have identified some areas where inequi-
ties exist. For example, as Ms. Cagan pointed out, at Mr. Goodling's
recommendation, we had a tag team wrestling match over the issue
of private sponsors for the Summer Food Program, because where I
come from—I am originally from Connecticut—and when J came to
the Food Research and Action Center, 1 started ing on that
program, and I found out that in certain areas, like Des Moi 1A
ool Tool athoeitis. that were snlightened. enough 1o eponser
sC authorities were to sponsor
the continuation of the school Lunch Program in the summer. And
there were problems with the private non t sponsors, and they
were eliminated. So I went to talk to on the House side and
said, “Can’t we do something about this inequity?” And we have
painfully, but not finally, worked ovt a scenario where you have
private nonprofits that self-prepare their meals, that are limited in
thhg numl;;; offistudta-nttis‘a thattrey they mparticlm' and that a;e ll;lrited in
the number of sites that can ipate in—and Li Cagan
would like, and we , that school food authorities and public
agencies should get a first shot at sponsoring it, but if they do not,
we want a mechanism in place so that local nonprofits who are
small and do self-prepare can take care of the 500,000 kids that we
lost. So that is one area we looked at. '

" Mr. Boney. That is an area you looked at, but the net result of
that would actually be an increase in spending. My question really
was are there any areas where the net result would be any reduc-
tion in spending?

Mr. Coongy. Not yet. But Laura Rice has been rather painfully
clear in her requests for us to do the same thing. We tend to be
better at finding——

Mr. BoNEY. Ways to increase spending.

Mr. CoonNEy [continuing]. Provisions that have modest increases,
rather than deep cuts.

Mr. BonEy. t is a general condition that is often easier.

let me ask the ple to come back, then, if you would—the
ladies from Colorado, and Mrs. Smith and Ms. Brogdon and Ms.
Cagan—and we will have a little bit of a round-robin discussion.

Mr. Cooney. We agree with whatever Liz Cagan says.

Mr. Boney. This is obviously much more informal, so any nerv-
ousness can be gone now.

Several of you brought out, and Marshall did, as well, in his tes-
timony—he had to leave—the idea of increasing the reimburse-
ment for the breakfast program, and the assertion in both his and
in Ed's testimony is that it would be used to increase the nutrition-
al value of the meal. What is to ensure that that would be the
effect of such an increase? | mean, how can we be sure that 6 cents
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worth of increased protein or whatever will result from a 6-cent
breakfast reimbursement?

You can start,

Mr. Cooney. I think that is something that we are—we, as a
community, and you as a committee—have to work out with the

ment of Agriculture. They are going to have to take a look,
and they may come back with counterproposals to your committee,
as to how do you do it. In terms of the what the normal is, two
things have to happen. You have to pass a law, and the ident
has to sign it, and then I""DA has to develop and implement regu-
lations which, in our . n, should require a ﬁneral improve-
ment. We had initially s.  d out by saying why don't you have it
three times a week, improve t;h:dprotein uirement. Well, some
of the school lunch T, some of the better school lunch
programs, do that already t breakfast. Some of them do, and we
acknowledge that.

It was suggested to us as an administrative matter that it might
be better to spread the 6 cents over 5 days, and then have a regula-
o e eiality that. & wide wariey of whole grains. freits. and
the possibility a wi et whole grains, ts, an
vegetables grw:ded . These things cost money. In our experi-
ence—and gét R0 has told us—in many places, the breakfast re-
imbursement was not adequate—and this study is 4 or 5 years old.

So, to answer your question, I think we all have to work with
USDA in the development of tions which would require that
themo?gbe nt in that fashion, and then we have to do it as
an individual I breakfast person, as an advocacy group work-
ing with parents and children, and as this committee and the De-
partment—th~ committee has oversight reaponsibilities; we have
personal and  .oral and programmatic responsibilities, and the De-
partment has capacities to monitor. We have to monitor that those

lations are implemented not only fairly, but accurately.
~ Ms. Cacan. Right now, in New York City, we have a mandated
breakfast program.

Mr. BoNEy. You do have a mandated program, as well?

Ms. CaGAN. Yes. But when the State monitors come around right
now, one of the things they do is they visit the breakfast, the
lunch, and review the applications, and so forth. They list the
menu; they even go so far as to figure out, if you open x number of
cans of juice, if you happen to be serving juices, that it is sufficient
to meet the requirement as set. So that this would really not be
anything different. If they had this mandated that the extra mone
go for the provision of the meat or meat alternate—I do not thin
it is any additional burden or any new regulation, other than it
comes out and says, “from now on, these are the requirements.”

Mr. Boney. But my question, really, is how do we ensure that we
aretfoing to get 6 cents more worth of nutrition than we are cur-
rently getting. Are we just going to pay 6 cents more for the same
status quo?

Mr. Coongy. We would be o%pwed to that.

Ms. Brogpon. Well, from the meal pattern; add it to the meal

ttern.
paMs. CacaN. I like what Mr. Boney is saying—how can you assure
that the 6 cents—maybe it will cost you 2 cents or 3 cents—how

37
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like Texas, which are required by law, and there are several
States—you just happen to have two of them here, New York an
Texas; Tennessee just passed a new one, and there is i i
lation in a number of other States—we want those States to auto-
matically qualify for the higher, severe need reimbursement rate,
just because of tﬂe—

Ms. Cacan. They did.

Mr. Cooney [continuing] Well, they did—that is right. We
wanted that restored. But that is a se te issue. So that would be
a way of restoring benefits. This is different. We want kids to get
more fruits, more grains, more vegetables, and more protein. We do
not want the school lunch director holding th> bag for the cost of
that. That is why I think you saw the Texas :ssociation take the
position they did. If you remove the requirement—or, if you put a
requirement—give us the money to do it. Don’t give us a require-
s, Chtoa t%’re : alway something tha d of

. CaGAN. You always say i t puts ine in min
some important thought. Another thing that must be put in the
legislation if it goes is that the States that are alreagzx‘ving sup-
port because of the mandated program—as in New State, to
targeted groups—that there be a caution that the States cannot
then remove their support because that would be doing exactly
what you fear might happen.

Mr. BoNgy. This is one of the crucial questions, I think.
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Mr. Cooney. Yes. Maintenance of effort clause should be added,
and there are about 10 or 12 States in that area. I think that is a
real good suggestion.

Ms. Cacan. Absolutely.

Mr. Boney. One other question on the same subject, is why the
proposal for the breakfast has increased reimbursement for all the
categories. In other words, this comes to the question of the payi
camry. Granted, that is a smal! percentage in the Nationﬁ
B fastPnﬁmm,butstill,whenyoueddGeents,lthinkCBO
estimates it is like $4 million worth, just to that area. And granted,
$4 million in the scheme of things isn’t that much, but I sort of like
the comment this morning that $100 is # lot of money to a lot of

le.
peg& BroGpon. I do not. know why it is in there, either. It would
not bother me at all for it not to be in the paid category.

Ms. Cacan. I agree. It is interesting—I have 84 percent free in
the Iunch program. Of that 84 percent, my breakfast program—and
this has been consistent since the inception of the breakfast pro-
gram—has 98 percent free. There is less than a statistical percent-
age on the paid. So I would go along with that. I do not think it
would have, really, any impact.

Ms. PARkER. Excuse me, if ! ma.;r add something here.

Mr. BoNey. What is your name’

Ms. Parxer. Lynn Parker. 1 was a member of the advisory group
to the national evaluation that they are discussing, and that is why
I thought it would be OK to interrupt for a second. In terms of
adding this money onto the paid category, what the evaluation
found was that for all income levels, there was a difference be-
tween the breakfast eaten at home and the breakfast eaten in
school, in the calcium and magnesium levels, that the breakfast
eaten in school was better than the breakfast eaten elsewhere,
wherever that might be, whether it was a McDonald's or at the
candy store down the street or, at home; the breakfast at school
was superior in calcium and magnesium, and inferior in vitamin A,
B6, and iron. So in that sense, even for that small number of chil-
dren, that extra amount of money would make a difference in the
breakfasts for those children, too.

The other thing to remember is that it would be very difficult to
say to the kids as they walk through the line, “You are a paid
child, so we won't give you the extra whole wheat bread."”

Mr. Bonry. No. We are talking about the reimbursement.

Ms. Parker. Yes, but if the school has to produce meals for all
those children——

Ms. CAGAN. Having been in my previous assignment, a budget di-
rector, in those areas—I think nationally, it turns out that most of
the kids who participate in the breakfast program are either in the
free pr reduced category.

Mr. Bongy. That is right.

Ms. Cacan. Because the number of paid kids are so minute,
when you prepare, you can absorb that in your preparation with-
out the need for that additional money.

h:ls. Parxker. If you think that is so—[ just wanted to raise
that——

Ms. CAGAN. Yes. Budgetwise, and preparationwise—don’t you?

33
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Ms. BroGgoon. Oh, yes.
m CAacan. That ha all the time.

. ,tB‘OGDON- that, if you find there is a problem, you
raise it. ‘

Ms. Cacan. We were eligible for the especially needy, reimburse-
ment for all schools the old mandate. When that was

changed, New York City had five schools which were no longer eli-
gible. And I knew that there was no way in the world that they
would accept the responsibility for more tax levy support. So, in

i angepmblems,sndsincelameoneemedwithgetting
the to the children, they did not even know they were not
ehgmb:;amlamabsorbingthecost—itissondiuﬂmly

Ms. PAgkeR. ] just wanted to make it clear—

Ms. Cacan. Yes, but as I said, that would present no em,

and definitely, you do not have two different meals. It is just that

when you are making x number of meals, it does not matter if you

have another 10 kids.

Mr. Bovarp. There is a question I have on r comment, Ms.

Parker. There was a st that showed that provided sup-

gﬁl;s.“andtheir‘wereslﬂ y better than what the ts provided.
id schools go in supper business? the schools just

take over all feeding—because that seems to be what we are drift-

toward.
mid&?mldonotthinkthatis——

Mr. Bovarp. Well, the whole idea of having a subsidy for paid
breakfasts. That just does not——

Ms. PArkeRr. 1 mean, the fact is that there are many children
who go to school without breakfast now, and we know that children
learn better from the studies that we have been able to find, when
they have breakfast; even more recent studies now, at the Univer-
sity of Texas, that Pollit is doing,, show that when kids do not have
breakfast in the morning, they do worse on schoal tasks.

So my point is that in terms of looking at the educational
system, having a breakfast at school is very important, and in
terms of the logistics even, if you get down to the basic issue of lo-
%istics, having a lunch program at school is very important, and
rom 8 nutritional standpoint, it is clear from the national evalua-
tion that schocl lunch has an impact.

Ms. BLaNK. And if we look at the growth in working parents—
there are a lot of parents who are leaving at 6 or 7 in the morning,
and you have got to talk about how they are going to get some sup-

port.

Mr. Bongy. But I think my original question was the category of
the paying student, above 185 percent of poverty, clearly of a
family of four, over $18,000 a year income, and whether it is a
priate for the Federal Government to be increasing the subsidiza-
tion for that ca in the breakfast .

Ms. CaGaN. | think we are all generally agreed.

Mr. Bonkey. Well, I hear this side sort of agreeing to it, but I do
not necessarily hear this side.

Mr. Cooney. | would suggest a compromise. Liz, and I think,
Susan, have a point of view, and I do not want to conflict with that.
But | think maybe you write a lot of questions in your business. 1
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would suggest that you write a question to the American School
Food Service Association and get some sort of semiofficial response
from them on it. When we originally recommended the provision, it
was designed to impact on low-income children, but since the stat-
ute very clearly says that you are supposed to safeguard the health
and nutritional status of all children, and we thought it would be
more convenient—I mean, there is also this theme that we want to
gele consistent through programs—and not everybody is New York
ity. -

Ms. Cacan. Here is Texas

Mr. Coonky. Here is Texas. That just Karoves the point.

Ms. BroGpoN. Wait a minute. I only have five schools in my dis-
trict who particilpate.

Mr. CoonEy. It is a different kind of scenario. There are schools
where this may be a problem, and I cannot tell you here today—
and I do not want to, because I am not an expert—I think you
ought to ask the experts that administer the programs, the Ameri-
can School Food Service Association. :

Mr. BoNEy. We have two of their experts. Phat is why we wanted
to hear from two people——

Mr. Coongy. Well, if you stay here long enough, you are liable to
step in it——

Ms. CaGaN. However, it would be interesting—I would concur
with you, Ed, on this, that if ASFSA would indeed get a question-
naire out to every, every EA, not just the ones that are members of
the association, because that is 17 States right out of the pic-
ture——

Mr. Cooney. That would be helpful—that may cost more than
this provision, but I agree with you there.

Ms. CAGAN. The fact is that then we would have a representative
sample—and then you will find out that some areas might need it
and some not need it, and maybe that would help.

Mr. BoNEY. Let me just hit on one more question while we are on
breakfast, that Ms. Brogdon brought up, that 1 am not sure you
commented on, and that was the offered versus served issue.

Ms. CacAN. On breakfast?

Mr. Bongy. Yes.

Ms. CaGaN. Well, since 1 ignored the offer versus served option
does not mean I did not e it for the lunch. I think this, of
course, is ridiculous for the breakfast, and I will tell you why. |
talk about things that are cost effective. I told you earlier in my
testimony that everything is geared, in my mind, toward the integ-
rity of the nutritional 'programs We have heard everybody talk
about the intent of the legislation. But nobody talks about the fact
that USDA has not done things. Who says you have to serve juic
and milk? What is wrong with what we do—serve fresh fruit. You
should not plan juice and then milk. It is interesting to note, how-
ever—and I can only talk for New York—that when I read the tes-
timony of ASFSA and the findings of other le, that they talked
about the little children. We do have a problem in New York with
the high school kids, who want to not take all three items, because
they have had juice at home—some of them travel and 1% and 2
hotirs to get to some specialized high school. And we have never

had the problem with the young kids. So maybe again, that is a
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regional kindofﬁ?btho'tisveryp#aibletbatlmngh' t pi
that option for highsclu:ols.New ork(ﬁtymandstedp:gk;llt
dagkindemrgrﬁenﬁ:rall&mdds.\vehmhadmemryinwb
esting experiences

And you all want it, understand it, really, more
for nK!.mger grades? ,
Broapon. We want it optional at a local level—for any level

seems—at least.lgather,ﬁombothtutimonies—-thatthemmp-
tion is that because this is such a problem, we need to lower the
meal price for reduced price back down to pre-1981 levels. I wanted
to especially ask
eentsistoomuch%o

7

i

l?
I

drop it, that you are not going to gain that many. You may gain
some. But it is a question to us as to whether lowering the price
would not encourage more people who are ineligible to file for the
prﬁam in the first place.

- CacaN. You are an advocate of verification of 100 percent, so
what is the difference?

Ms. BRoGDON. Yes, we are, yes, we are.

Ms. Cacan. You mentioned the report that you just said you
read, that talked about the fact of more paid kids.

Mr. Bonky. Yes.

Ms. CacaN. Don't tie that up with the drop in reimbursement,
because what happened across this country, unfortunately, is that
many school W their prices. New York State set a
maximum of what L could charge, and they raised it terribly,
and they had a terrible, terrible drop in rtirtz'fgation. So that
school systems on their own went back and lowered the price, and
they got those paid kids back. I want to tell you what we found in
New %ork on that issue.
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I am also the appeals officer in New York—if any parent is
denied a benefit—and when that change happened, I got a lot of
appeals, and based on the appeals, 1 fourd t had been eligible
the year before, but they did not realize that the incomc standards
had gone up. Sure enough, they had moved from the free category
into the reduced price. And that year, 100 percent of my appeals
were on the reduced category, and they said things that would
break your heart. They actually are telling me: “Here is my check
stub.” Remember, they have to be judgg for eligibility on gross
income. But they have to live on their net. And one woman who
wrote, a single parent, with two children, sent check stubs. As I
said, it was very sad. She said, “I must have a phone in case there
is an emergenc?r." One day a week, she buys a quarter-pound of
chopped meat, from which she makes a sauce, for . And she
told me what they eat every day. And then her final sentence was,
“Where am 1 going to find the money to pay the extra money for
these two children.”

Well, when I took a look at what the situation was—and as you
heard before, I am very fortunate in having a very cooperative and
very supportive board of education, and thank God, the mayor of
the city of New York, because in New York City, we are a de%?ed-
ent school district, and all revenues get deposited at the city. y
agreed that we would hold the prices, and so local effort made up
the difference for that loss of reimbursement. So we were able to
maintain the level we had been at the year before. There is no
doubt, because the statistics in New York State as well as other
States show that that was in the reduced-price category more so
than in the paid, that in that first year who the drop-outs were and
are the ones that should be targeted for more help. Those are the
parents that are just making it.

Mr. Bonky. All right. But let me go back and get a shorthand
answer. I am not sure. I thought you were going different ways at
gii;fs-rent times. Is 40 cents reasonable, then, the current price ceil-
ing?

Ms. Cacan. 1 would not object to that going back; 1 would not
object to the ASFSA position—-—

Mr. Bonky. Lowering it.

Ms. CaGAN. We, as | said, are not involved——

Mr. Boney. You have not had a problem.

Ms. CaGAN. No; we do not have that problem because of local
support.

Mr. Coongy. But there are other places in the country. And if
vou compare the average monthly participation in the year before
the cuts and the year after the cuts, you will find that there is a §
million person difference. Participation in school lunch went from
26 million to 23 million. Now, Tom is right when he says that the
bulk of that was paid students, about 2 million children. However,
about 700,000 switched categories and got knocked out of reduced-
price meals, and about 300,000 kids were no longer in the reduced-
price meals. And those 3 million kids went someplace, but they did
not go into the School Lunch Program. So, what we are saying and
what that chart—the reason there is a similarity between the chart
that Marshall uses and the chart that | use is that I xeroxed his
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chart. But other than that, it is incidental. But you do find in those
areas a substantial problem.
There was a young from Kansas who i here, and in
her situation, she found their city was sort of like New York, I
guess, in the sense that they did not have that need. But that has
not been the case in the rest of the country.
Mr. Boney. But frankly, the responses we have had on the com-
mittee from individual areas have generally been much the same
astheaeladieshsveouﬁinedfromtheirams—eithergeople
pﬁhedo}tuplofally.asinNewYork,ortheydidnotﬁnd that
m a problem.
Mr. Cooney. Well, they may not find it that much of a problem,
but the kids still are not in it.
Ms. Cagan. Tom, I agree aguin. It is so hard—and I said it in m
earliertestimony—towpaintmrybodywithﬂwmebroadb
across this country. We had to make a decision—I must say that 1
heard Frances McGowen from Qakland, CA, speak about a week or
so ago at a conference. They found that they had such a loss of
their reduced-price children that by doing other programs such as
catering and other that mdothatywcanadd':cgmﬁt
ttosumm' cre-

on, and utilize that this group. There is
ativity going on, but unfortunately, not everyplace across this coun-
try has people like Frances or like that, and those are the

onesﬂratlthinkEdistalkm?ﬁt.ltwu}dmnﬂnt
mnﬂm&_kihaegooftheirpmgr:::.mthatthmoc‘!ﬁ&femwﬁc
are part targetedgroup. vetodrvpout program. -
And I definitely think that some consideration should be given to
this. How you word that, I do not know.

Mr. Boney. Well, that is our problem.

Ms. Cacan. Yes, that is your problem.

Mr. Bonky. Well, let me ask this, , which is sort of the
basic question that Senator Helms was kit:ﬁeabout. and we al-
~eady asked Ed and kind of struck out. But if the Congress is going
to make increases in some of these areas, either in breakfast or
some combination with reduced price, by increasing the reimburse-
ment and so forth, where, if anywhere, can we have reductions to
ﬁ:y for that—if you start from premise which, at least, Senator

elms does, that we cannot have a net in expenditures?

Ms. CacaN. You are asking about $160 million——

Mr. Boney. Well, whichever part of it—any suggestions would be
ap&smciated.

. CAGAN. You may not like my answer, but I am willing to go
on record in saying that without impact on the military outlay and
what they say they need, and also in line with Senator Helms and
the administration’s feeling about waste and fraud. Let me give

ou an example. Just take the price of what the military has paid
use of their poor contracts in the —J1 know, because it has
been in all the newspapers. Do you we can feed two kids
breakfast and lunch, year-around, free of charge, for that hammer
overcharge.

Now, I am willing to do a whole analysis on that, free of charge.
It has no impact on what the military needs in weapons. it has no
impact on what increases the administration wants for the mili-
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tary. And if I can identify all of the money that is necessary for
this—would it be a deal?

Mr. Boney. No, I am afraid not. The point is this——

Ms. Cacan. Tne money is there; it is being wasted on other
things, and eve iomw to ignore that.

Mr. Bongy. No, I do not think everybody wants to ignore it. We
sort of had this at another hearing, so I will be brief, or maybe it
was actually at ASFSA’s meeting, whes. there were some questions.
And certainly, all the Senators on this committee and especially
those who are on the Armed Services Committee who have jurisdic-
tion over military spending, are very interested in eliminating all
of the abuses, notable and more secretive that may occur in mili-
tary mndm; But in their capacity as members of this committee,
they are looking at programs within the t of Agricul-
tum.Sqitissortofwhatwealwnyshave uestion of every-
bady pointing the other way and saying, “Well, cut him, because he
wastes money,”’ and somebody else is poin over here. So what |
wasreallyhopingtosetfmmyouismﬂy ing with the issue
within child nutntion.

Ms. Cacan. I have discussed this with USDA over the years. We
rent space to many Head Start and Child Care Programs. They are
in our schools, under different regulations. Some child care pro-
grams had gotten massive allocstions to put kitchens in, expensive
equipment, and so forth. But the point—

Ms. BLaNK. That is gone now.

Ms. Cacan. I know it is gone. But the fact is that we now enter
into agreement, because they found that we can provide meals ac-
cording to the needs of those children and it costs them less than if
they were doing it themselves. My point to USDA and to the State
was that all children that may be based in a school should be eligi-
ble under the National Lunch .

The point 1 am making to USDA is that where the locality can
work it out, that two or more of these programs can sort of piggy-
back on each other, and that is where savings can occur because
we avoid duplication of effort and cost.

Ms. Brank. I think that that is an interesting idea, and we
should be doing that. Only 10 percent of Head Start Programs are
in the public schools, and more in New York than in other places,
and very few other Child Care are. It is not going to give
you—for example, we need $15 million—it will not give you any-
where near——

Ms. Cacan. Well, but you know what they say—a dollar, a
dollar, a dollar, and it adds up. If we are going to be forced to say,
“Find your money or make recommenda ’ then even for that
10 percent, whatever it is, let it be applied back toward your §15
million. That is why I mean.

Mr. CooNky. Representative Bill Goodling has an amendment
that was incorporated on the House side and report language, as
well that gives the sense of usirg the achool as a nutrition center,
which Liz and other people have done; taking a look at how you
can maximize it for the community in terms of the elderly partici-
pating and the commodities and so forth. We support all of those
efforts, and we just think that thay are terrific things to do, and we
hope that they will add up to enough money to encompass this.
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Mr. BoNEY. An su?esuomfmm exas?

Ms. Brocoon. Yes; | have two, and they are in what we
ed. On the foods, don't tell me that a principal can serve
outside my cafeteria door. We need the sale of those extra
;&%bgtaddniomlfmd&w % be

. t ing to give us more flexibility nourlmdw
ASFSA

g
1
4
£
5
il

Mr. BoNEy. , you all want it local, but as I read
testimony, they want a national ban.

Ms. Broopon. We would not oppose that, as long as it is—we
would not that, but we are offering another view of it, an-
other shot. If you cannot do that—we understood USDA did not

want to do that, and so our feeling would be
handle it, let them have the control over the competitive
Another thing, offer versus served at breakfast in

i
aégi

help. OK. We have talked about a liquid problem. We can also
about mdwedoservemwcamonal‘ ly at breakfast, and we
have a iot of children who er not to take them. So, any

one of the liquid components or eggs, if do not choose to
take that item, that is something we are not tohavetoglr:-
pare. That gives us a little bit of flexibility, and we could put that
money, say, back into the meat/meat alternate requirement, which
most of them will take, the sausage and so on.

Mr. Boney. Well, I am afraid 1 do not think we are up to the
$150 million.

Ms. BRocpon. No, but it would help and make it so that the Fed-
eral Government would not have to fund the whole amount of the
meat/meat alternate,

Mr. Boney. All '.’Etixt. Let me go to just two more questions re-
garding the lunch. Ed, in your testimony, you have this issue on
the in-kind benefits, whether the child nutrition benefit should be
counted as income for food stamps. What about the idea of it bei
counted for income for tax purpoees, and in particular, with rega
to this ASFSA idea of financing, basically, a universal free lunch?

Mr. Cooney. We basically do not support the concept of nutrition
programs funding—I mean, you give somebody nutrition, food be-
cause they have a problem and you say, “‘By the way, later, we are
going to declare it income.”

We are opposed to it. We support the concept of universal free
lunch, and we support the dynamic leadership of ASFSA m this
issue, and would like to see how their financing works out, whether
they use the Hart three-martini lunch or the Matz four-martini
lunch, cutting in half. But we are opposed to counting nutrition
benefits as income.

Ms. BrLank. I think you also have to look at it in light of all the
other benefits that people get, the fringe benefits that are not cur-
rently counted as taxes, and you canmust pick up—I mean, we
are all talking about the fact that we to restructure our whole
tax system, and it is really not timely to just pick out child nutri-
tion benefits at this point i1n time.

In addition, we agree with Ed—we oppose it.

Ms. Brocpon. 1 would hate to be responsible to the parents in
our district for saying, “We are going to send this in to IRS. This is
taxable income.” And they are going to come back to us and sa‘y.
“December 3, Johnny didn't eat lunch. How come it is on here?”’
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You talk about an accounting problem—now, that would be one.
dlunderstandtheymgomgforapdotpmgmm In my mind,
it is questionable whether it is worth a pilot program.

Ms. Cacan. I am definitely opposed to it. But one of the reasons I
am opggsed to it is that it is very discriminatory.

Mr. Bongy. Which? The accounting or——

Ms. CacaNn. The ASFSA—oh, I agree with that, completely. The
pamntsmllcomebackandmy.“Youcannotbﬂlmeforawhole
ﬁarmtaxes.when my kid was out this date and this date.” The

rden of going back to these records is impossible.

But who pays taxes? You have got to realize that you are really
picking out one group that is going to be poor as far as income
taxes. :’hc:'x can tﬁeyhmdote that Wyt.h i;.::' because have so
many ters y an , BNYWAY. can
eliminate those who do not ﬁlp: you

Mr. BoNEy. Well.thlsnsthequestwn,mmymmd,onhowncan
be a self-financing plan. I mean, if everyone were in the high-
income brackets, you would only have 50 percent of the costs recor-
ered, and the average is probably more like 10 percent, and the
universal free lunch idea, as I recall, costs about $3 billion or some-
thing, nationally.

Ms. Cacan. I happen not to agree with that. We know what we
say, but statistics do not lie, but who makes statistics.

Case in point. The Summer Feeding Program is, in fact, a univer-
sal feeding program in those attendance areas. We have more than
a million kids in New York who are eligible under summer meals,
because it is from age zero through 18; whereas, in the school year,
you have it from 4 to 18.

Now, whereas in the school year, with that smaller coverage, we
are feeding about 500,000 kids a day. Here, you have in the
summer, peaking at about 118,000,

So, therefore, when people say, “Oh, every kid that exists in this
society is going to be running because we have universal feeding,”
that is nonsense, not a case, not a piece of data. We have over
650,000 valid applications for free and reduced. Even taking into
account the best attendance record, not every kid who is ir school
and is eligible comes to have lunch. There are times when there
has been a special meal in the home, or grandma has visited with a
care package, and the kid bnngs something——

Mr) Bonky. Your point is that the expense would not be that
great”

Ms. Cacan. That is right. And | keep supporting a feasibility
study, anyplace in this country—because it is not right to assume
that every kid who is there is going to participate, because we find
that not happening.

Mr. Boney. 1 am not certain but that estimate is already taking
:’hat into account, at least, based on somebody's assumptions,

ut——

Ms. Cacan. 1 would like to know what the assumptions are, be-
cause | do not think they are valid.

Mr. Boney. All right. Let me go to the nutrition education,
which several of you mentioned as being——
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What about the idea which was in the House committee
of having some degree of match requirement, to have the States
contribute some ion of for nutrition education in return
s Cacre, What gsremug?;?;
AN.

Mr. Bongy. Like o o

men a r

how about 2b t and making it in-kind. That t

of that money, they choose not to do
g:t ition. And Texas is iiving proof of this. I am not sure that
New York would be that generous, either.

Ms. Cacan. I am funding coordinator now——

Mr. Coonky. That is you. 1 am talking about the State of New
York, not the local, but the State.

Ms. BrLank. Also, you have got to look at New York City in con-
trast to u te.Lookatd%caminNewYork.'mecit reglaced
all that $10 million in New York State, and we saw 8,400 to 12,000
kids lose day care and a 46-percent drop in public funds out of the

city.

Klr. Bongey. Well, I think the overall question that they were
dealing with on the House side and that certainly comes up in the
Senate discussion is having some sort of reassessment of the State
and Federal contributions to the program, which right now are
very heavily weighted toward Federal contributions, and whether
there should be some increased State or local funding. .

Ms. Parxer. Also, to put on another hat, I am on the board of
the Society for Nutrition Education, which n presents nutrition
educators nationwide, and many of the members of the society are
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nutrition education coordinators. We talked to them when this
amendment came t:_p—to many of them, not all of them—ones that
were available, to find out what the impact of thig would be. And
although you can never be sure what the impact of something will
be until it happenz, their sense was that many of the States would
terminate the program, either because they did nct have the
money available, or could not show that they were spending 25 per-
cent, or were just unwilling for such a small amount of money,
which it is right mow for , to spend the time and resources on
the rwork that is involved to dacument it.

r. BONEY. So 1think the issue, though, with this and the issue
of Federal administration is, if it is not worth it for a State to put
in even a little bit of money, the question certainly occurs as to
why thé Federal Government should be financing all the costs.

Ms. Parxer. It is not a matter of worth it as much as it is a

" matter of the States feel they are limited in the amounts of money

that are available to them to run any of their programs.

Mr. Bongy. Well, this is exactly the problem we have at the Fed-
eral Government level. ‘ .

Mr. Cooney. You see, you run inté a situation where you can
only have Child Nutrition Programs where there is an adequate
tax base in the State, and we are concerncd about that. We are not
unsympathetic to Re ntative Bartlett's issues. I mean, we are
talking about SAE, te administrative expenses, and NET, and
the general concept of the sharing of Federal-State things, and we
agree with him that there ought to be a discussion, there ought to
be hearings on this. And he recommended that in committee,
and we support that, and I think you need to have State directors
of child nutrition here, locals like you folks, and some other com-
munity-type proj#», to see what is going to happen—in Connecti-
cut, you are [« ‘v to do sll right; in some other States, ‘ou may
not. And these ...e either national emphasis programs, or they are
not.

Ms. Cacan. I agree a lot with what you said, Tom, because when
people do uot put something in, there is not a commitment. But I
think I heard you right, Ed, when you said the recommendation or
amendment that would allow States to put it on an inkind rather
than a cash basis was killed?

Mr. CooNEY. Yes.

Ms. Cacan. That, I think, the States would find easier to do.

Mr. CooNey. 1 think sume States would find it easier to do.

Ms. Cacan. They may find it easier. So 1 basically agree with
you.

Mr Cooney But those are the same States that have paperwork
requirements that you have to clear through channels, and you can
imagine how much.

Ms. Cacan. Yes; 1 will tell you what is disturbing to me. Mario
Cuomo is the Governor of New York State, and his wife, Mathilda
Cuomo, was known for her concern and interest in child nutrition.
And when the Federal Government was toying around with the
idea of forcing States to take it over, I found out through the grape-
vine that if New York State was forced to take it over, that Mr.
Cuomo intended to give the Child Care and Summer Meals Pro-
gram to State social services—which made me a little bit bitter
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about what Mathilda knows about nutrition and how it lines up
with the school

hemietherea{xythe mpefc't??the | ted dif:
think, certainly, pe ve they represented was very dif-
ferent from what ﬁelen said, el actuall

Ms. Saunzr. I think it is y a difference in_phi ies.
We feel that the program is subsidizing child care. You feel that
the program is subsiduinﬁ“cﬁild care. We just do not think it is the
vehicle to be subsidizing child care.

A couple of things. For instance, I do not remember what you
said about not every home care provider earns more than mini-
mum wage, or something like that. You see, I cannot speak for
across the Nation, but in Colorado, if you are going to be a home
day care provider, you have to own your own home, or at least be
able to rent it. You cannot be licensed in an apartment. /

Ms. BLank. That is not true across the Nation. My igtome figure
was a national figure.

Ms. Sauper. OK. | just wanted to bring that up, because that is
kind of misleading, too. So I think it just depe on your area. |
do not want ani;l;ody togoh , but I think that there is an in-
credible waste here, in dual fung , and the Government taking
over some responsibility of the parent, especially when there are so
many discriminations in the way the program is nov.

Ms. BLank. Tom, can I just point out that it is interesting that
most of the other providers inyourcountyaregrtoftheg)mgmm.
and also, if you look at-the Abt study, most of the money does gintg
food, The reason we do connect it 50 much to child care is the fact
that we know this Congress is not going to provide any more
money to child care, and we think it is very untimely to make any
cuts in the whole field of child care, given the need. And it is a

e
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Federal sr:grort to child care and to tne family day care system,
and it is ly not an appropriate time to take anything away.

Mr. BoNEy. I think the point they made this morning, at Jeast—
well, there is some difference, even with the three on child care—
was whether the subsidy that is going on behalf of higher income
children is appropriate. In other wo if you took child care and

ut it back to the way the School Lunch Program, School Breakfast

.am works, where you have different levels of reimbursement

for different levels of income—which is what Senator Helms pro-

posed, and which, I guess, Mrs. Smith supported—it is one ap-

proach. Now, granted, the ladies from Colorado, I think, feit that

the Child Care Food Program was unnecessary altogether. So there
is some difference.

Ms. BLANK. We work with an umbrella sponsors’ forum that rep-
resents a large number of umbrella sponsors in family day care.
We work with the Children’s Foundation, which represents all the
family day care associations in the country. We work with the
Office of Children in Fairfax, and thousands of providers across the
country. And they seem to feel that a means test is so administra-
tively cumbersome, and would, because family day care providers
are neighbors, be so difficult to implement in terms of confidential-
ity, and also lead to some discrimination problems in terms of what
you feed children, that it would force most providers out of the pro-

gram.

Mr. Bongy. But I understand they have done that before. I mean
we had, prior to 1980, a means test.

Ms. BLaNK. And very few family day care providers would par-
ticipate.

Mr. Boney. But the ones that were participating prior to the end
of the income test were primarily r. What has caused such a
problem is that in the time since tﬂ:o means test was eliminated,
the composition of children in day care homes in the Child Care
Food Program has changed dramatically.

Go ahead.

Mrs. Smrra. Most of the participants in the USDA Child Care
Food Program are above 185 percent of the OMB poverty level.

But I might add, if we had a voucher system whereby funds were
paid directly to the é)arent. the needy parent, the means test would
not require any kind of nosey neighbor kind of delving into the pri-
vate matters of the family.

Ms. Buank. I think, first of all, we would love a voucher system
that gave more money to child care, and I have been trying to get
nickels for title XX and have the administration not even giving us
the $25 million that legally, it is the right of the States to have to
spend for child care. So we are not very close to a voucher system,
and I wish we were, and we would love some more support to child
care to go directly to parents,

Mrs. SmrtH. Sure, especially if it is for the needy. 1 do think it
should be targeted.

Ms. Brank. Absolutely. We do think, though, the food program
pays an important role. We think it is important, also, to help im-
prove the quality of care, and the family day care systems offer
support to providers and training. Fairfax is wonderful. The train-
ing it provides is really atypical, the 20 hours of training you have
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provided some support to the
a lot of that in the last couple years, and

R cagua. 10 find o day’ caro systemm. The problems
ye pages, a care is in
day care and this is a mechanism for that I can see

portant,tohélp educate parents how to—
Mr. CoonEY. There are some questionable things I would like to

" bring up, just for the record. When people say there are too many

non y families in the Child Care Food Program, they generally
refer to two sources. One is the Abt study, and the second is an
audnmuality child care in Minnesota.

I just like to say for the :ecord that there are
dispute those statistics, who would argue that the Abt is in
fact not a nationally representative sample, and the Northeast di-

. fincgldi thlea:;s:latft':led mmiwmw&%w a
rectors for New ' a i on a
plt‘)‘l!' stateénent w completely conflicts with the findings of
t stuay.

I will agree with you, and I think your point is well taken, and
Tom has said this before, that there is evidence that would indicate
that there has been an increase in the number of families over 185
percent. I would argue with the fact that that number is 70 per-
cent, as has been reflected in those studies, and that is something
that we can get statistical buffs r on and deal with.
th;:sim:ethisissalpublicrmmlf ml?tjgfstusdomakw etheeet
things up as we go along, myself inc , I just want to mention
that there are Feople who do conflict with that.

lh“drs. CS(»:rm. Sheaxd Mr.fBovard’si—— o

r. NEY. Speaking of making it up as you go along.

Mrs. Smrti [continuing]. Yes, I read Mr. Bovard’s article in the
“Policy Review." And there are a lot of arees that I would ques-
tion.

Mr. Cooney. For example, the stated facts in his testimony,
which is 8 years out of date.

Mrs. Smra. But I think it is im t that we look at the
income eligibility requirements, the fact that there are none, and
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-~ yet, Fairfax County, VA, one of the most affluent white-collar

%xéeas of the Nation, really, a suburban community of Washington,

Mr. Cooney. And has one of the best school lunch directors in
the country. ' :

Ms. BLANK. And one of the best child care systems.

Mrs. Smrra. I am talking about child care, as a icipant. As
an umbrella system, there are concerns that this Child Care Food

Progmmisnotspectﬁmny to helping those ple who
really need the help, like single-income-earning familgt:, the di-
vorced mother with children. are the kinds of people who ac-

tually need our assistance, and not the dual income, families. I
maintain that the that has made the biggest impact on our
social services and entitlement programs are the women who
choose to work to supplement their husbands’ incomes—and I am
nottflkinﬁaboutﬂ)e am—l}:admste:emakeMdhm&lm
simply talking about putting a ceiling on programs so that we
canstartr£1g i ournel#omwwandaidingthoaeinnueneed.

Ms. Cacan. | would like to make one comment. I found out in
New York—as I said, USDA supervises child care—in visiting some
of my schools toward the end of the day, in schools with after-
school programs, educational proxl:ms. that food (supper) is funded
under the Child Care Program. And of course, I started to bug the
USDA. Now, we are very, very conscious of this in New York, and
maybe this is something that could be looked into that should be
eliminated. I know when you are running a program—and they are
good programs—that no administrator is going to stop at 5 and get
eve po dg}\;vn, three h(;r four floors l;im b;heir activities, to c::r:g
into the lunchroom to have a supper. t are getting pai
for suppers, these outside sponsors, and we shm have eliminated,
as | said, most of them. And we are really targeting in, because 1
cannot have any onus of any scandal in any program in schools.

Mr. Coongy. It says two meals and a snack. It could be a lunch
and a supper.

Ms. CaGaN. But excuse me— do not understand. USDA su-
pervises the da{ care part. The State education department super-
vises the breakfast and lunch. I go into this school, and I happen to
note what their lunch schedule is. Here, these kids were receiving
a very good lunch as late as 1:30 in the afternoon. So there was no
way in the world that they were gring to eat a full supper at 3.
Now, to me, that is fraud—filing for a supper when they end up
getting a snack is immediately a waste a fraud. That is some-
thing that can be done. I do not know how many of these programs
are subsidized in that way, in what I call an after-school program—
this had never been, years ago. '

Mrs. Smirn. Did 1 understand you to say that New York City has
an extended day care program in the schools that is——

Ms. Cacan. No.

Mrs. Smrmi. But——

Ms. Cacan. No. They were legitimate—this is now where we are
working along with the board of education, because I said if the
need is there, the two programs should be tied up, because where a
child's parent is not home—again, that avoids duplication, because
you have your people there, and it is a safe place for the children

36-697 0 ~ B4 - 8 113



110

Mrs. Sauper. It is a place for them to .
MmSm.lsee.Soitisnﬂmn&ddnymmmas
9Qﬁlﬁ.c.«um.Not.atall,andttlmtiswluttwevweretallingf;he
board, that perhapes we ought to thetwooperations.[

Mr. CooNEY. ing that vdandeverythmgﬂmtisbad
will all happen at one time in New York City.

. Ms. CAGAN. You are absolutely right.

Mr.C%o;:v.Thatiswhywedonotmakenahonal' policy based
on New .

Monrcomzry. Do you think that without the Government
sup‘p ement to the day care home provider that the children would
be fed adequately?

M&M&lgonotthinkthechildxmwwldeatmmﬂ.lthink

that the Abt study shows, and every si study that has been
done on the food program shows, that children eat much better. In
FairfaxCounty,tll:eyjustdidastudyoprmvidemmushowed

that the children were eating better.

These surveys were done, and Abt did a study that obviously had
to be a comparative study, and the children were definitely éati
betier—they are eating more fruits and juices and less sugar
fresh vegetables and more protein because of the program.

Mr. Cooney. But that does not mean that you and your daughter
:boluld not be providing higher nutritious foods, because you prob-

y are.

Mrs. Sauper. But did I hear you say the Abt study, there were
some you could not count?

Mr. Bongy. It was a different study that he did not——

Mr. Coonky. There are two different Abt studies. In Washi v
you have to get familiar with ABCD, FRAC, Abt. There is an Abt 1,
and there is an Abt 2. | was questioning some of the statistical
framework on which their study was done on income verification.

Mr. Bonky. We all quote the studies that we agree with, and
think the others are statistically wrong.
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Mrs. Sauper. But we would sure take it upon ourselves to survey
our county, and I would tell you that the income is way, way——
Mr. Cooney. How many nutntjomstsdoym have through your

group?
MmSAunn.Wedonothaveagmu

ment, so I have had six classes in nutrition; my mother started out
mcollegeas home economics we know nutrition. But

(hmAsaoc:atimhasmon ings that you can go to.
Ames munity College all the time has courses. If you

wan;tobemvolved,allyouhavetodomgo Itdoesnoteostvery
muc

is, “Well, trytogetthismedscalex because he you,n.ud
he will have that testimony,” and has a i
and he invites fraud certifiers, prosecutors, and God knows, Elliott
Ness, and whoever else. So we are both guilty of the same kinds of
things. But when you down to national policy, the things that
drive us crazy are the lack of national nutri standards which
we can apply on a local level. We got into all kinds of trouble on
the meal pattern issue, when ketchup is a

lunch. People almost 1 ed us—we would say, you do not think

we are doing a good job, and you would see a lot of heads shaking
over here. We have unphed that indirectly, and we do not mean
that. What we mean is that there ‘be national minimum

standards, and we feel strongly about that, and other groups have,
as well. That is why you run into this

Ms. Biank. | guess we also feel that all places do not have the
msou::es you have, all providers do not have the kind of back-
groun

Mrs. Sauper. OK. But how much money do you make a year?

Ms. BLank. I make enough money.

Mrs. Sauper. OK. Do you think it is right that the Government,
then.f 0Od\‘r;)ur child were in home day care, should be paying for
your

Ms. BLank. | can get a dependent care tax credit, and [ take it,
and it is open to all families. And do you know what else you can
do? You can do sala reduction. And t.he IRS have come across—
there are many families who have housekeepers. And , MO8t
families in family day care are working class families. may
earn over 185 percent of poverty. Again, national day care studies
conflict with that, but they are not upper income professionals, not
most families. Again, we are talking about national trends. I can
take a credit. All families can take a credit——

Mrs. SaubpEer. I do not understand the credit. That is, you paying
your babysitter——

Ms. BLank. Yes, the child care credit. I can get money regardless
of my income.

Mrs. Sauprr. On your income tax.

*
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Ms. BLaNk. No. I can get a credit, and also—there are people in
this country who are in a 50 percent tax bracket who, through
their employer, can get their salary reduced and get a $5,000 bene-
fit. So I think that we have to look at overall policy. We have to
look at tax policies and how they affect upper income families and
look at child care and look at what is available and look at the $50
million that goes from the family day care program, and given the
fact that we are not abvut to put any new supports, evaluate
whether this is not a good way to spend money, because we spend
money supporting child care and other things to families who are
above 185 percent of poverty; we spend much more. And we feel
that this is reasonable.

Mrs. Sauper. You confuse me because you talk so fast, and I am
not from the East, so I cannot keep up with you.

Mr. CoonEY. Not everybodiafmm the East talks that fast.

Mrs. Sauper. On the one hand, you are saying that the average
family cannot afford it, and on the other hand, you are saying that
there are all kinds of ways that you can make your income look
like you are below-income——

Ms. BLank. No. | am saying that there are child care supports
that are available that are much bigger tha=x this to higher income
families, and that this is a good use of money because it helps
family day care providers. | am also saying that most families in
family day care are working families.

Mrs. MONTGOMERY. In my area, in the State of Colorado, which I
know very well, the children I take care of are middleclass work-
ing parents. They are on a budget. But the mother wants to work,
or she has to work, and she would rather pay the care provider
to be out in her career, or she hus to. But anyway, | am against it.
Day care providers that I am familiar with, that I know are a hus-
band and wife—the husband works out, the wife takes care of her
children, either to stay home with her children or just because she
wants to stay home to supplement their income. So she is going to
prepare these nutritious meals. And whether the Government sup-
plements her each month, the food will remain the same. 1 just do
not believe—and I know of several instances, and I probably should
not say this—but I know that the menus are falsified. And what is
down on paper is not really what they get, because there is no way
that these children can eat these requirements. Their little stom-
achs—unless you let them eat, all day, constantly——

Mrs. Sauper. But also, there are women, home day care provid-
ers, who are in a university community. We have the University of
Northern Colorado right there in Greeley. There are day care
home providers who go out and do other things. The parent con-
tracts with them to bring their child there, and then they hire col-
lege students to come in and take care of the day care kids in the
morning, while they go out and do other things, simply because
they can afford this with the Wildwood program.

Ms. BLank. Well, that is an interesting solution. Again, | agree
with Ed. I think we need to talk about national providers and na-
tional trends, and your university community, and we need a
broader representation before we can talk about national policy.
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Mrs. Smrri. | would just like to ask if we could have for the
record the amount of funds received by CDF since 1976 from Feder-

al grants——

Ms. BLANK. Zero.

Mr. Coongy. Your question would probably be better addressed
to us, We, unfortunately, take money from everbody, including pri-
vate industry and the Federal Government, but they will not give
us any more.

CDF, as a matter of principle, has never received a dime of Fed-

eralmoney FRAC would take whatever Federal money was avail-
able. It is a difference in st leandapproach.Wewouldpreferﬂte

better management at CDF and their commitments,
but we are a little looser at FRAC, and it is.

Mrs. SmiTi. Are you funded, then thrmgh—wouidyoutellus
who you are funded through?

Ms. BLank. You can have it through the record.

Mr. Cooney. We would be glad to tell you all of our resources. It
is kind of a tacky question, but we are used to it, and so we give it.

Mrs. SMrTH. 'l‘%nnk you.

Mr. BonEy. Well, I am afraid 1 may have served as too much of a
catalyst today, in terms of this after-conversation. But I do appreci-
ate -everybody comms Obviously, thm programs are going to be
on the committee’s agenda for the

Thank you all very much for ymg around. We appreciate it.

(Whereupon, at 2:15 p.m., the committee adjourned, subject to
call of the Chair.]
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APPENDIX

STATENENT OF NON. BOBD DOLE
A U.S. SENATOR FRON KAKSAS

Today L will be hearing testimony from vesrious experts in the
field of child nutrition. I would like to velcome thes and ex-
press =y appreciation to thes for taking time from their busy
schedules to be here with us todasy.

Resuthorization Process

Every four yesrs, we have an opportunity to eveluate the child
nutrition programs in their entirety, even though we are techni-
cally engsged in the process of resuthorising only the nonen-
titlement programs, which are WIC, the swamer food service
program, nutrition education and trasining, state sdministrative
expenses, and the suthority for section 32 commodities.

We msde 8 1lot of program changes in the school lunch, school
breakfsst, child care and the susmer food progrems back during
the reconcilistion process of 1981, just a yesr after the pro-
grams were reasuthorized the last time. After & period of program
stability, we csn nov look bsck to see hov these changes have af~
fected the programs in question. I em avare of two dpills cur-
rently pending before the Congress and this committee——S. 1913,
the Buddleston-Cochran bill, and its counterpart, H.R. 40%1. Al-
though I disagree with the way in which benefits are targeted un-
der both of these bills, I think they should receive s fair
hearing. We are nov at s time in our nation's history vhen wve
must be certain that nutrition progrsm funds are being torgeted
effectively to low-income children. As the CBO evalustions
revesl, both of these legislative initistives would direct over
70 percent of their benefits to children from families sbove 130
percent of poverty, which defines low-income eligibility for both
the food stamp program snd the school 1lunch and breskfast
programs.

Dole Support of Child Nutrition

As everyone here knows, I have long been & strong supporter of
child nutrition programs. MNothing has changed my commitment to
these prograus or uy belief that the Federal Covernment should
mesintain its lesdership role in the nutrition program asres.
However, the Federal Covernment can’'t be expected to do
everything.
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In recent years, I have been concerned about a tendency for
people to consider these programs in terms of Federal spending
instead of the children served. I would like to address this
concern.

In 1970, the Federal Covernment was spend;g just over S700
million on all child nutrition programs. By 1980, this amount
had grown to approximately $4.4 billion, snd would have exceeded
$$ billion by FY 82, had it not been for reconciliation.

Based strictly on budgetary considerstions, some might say, and
have said, that this over 500% increase in Federasl child mutri-
tion funding is not justified. Others, whose considerations sre
limited to program operstions and sctivities, have said thet the
$1.3 billion that Congress cut from the 1982 child mutrition pro-
gram is equally unjustifisble. I would .ike to sddress both of
these contentions, becsuse I think they asre equally fslse, They
are false because they overlook the idmportant issue of thow
changes in funding have affected the children served.

Lov-income Targeting

For those who limit their concerns to budget numbers, I would
point out that, in 1970, very little of child nutrition expendi-
tures (sbout 20%) were directed towsrd low-incose children. Only
4.6 miltlion out of the 22.4 willion children in the school lunch
program were receiving free or reduced price mesls.

Additionally, the school breakfast program, which vas better
targeted to lov income children, had just bagun, and served only
450,000 children. Finslly, the WIC program, which many regard as
the best need-based of sll child nutrition programs, had not vyet
been created.

By 1980, Federal expenditures for children in low-income fami-
lies represented 602 of all Federsl child nutrition program
expenditures. The school luch program served s total of 26.6
million children in 1980, or 4.2 million msore children then in
1970. However, all of this growth and more wss in the free and
reduced price categories, which increased by 7.3 million children
(to 11.9 million), while psrticipation in the regular, non-income
tested part of the program dropped from 17.8 willion to 14.7
million. For the breakfast program, psrticipetion grev from a
total of 450,000 in 1970 to 3.6 million in 1980--and 835X of these
children were from low-income families. Finally, the WIC
program, which had not existed in 1970, was serving an aversge of
nearly 2 million vomen, infants and children in 1980, and funding
for this prograsm alone represented 162 of all child wnutrition
program expenditures.

I recite these statistics for those whose primary interest is
in dollsr figures, because I think it is important for them ¢to
understand the humen consequences of child nutrition expenditure
grovth. The dollar growth in funding for these programs, when
viewed from the context of participation is not ss haphazard ss a
graph only showing dollers might suggest. Funding grew consid-
erably between 1970 and 1980, but with it case s commitment to
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the needs of low-income children-—a commitment which costs wmore
than just providing s oinimal subsidy and letting children pey
the difference, or go hungry.

In the late sixties and early seventies, the Federsl Cdjecnment
embarked on & non-partisan effort to improve the nutrition of our
children, particulsrly our neady children. As a conssquence of
this commitment we have provided the best nutrition programs for
children that the world has ever seen--not pesfect perhaps—but
unequivocslly the best. Even wmore importantly, our spacidl
concern for naedy children is clesrly reflected in the dats show-
ing the dramstic increase in the number of such children partici-
pating in these programs, and the proportion of expenditures com-
mitted to their needs. We chose to give more, not because wore
is necessarily better, but becsuse more is necessary vhere there
is greater need.

Effect of Reconciliation

Nov let me turn to what happened to child nutrition programs
after 1980 when Congress enacted reconcilistion legislation that
reduced program funding. Compared to 1980, when Federal expendi-
tures for child mutrition were $4.4 billion, 60% of which went to
lov-income children, 1983 expenditures were $4.7 billion. And
even more importantly, nesrly $3.7 billion of this smount, or 78%
of these funds were expended for low-income children.

In 1980, it is true that there were 26.6 million children per-
ticipating in the school lunch program, compared to 23.1 million
in 1983, However, all of this 3.3 wmillion difference is in the
paid category, wvhere participation is down from 14.7 million to
11.2 million. The same total number of children participated in
the free snd reduced price segment of the program in 1980 as in
1983--that 4s 11.9 milldon. However, the distribution is
slightly different with reduced price participation going down
from 1.9 millfor to 1.6 million, while free participation wvent up
from 10 million to 10.3 million.

WIC Program

For the WIC program, Federal expenditures grew to approximately
$1.16 billion in 1983 and represented 25% of all child nutrition
program funds. This is an increase of $390 million over the FY
80 funding level for this program and compares to 163 of child
nutrition program funding in 1980. More importantly, sverage WIC
participation in FY 1983 was spproximately 2.6 nillion, compared
to 1980, when average psrticipation was just under Z million.

Facts Behind Statistics

I sm pointing out these ststistics for those wvho continue to
sllege that the child nutrition budget cuts of 1981 were too
large, and harmed an inordinate number of low-income children—-an
sllegation that I believe to be unjustified. It is unjustified
because it 1looks only to dollar tarms and not to the humsn
reslity-~the children being served, and their need. The dats in-
dicates that low-income children continue to be served in signif-
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icant numbers and that s growing proportion of expenditures ere
being distributed on Chs basis of need. It also appesrs thet
greater numbers of children from families with very 1low income
levels are participating in the programg than in the past. This
sounds to me 1ike appropriate targeting, and I find it hard to
see the danger in it.

In this difficult time, I believe that those of us involved in
the delicate belancing act of allocating 1limited Federal
resources should 1look carefully st the humen factor inmsteed of
just dollars. I believe that 4if we do, wva will find thet our
current commitment to child nutrition progrsms is justified, and
that there is no need to either further reduce expenditures, or
restore program funds,

STATEMENT OF HON. WALTER D. HUDDLESTON
A U.S. SENATOR FRON KENTUCKY

On September 30, 1983, I introduced S. 1913, legislation that
would make needed improvements to the school lunch and other
child nutrition programs. S. 1913 is specifically designed to
mako what I believe are essential restorations to, and changes
in, the nutrition programs that sre vitally important to the wel-
fare of our nation’'s children.

The csrefully targeted provisions of oy bill would benefit

school children of the "working poor” by lowering the cost of a
reduced-price school lunch from 40 cents to 23 cents and the cost
of a reduced-price breakfas* from 3O cents to 13 cents; provide
sdditional funding to improve the nutritionsl content of measls
provided under the school breakfast program; and benefit children
of low-income vorking wothers by restoring one mesl and one
snack, per day, to the child care food program,

The fact that hundreds of thoussnds of children vho are from
vorking poor femilies no longer participate in the child nutri-
tion progroms since the implementation of the 1981 and 1982
budget cuts indicates to me that those changes were too severe.
I believe we must reevaluate our earlier decisions.

When introducing S. 1913, I mada vary clesr that the legislae-
tion was within the budget limitations provided by Congress for
fiscal year 1984. This was an importsnt factor to me, ss I sm
sure it was with many of the other senators who have joined me in
sponsoring the bill,

Becsuse the bdill will repsir the dsmsge to these important pro-

grams vhile remaining within the budget agreed to by Congress, I
hope the Senate will sct soon on S. 1913, which to date has 52

cosponsars, or H.R. 4091, similar legislation that is pending on
the Senate calendar.

Nr. Chairman, [ sppreciate your holding this hearing todsy, snd
I look forward to hearing the testimony from our witnesses.
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TESTINONY OF JOEN W. BODE

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. Chatrman, and members of the Subcomxittee, thank you for
the opportunity to comment on legislation to reauthorize or modify
the Specisl Supplemental Food Progrem for Women, Infants and
Children (WIC) as well as certain child sutritica programs.

Before commesnting on 5.1913, I would like to enphasize that
current laws provide generous child nutrition benefits. Aoy child
in a participating school can receive a free meal if his family's
income is less than 130 perceat of the porerty line — slmost
$13,000 for a fanily of four.

Students from fanilies with income up to §18,3153 for s family
of four are eligible for a federal suwbeidy of 92 cents per msal,
not including the 10 cents per meal average valus of bonus
commndities which we are now providing. They cannot be charged
over 40 cents for that lunch which typically costs about $1.30.

Over 23 miilion children s day psrticipste in the school lunch
program. In addition, the Adminfistration’s special distridution of
surplus comwodities provides extrs assistance to familfes in need.

It 46 true that we have restrained the budgets of the child
nutrition prograas through the judicious changes sdopted by
Congress in 1981. The changes that wers made served to better
target acarce Federal resources on those i greatest need, fsprove
program sdmintistration and reduce duplication s gudbeidics.
Despite our reforma, the Federal govermment still provides large
subsidies to upper and middle income fam{lies through the child
nutrition programs. For example, this year in the school food
programs, we will spend approximately $460 million to subsidixe
meale served to students from families wich income above 185
percent of the poverty guidelime. The Child Care Food Program is
groving drasatfcally in chfild cars hooes. Yet, two thirde of those
homes' subefidies go for families in that sswe, highest incoms
group.

S. 1913

The Administration strongly opposes the enactment of $.1913.
Most of the praviefons of 5.1913 are aimed at reversing s vumber of
entitlemant reforss adopted by Congress as part of the Omnibus
Reconcilfation Act of 1981, P.L. 97-35. It would use taxpayer's
money to provide new entitlement funding for ghose well sbove the
poverty line. At a tioe of unparalled need to control federal
spending, we cannot justify this bill, which would sdd $180 willion
to the deficit fin 1983 glone,

S. 1913 provides for:

. Increasing the subsidy for each reduced price luuch and
breakfast served;

. Increasing the subsidy for all breakfaste -— iancluding paid
and reduced price —— by six cents;
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» Expanding the Child Care Food Program (CCFP) to substdize
up to threea oeals and two supplements each day;

o Expanding the s{&ux Milk Program to all kiodergsrtens and
eliminating the maxismum five cents reimbursement for milk
for nonneedy students; .

o Aduinistrative funding to States for storing and
distriduting commodities donated under the National School
Luneh Act; o

« Beinstating the school feeding programs im high-tuitfion
private schools;

.

- Deductions for unusually high medical costs;

o Increasing che funding for the Nutrition Education asnd
Training (NET) Program.

+ Eliminsting the link betweea the Food Stamp Progras and
free moal eligibility etandards;

o Delayisg veriffcation requireseats;

The Administration does not favor an across-the-board,
six-cent increase in school breskfast reisdursements, including
those for nonneedy studests. This provision would iscresse costs
by an estimated §42 million sanmually., This proposal strikes us as
an over-resction to recent study findings abowt the Breakfast
Progran. The Breakfast Progras is alwost always svailsdle in
conjunction with mutritionally superior school lunchea, Thus, the
overall school natrition program wutrient coateat ia quite good,

Increasing the Federal subsidy for reduced price meals would
expand benefits to the less needy at an estimated coat of $70
millfon.

S.1911 provides for restoring child nutrition prograss fm sll
private schools, regardiese of the level of tuition charged. The
Aduninistration sefinteins that families who are able to pay private
school tuitions over $1,500 per year cam a8fford the cost of their
children's meals.

The Specisl Milk Program cannot operate fn any school which
participates in any other child nutrition program. $.1913 would
exclude kindergartens from this restriction. Since sll the child
nutrition progras=s serve milk as part of their scals and since such

wesls msy be meade aveilable to kindergarten children, we see no
need to permit duplicate milk subsidies for kindergartenmers.

The provisions for subsidixzing three meals and ¢wo supplements
dafly under the CCFP would give the Federal government the entire
responsibility for feueding a child, abrogsating all family
involvement in preparing mesls.

The income verification pilot study {s now complete, thus
rendering woot the S.1913 provision to delay implementation uneil
after the study's completion. We expect to forward the report on
this study to the Committee within the next sonth.
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Allowing the exclusion of umusually high medical costs in
dotermining eligidility for these progrsss would increase
certification costs, administrative burdans, and complicate
verification of applications, since there would be questious of
interpretscios about the level and type of expenses.

Elininsting all references to the Food Stamp Eligibility
Standards would serve to add further complications to the
eligibility and verification processes since these references
stresnline the process, relieving the administrative burden at the
local level.

- [ .

With regard to increasing the MET Program funding to $8
million, as I will explagn shortly, the Aduinistration belicves
thst funding for the NET Program should be discontinued.

In sddition, the Ad-inu‘;nuoa believes that State
Adeinistrative Expense funds, combined with State and local
contributions, are adequate for expeuses associsted with storing
and distributing commodities donated under the Natiousl School
Lunch Act. Additional Federal funds would only supplant present
State and local ®monies.

EXPIRING AUTHORIZATIONS

Next, the authorisastion of five programs expiring this year
must be copeidered: the WIC Program, the Summer Feeding Program,
State Administrative Expenses, the Nutrition Education and Training
Program, and the Commodity Distridution Program, which provides
support to other food programs.

The Admtinistration recommends one year reauthorizatiom for the
VIC Program, the State Administrstive Expenses Program and the
Commodity Distribution Program. It is important, we believe, to
retsin the mechanism of resuthorization, so that regular reviews
and appraisals of progran effectivenese will occur.

The Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants, and Children
(WIC) has expanded rapidly during the past ten yesrs. A major USDA
evaluation of WIC {s presently underway, asud results will not be
available until late this year. Also, there 1s a study of WIC
Program participant characteristics not scheduled for completion
until next year. A third study, directed at examining the WIC

potential target population, will not be finished until next year.
In view of the fact that WIC has now grown to the point where it
serves approximatley one-fifth of the infants borm in Anerica each
year, it seems prudent to leave opportunities open for changes 1n
program design, should they be warranted, Therefore, & one year
reauthorization of the program is appropriate.

Similarly, s one year reauthorization will endble us the
benefit of reassessing the State Administrative Expenses Frogram
(SAE) after a complete review of the equity of its distribution
formila. Also, the Commodity Distribution Program reasuthorization
can be considered with the benefit of a report on a major
Congressionslly-mandated study of that program.

Under the Commodity Distribution Program, USDA has

jurisdiction over the Elderly Feeding Commodity Program. The
President's budget proposes to fund elderly feeding in the
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Department of Health and Human Services, which alresdy administers
the main elderly nutrition progrsm. Under the Oldsr Americams Act,
s machanisge will be provided to sllow States to continue to receive
commodities instead of cash if thay so desiry. Therefore, it is
ot sppropriate to reauthorize that portion/of the Commodity
Distrfbution Program.

Since 1977 the Nutrition Educstion Training Progrsms (MET)
has operated to provide seed money to State sgencies to help thes
begin or sugment existing Nutritios Educatfon Programs. With State
prograns now well established snd the total level of support quite
low (at §5 million), we believe it is time for the States to assume
funding responsibilities. We prepose that NET be discontinuwed as a
Federsl program, rather then being resothorized.

<

The Departmont’s budget proposes to consolidate the Summer
Food Service and Child Care Food Programs into a Noa-School
Food Progrsm Crant to States. This grant would permit Ststes
greater flexibility to design sssistance programs for meals served
cutside & school setting. States would no longer have to apply &
complex set of reinmbursement rates or comply with Federal
regulatory requiremsntse. o

In addition, while lagislative changss have improved the
accountability of the Scummer Food Service Program, the nature of
the program precludes sssursnce that program besefites go to
low-incomse children. Eligibility is estsblished by geographical
ares, rather than being determined on an individual basfs. Also,
the Child Care Food Program has problems with benefit targeting.
States could address the targeting problem when developing their
nonachool food programs.

Mr. Chairoen, becamse of these considerationse, we believe that
1t would be prudent for the Committee to reauthorise the WIC, SAE,
and Commodity Distribution Programs for one year only. We
recomeend that the XET sad the Summer Food Service Progrssm mot be
resuthorixed, and that the lattar be replaced by a nonschool food
program grant 80 that States can develop their own prograse.

Thank you for considering our views. If you have questions, 1
will be happy to answer them.
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STATEMENT of GENE WiITE, CHAIRMAN, LEoSLATIVE AND PusLic Povscy ComMITTER,
AMraican Scioot FooD SERvICE ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, my name is Gene White, Chairman of the and Pablic
Policy Committee. | am alwo the Director of Child Nutrition Food Distribution
Pr%:mfogcnﬁfomiammzofm

SchoqlE?E . m‘m)hwmwm
The 1985 gent to the last month does not new budget
cuts in child nutrition. We are that the tion is not
seeking some of the proposals that were by the Congress Inst or any
other new proposals that would reduce the funding for child nu-
trition. are, however, a number of legislative proposals contained in the

budget, as well as a number of legislative proposals pending on the calendar from
last year, that require our attention—

1. ASFSA supports passage of HR. 7, introduced by Chairman Carl Perkins,
making permanent the several Child Nutrition authorizations

nent.

2. ASFSA sy passage of H.R. 4091 and 8. 1913. Since 1980 the Child Nutri-
tion Programs have been cut by appreximately $1.5 billion. 8. 1913 and H.R. 4091
would mnmwtmmdmmzmw 10% of the
cut tl):l. $150 million. The legislation would a nu of important changes. It
woula:

(a) Lower the cost of a reduced-price lunch to the children of working poor from
40¢ per meal to 25¢ per meal; S,

(bl Lower the cost of a reduced-price breakfast to the children of working poor
fmm:wtpermkfastwl&godhmkfsst;md

t¢! Increase the funding for Breakfast Programs to improve the nutritional
quality consistent with findings of the US. rtment of i re's Nation-
al Evaluation of School Nutrition publi in March 1983,

Additionally, the legislation would provide benefits for the Child Care Food Pro-
gram and private schools.

These changes are modest in nature and targeted specifically to those poor chil-
dren participating in the free and reduced-price school lunch and breakfast pro-

ETBmS.

When HR. 4041 -mmﬁmwmmmm.mm
pm,'t:tcdwt that m&l:nﬁﬁﬁ%ddn{bmaﬁﬂundgthe&llmdpmhmﬂh
with incomes over ine. It failed to point out approximately
T0%-807% of the benefits mmfnmilies with incomes below 185% of the pov-
erty line. The bill is intentionally targeted to benefit the working poor, and My
so. The budget cuts enacted as part of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 have
dramatically reduced participation in the reduced-price lunch category. The follow-
ing chart represents some examples. The chart is not meant to represent a statisti-
cally sound nation:l sample, but the examples are instructive.

SCHOOt LUNCH PARTICIPATION REDUCED PRICE CATEGORY

Pervent

October 1980 October 1983 deckee
Ackros, OH 1.882 983 48
Memphes 1N 4,265 1.409 3]
Reiegh N 2108 1.966 rd]
Bermngram A( 2881 2054 el
Atuguerque. NM §135 2967 ¥y ]
Cleveland. (4 7.366 1.881 22
{ourswile KY 5,332 414 22
Kansas City. W0 1.75 1684 4

fort Lawderdaie i 5960 5250 12
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gmm.ilethmmtmwpopoaeﬁmdinsﬂwpmgmmbthiudingthevnlueof
he lunch served as taxable income.
lastymr.SemwrGaryHaﬂintmdtmdlegislstimthatmldhsvereducedthe
i business lunches and entertainment expense to 70%
and used the revenue for child nutrition. It was estimated that this legislation
would have generated $1.2 billion in new revenue to the U.S. Treasury. If you com-
bine Dr. George Graham's suggestion with Congressman Miwhmmn
raise over 90% of the funds needed to finance the Universal Lunch Program.
And if the universal program is only extended to elementary schools it would not be
necessary to lower the tax deduction on business luncheons and entertainment ex-
pemeswm%.s“ﬁicientmenuemuldbemisedbybwerinsthededwionwap
proximately 80%.
.ﬁw_dechrmapdkyintheﬂaﬁmdwwmmmm.mded

[ o

gince it was enacted some 37 years ago. Since that time a number of t
changes have been made im was the enacted in 1971 provid-
.qm.mwmm.mmw free and reduced
price meals to poor children. It was a that ASFSA strongly supports.
With enactment of the free and price lunch the mission of the
National Scheol Lunch Program was en from a and nutrition
to include an income security component. there has been an
inveﬁﬂmtionmqtﬁmmtmbamindmmﬁmmqumenbmdlm
sensitivity to ing poor children from over identification and discrimination.

In short, the National School Lunch Program is currently facing mmeﬂl%ofnn
;;idet;titycriais".lsitswelfammm.orisitnnutnhm" program for all chil-
ren?

A universal school lunch program for all children would get schools out of the
costly and burdensome business of having to document and verify the income of
families nkipaﬁnghthemmﬂmaaiviﬁumbauflenwtheum

at IRS. , it would refocus the program om its initial of providing nutri-
tious means to all children the nation who to participate in the
— of income it would eliminate sll problems associated

nitytopmvidemfomntiu;onwraﬂldNutriﬁonthemmdym
answerf any questions that you may have. Thank you very much for permitting us to
testify.

SraTEMENT oF NANCY VAN DomzLen, PresipenTt, BoAxn or Direcrons, WiLowoon
Cinp Carg Proorans, AserN, CO

Good afternoon. My name is Nancy Van Domelen. I appreciate being given the
opportunity to spesk ;nmwdny.[b-vebem involved with the Child Care Food Pro-
gram since its inception in July 1976, as founder, director, snd now non-profit Wild-
wood Child Care statewide ing agency currently serving 2.600
family day care i and 15,000 children in .

Thro t these past seven years, I have had the unique opportunity of direct-
ing Wildwood'’s administrative operation in three distinctly different phases—that of
a small, medium, and large sponsorship. Wildwood also operated from 1976 to 1980
under the restrictiomofinmmedigihiﬁlycrit«ia(mming). { was able to ob-
serve the benefits that the elimination of income eligibility criteria b:v;:ag‘ht in ex-
panded family day care participation, improved sponsor service levels, more nu-
tritious meals for the children of working parents. )

During my allotted time here today, I would like to speak to the following issues:

1. 'l'hatthecmﬂitimddlildmﬁwmﬁupuenuintheUniud&tqnhn
dhr:mnuc:l‘_l chnugedinﬁnepﬂdeudemquiringnrecomidenﬁmdprnﬁtuon
the part .

2. That The Child Care Food Program's influence has had a far-reaching positive
effect on: working parents and their children, family day care providers, and spon-

sOring organizat.ons.
:{.n%mt The * hild Care Food Program should receive no further reductions in
funding given 1 1e importance of its role of child care support for working parents.
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4. That the need be recognised for the establishment of a National Child Care

Policyby&mm
Iam record a pasition paper Spon-
mu’lhum mm&mmmm ghmeh-the

Crmnp Cazs Posimion Parsr Reviswing max Forrowmno Issuss:

ibility criteria in provide recruitment, trai , monitor-
mn’d nutritional m?&'lﬁ mmmw%m




istrative costs in ghe child care fleld—38% lower. than child care centers on the
CCFP. For sponsors, income criteria will create additional paperwork and
pmbhmswithm&nel:.m mtla .nnddhammdb:hﬂdlw.ﬁ
a result, many sponsors drop Care Food Program or be reduced
size to the level where they have higher costs with less economy of
Further cuts in The Child Care Food are not warranted.

The received a reduction in of approximately 30% in FY 1982, If
Senate 1994 were the result be a camulative cut in fanding over
mwm 76%. To further reduce this would seriously affect
the and well-being of over 272,000 children of low end middle income work-

o e i ohich Aosoonatally. toscts the availaility
¢ mamityc dddumm—&asm i

accessibility,
1994—be rejected by Congress., this current
meammkr i mhemm“;hﬁhwhﬁy and that

dmppwtm mmwwmmmmmmMm
m§ care.

;3 well-grticulated National Child Care Policy be established by
that would identify the country's child care needs and would creste national pro-
gram directives to meet them.

§

1. THE CONDITION OF CHILD CAREK IN THE UNITED STATES IN 1984—THE NEW REALITY VE.
THE OLD STATUS

A. Introduction
mmdﬂwUnmmhmaMg&iuwgmw&m

was concerned. Women moved into the work force in unprecedented plac-

ing their children in care in nonvelative homes centora. This fuct, with

in living situations of American families, created new wessures

mbcnhth:s o 'm&wwa&m Oomra::?muke fresh look at
important year, a

all issues affecting childrenwithchﬂdmhkhontbelist.‘l‘hecumntw

on the part of many leginlators regurding working parents’ child care must be

repiaced by a more accurate view of the new reality and direction that family life

B. The New Reality vs. the Old Status

1. Old Status.—Most mothers were home taking care of their children. Even if
mothers did work it was only for a few bours a day while their children were in

The percen of mothers of children under 18 who are in the labor force has
increased from in 1970 to almost 60% in 1983.!

The percentage of married women with children under 6 who are in the labor
force has incressed from 30% to 50% from 1970 to 1983.!

The percentage of female-hesded families has increased from 7% in 1960 to 19%
Rl%ﬁff’mlhnimydmhﬂmmﬂthemmathmmmmin
e work force.

Most workll motol}ern work nt;t:ll-tiwﬂ)% of those vtith nchodife children and
a imately 62% of those with preachoolers work eight hour days.
pmctbnsmforthefemnlehborfwwmrﬁdpatkmmmanunuewin-
crease during the 1980’s, although at a slower pace than during the 70's.? The rate

' Data supplied by Elizabeth Waldman, senior economist, US. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Di-
vision of Employment and Unem t.

. deNM%UM e ot U8 of tmics. D
vigion ment.

s m??“m “Statisticn! Abstract of the United States 1982-H3." table 7%
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dhcmd awmhmmﬁmmmwm
d%ﬁm—MdﬂHmmmﬂMhMMuw
on
New .—~That child care is used majority of American mothers who
mmwwdw' an
m child care IM‘MI“ MW'“M
can mothers from all walks of lifc have moved into the work foyce bacause either
mmmmwﬁrmm&mm«wmm
hushands in a desired economic gandard. Initial data seems to
indicate that 60% of the mothers come predominantly from middle and

E
|
a
s
|
|

mmwwm&ma&wmmmm
years and extensive ressarch to The current reality is, however, that
mmﬁmm&hkﬁd&sy&mﬁmmﬁumebﬂdmhmm

Old Status.—That child for find.
yNew Reality. ~That working parcots have ol dithonity ta finding scoeptable

Ncwo Reality.—That federal i and asaistance in basic
standards for child care must be provided children of all back-

A powerful new is in this of mothers and
fathers who are idenu&x mhwjga puwmm% 80's.
will no accept outmoded the foderal government
assist only low-income families in basic standards for child care.¢

w. parents are cslling for support from level of —federal,
state, lccnl;andhunﬁwpdvmmm The is on to guarantee

Awailable.—By i ing the of services.
e increasing qua;tity i
ble. making & variety of services financiaily viable for ail parents who

F‘M mNn&:nl&u%dMmewmw
cundation, “The Care Debste,” ath: oman, November 1088,
* Alison Clark-Stewart, sswociate profossor of education and behavioral aciences, University of

¢ Sheila codirector National of Child Care Services fundod by the Carnegic
Foundstion, “The Care Debate,” Working Woman, November 1963,



mﬁ:‘mmm mbawhdua
eotlandthdrchﬂdtn—md wmmd’”
iltoeuhanca
(s)'maummw Mﬂwdbym

. A RESPONSE 70 SENATE BIlL 1994'S PROPOSAL FOR ADDITIONAL CUTS IN THE CHILD

CARE FCOD PROGRAM

A. Introduction
AWWMMMWM&IMMWM
Sensator Jesse Helms is Senate Bill 1994, This bill W&g
Lunch Act to reinstate income critoria for family or

participating in the Child Care With these ihe dw
mwmumﬂ?umdm

the income leve! of the parents the children in care, instead of the single rate she
now receives. The two stated goals of Senate Bill 1994 are:

To realize & savings of $45 million out of the $100 million family day care home
budget of The Child Food Program.

To better target federal funds to the poor.

The inference in Senste Bill 1094 is that there would be no detrimental effoct on
the avai A or cost of care for children for the following

Thstt.heminstm ltycrituiain&mnte&lll”‘wﬂl
; in The Child Care

Fooa"Pmnqxa th l&ml"ond nmtiw impact onpmim parents; family

&icate 3 Sponsors.
That further cuts are not the of cuts already legislated
and that the goal of saving federal

money should be realised in some other area the budget that has not already suf-

B. Bockground on the('fukiatmibodm

amily ds home portion of The Child Care Food Program was was legislated
aspa:tonge a ional Schooi Lunch Act in 1975. Its purpose is to provide food and
nutrition assistance to the children of working parents who are being cared for in
ml(,gsymhmes.lhminmm
A Aﬁmdedmmhummentto&mﬂgdaymbomepmndeuwhofﬂhw
USDA nutritional guidelines in the preparation of meals.
qhmm“anduum:wnng
Nutntnona education and training
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Mti&mtthm.mm&mfood haw proain 76,700
family care homea 272,000 children an
home, These providers are with appraximately 700 non-profit sponscring

'
mmmmmmhwwwmm
l"wd!’wuuh mwmmmm Foderal Government”, its
MMumwddﬁum&rmm-
muuwmfzmdmmmuummmmuwunm
meals fed to children in family day care homes. The program

hﬁﬁhhmimmdmmw

care represents the most mode of care for the 5 million
Mmdmkhgpamnwmwm& of 6 and 13,
ts ing family day care are parent families—26% are di-

According to a 19789u dxo.ooo women by Family Circle magazine,
most mothers want federally subsidived, not y con day care where
parents can pick the facility that suits their nceds.®

2 Income levels of parents using family day care.—The families of children in
fmdaycare to be smaller and than the national average. The Na-

Day Care Home Study gmebepamnantoﬂ-ledthendﬂum

ices, conducted in 1981, stated that the income of parents family day care

181L000—$150(x))waﬂomthanthomtlamlow (median $10,000). infor-

mation varies grea :llfromtheUSDAestmawsmcludademateBdl 1994 stating

that 64% of enrolled children in The Child Care Food Program were from incomes
above $18.315 for a four person household.

Parents of children in family day care have lower average incomes
than parents in u family day care.¥

! Beverly Walstrom, mm:«m of the Child Nutrition Dhivision, FNS, United States De
partment of riculture,
h-edma Lives - Women at Hone and Work,” Newyweek

Maguazine, May
8 “Famil CarautheUS\ﬁnnl the National Cnnllame&
g:p-rtnc'n{';‘f', . “mmomm?;’m ngrviuu.
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Studien show that adﬁ?fm is the fourth biggest item in many family budgeta

ood. 1
Pamﬂydaymmmmnumﬁw!:lsamtdafamﬂy'emimme.Pnrents
mymtheamms.mmhutm:h hrm.l"ormnnymnm.thisexpem
can easily exceed $30 per week. a i's 1 ily day care, even
though it is the cheapest of alternatives, is a costly vor.®
Generally, few parents can more than 10% of their total family income for
Mwmoftwrdnﬂdmwmnmktummifm“mmem

wages needed for quality care without subsidization.
J. Parent mscgdmﬁgtﬁzmaym care.—~Work is the principal
care.

reason for needing parents’ reasons for using family care in par-
ticular are more varied:

More than half of the parents choose family day care becase the costs are lower
than center-based care.

They are seeking the ity of special attention for their child.'

There is a strong wm&mﬂymmfwmthmmrm"

Family day care provides a stable, warm stimulating environment which
caters successfully to the needs of children.'*

lntheNs(hmiDayCamHmeM.pamtamaskedwbntﬁnmhnm

nut_riti?;’al qualiftyi?&the vari:ty of food served

pating care facilities than in non-participating facilities.”

4. Gmc’usiou—?amﬂy care homes are the single largest group of caregivers
providing child care for cmrrenm in this country. The working parents who

are ing their children in &n?«ﬂmmm;ﬁmﬁwm
middle income mlanrabﬂdmmooﬂmthepﬁur{m these
rents have family day care. The drustic 45% cut in funding proposed in

nate Bill 1994 will force the y day care providers to raise their fees—fees
which are helping to keep child care available and affordable. If Senate Bill 1984 s
passed. the costs of child care will be increased for primarily low and middle income
parents—a group which is least able to carry the brunt of this expense.
D). The detrimental effect of income eligibility criteria on family day care providers

1. Prufile of the family day care provider.—All of the data in this section’s descrip-
tion of family day care providers comes from the national study, “Family Day Care
in the United States” and “The Evaluation of the Child Care Food Program,”’ con-
ducted by Abt Associates.

Age and Marital Status
Licensed family day care providers tend to be women in their thirties to fifties.

The older provider tends Lo be more experienced and less educated. If married, her .

hushand will be less educated and lik:j to be unemployed. The younger provider
tends to be better educated, married, and caring for her own children at home.

Household Income

The medinan annual household income for day care providers was just over
$16,600.

1 Who Will Watch The Kids”- Working Parents Worry,” US. News & World Report. June
L]

*“Gwen Morgan, Chairperson of the Social Policy Committee of the Day Care Council of
America. 'Who Pays Fur Child Care”’ The Day Care Journal, Vol. 1, No. 2, Fall, 1982 .

12 Famuily Duy Care in the US Final of the Nationa! Day Care Home Study,” US
Department ;‘l' th ar.d Human Services ication, Office of Humar Development Jnvm
September |
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Kducation
few fam providers have degrees, the
cation or less.
Enrollment
who

“The burden for care is considernble for most parents, especially
mhmmm?.mmmwmmhmn&mmu

their ability to provide adequate family care providers.
Since most providers care for only three or mu-?—a&hm
ﬁodergnmmfwdmdiuthﬁumm or more houre a
Often » motherlll"ill reiate the cost of child

The Abt Study stated that the monthly food program cost center was more
than twice that of pon-participating centers. The thm'gtontomtm
foodoenieeminfamibdeiymm than that of center-
based care (§2.54 vs. $1.57 unch).
mm::w.mmﬁ'mmnmmmahdmm
in family care hames.

& Family mm'mu practices.—Theve is a basic fallacy
Ren promice o Sorte B 1000 0 et b oty B eeidor stk e ooy

care

slmrmmofmimbummemfor hf.m» because is

Numerous informal surveys conducted by OCFP sponsors across the country give
the following picture ofuwnlwwidefkeb’m
hg!wtfam:ydaymhomhmamixddﬁldmnfmnmh‘miomic

meen‘chmthmﬂatmtomch t. This fee is predicated on the
'mmm@uwmmmm

would i provider.
mwpmmmmmwummmmw

for ing ’

4. Conclusion. —Famil camkah-smmed working te more than
anyothernon-mhﬁnyd”‘ . mpmﬂenmywﬂmmmthat
earn little from theirm—themmmdaymimd $2.614 fal

substantially below the poverty level. They aperate outside of the market
mainstream but are often influenced and by it. Working salarice
seem to set an effective cap on the fees which the day care provider can charge.
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Famil aymmmkmmmmw%?mdhmwmm
double food service costs of non-participating providers. , the USDA re-
mmntﬁnymodymmumwss%dmmmm&

Wmmmmmwwm
thtwudmbmummhw%usdﬂmhu twmw

It has tmdxymmmwmm bringing them into com-
pliance wi statenndlocaldqymnqtunmen federal as well—if they
serve federally subsidized chi And, licensing has provided an incentive to

make these venmorevmhle uxervfom, accessible to parents.’'®'¢

The National Care Home Study nmde five major munmen& tions regarding
family day care. ree of the recommendations require the support and expansion
of sponsoring orgsnizations to amﬁiah

(llPromotethegrowthoffamdy y care supply to meet the increased demand,
Famculsrlym infant and toddler care. In order to assist sponsors in their outreach

mﬁuldmnm the study recommended that federal reimbursement rates
for under two years of sge

(l'Promotethedewlawnntofdly k‘wg.qyanlmpwtammlem
ensuring quality by maintaining desirable enrollment itoring regulatoty
compliance, training caregivers, ical ssgistance to the caregiver, and
offering a vehicle for parent involvement.

(3) Increase the availability of caregiver training since training does make a dif-
ference in the kinds of experience and unities available to children. In renlity,
however, statistics show that very o%rt providers have been trained. It is
important to note that those that had received training were most likely to be in
sponsored settmgs

2. Lower prov ﬁzﬂmpatum vs. higher administrative costs.—The Abt Study
showedthat‘l'he(h: Care Food m for family day care homes was meeting
its goals of providing nutritious smeals for children. It also stated:

'3 “Family Care in the US. Fina} of the Nationa! Day Care Home Study,’
Deparfmem o” ealth and Human Services ication. Office of Human Development Se

l‘SheillKnuermn. odumﬂmmnl&udydtw(‘an&wmfunddbythe&m
gie Foundation, “The Child Care Debate,” Working Woman, November 1943,
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when income criteria were in effoct before May 1980—as
the at the present time.
. Administrative for sponsors.—
Poperwork Problems

76.1'?&?0‘0 ell;rg;bility“:l:iiwﬁawﬂl mukeinmeurﬁﬁmth:hedmma:‘wjm from
families ann . This process increases dramatically level of paperwork
Nﬁlﬂm&mmmhwmw

not participate in a
whidimmdntedhiglmrfood&d&nndthendidndmchewmﬁm
costs.

Confidentiality Problems
Confidentiality of parent income information is an extremely sengitive issue in an
informal family day care home setting in which the provider and parents often are
friends and live in the same neighborhood. Spomsors participating in the CCFP
before May 1980 when income eligibility was a past of the program reported that
two major factors limited program participation: low reimbursement to the provid-
er;pn:!idernluctametomher'inm elyibility documentation from parents.

Diccrimination Probi

The most devastating effect of income eligibility criteria would be in the possible
discrimination to which a provider would forced in order to maintain a high
enough reimbursement to cover even a portion of her food costs. At a time when
demand from parents of all socio-economic levels is incressing for family day care,
particularly infant and toddler care, providers would be compelled to shift their day
care slots to low income children in order to obtain the subsidy they so desperately
need in their low-paying ession.

4. Conclusion.—Child Food Program sponsoring organizations encourage the
delivery of lity care, reduce the management burdens on state and local govern-
ments, and facilitate day care funding. They exert a tremendous influence on family
day care homes by encouraging desirable enroliment levels, monitoring latory
compliance, training caregivers, providing technical assistance to the i and
offering a vehicle for parent involvement. For these services, sponsors charge the
lowest administration costs in the child care field.

The reinstatement of income eli ity criteria could bring about a sharp reduc-
tion in ider participetion in Child Care Food which would raise
the level of administrative cost, decrease the economies of scale, and force many

mdm’;xmdm%mm dramatically incressed et 'fnin
program will experience : y pa rom
income documentation, difficulties with recruitment of low income , confi-
dentiality complications involving providers who resist gathering income informa-
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tion from parents, and possible discrimination against middle and high income chil-
dren in the offering of available slots for child care.

F. Further costs in the Child Care Food Program are not warranted

Further cuts are not warranted themleeofmmal legislated into
the Child Care Food Program in 1982 by ic Law 97-36 resulted in a
total Child Care Food Program reduction in funding of approximately #0%. The cuts

included:
A 10% economy of scale reduction in administrative reimbursements to OCFP
:Yomurs. In reslity, this cut amounted to approximately 23.5% because of the
SDA int:gtaﬁonof the reconciliation language.
An inte 10% cut in provider reimbursement by:

Reducing reimbursement from five meals to no more than two meals and one

mackperchildgerdny.

Allowing the family

were eligible for free or gce

the reimbursement children from 16 years to 12 years of age.

In reality. the effect of P.L. 97-35 on sponsors forced them to reduce their admin-
istrative costs, seek other funding sources, or operate at a loss according to the Abt
Study. The study went on to say that the reduction in reimbursements to the family
day care i ranged from 25% in homes serving breakfast, lunch and two
snacks with the ider not caring for her own
in homes where provider's own children were pot income eli
1. Conclusion.—The net effect of the cuts legisiated in The Child Care Food Pro-
gram in 1982 was 30%. Now Senate Bill 1984 is proposing that an additional 45%
cut in reimbursement to the family day care provider be . It has been proven
that these providers have: average mean incomes under Poverty Level, eamn on
the average a fee below the minimum hourl, wam,mdmthenngielarwstgmuf
of non-relative caregivers in the country middle and low income te. If
Senate Bill 1994 were passed, the results would be a cummulative cut in ing for
the Child Care Food Program over the past three years of 756%.
The goal of saving federal money should be reali rgreducﬁonsinsomother

area of the federal that has not already suffered such serious decreases in
funding This position paper has proven that the Child Care Food Prog~ 1 is a valu-
able program which important assistance to working parents ana family da

X

cure providers FY 82 reductions in funding were deep and cut into the “bone”
the program. To further reduce this program would serimxstlg‘aﬁect the health and
well-being of aver 270,000 children in this country. We ask that the Senate legislate
no further cuts to this important program; and, an the contrary, Congress seri-
ously consider restoring funding to The Child Care Food Program

STATEMENT 0F ARMAND BaLt, ExecuTive VICE PRESIDENT, AMERICAN CAMPING
ASSOCIATION, MARTINSVILLE, [D

Mr Chairman and Members of the Senste Subcormmittee on Nutrition: I am
Armuand Ball from Martinsville. Indiana. 1 am Executive Vice President of the
American Camping Association which is located on the Qutdoor Education Campus
of Indiana University near Martinsville. Indiana.

American Camping Association is a national non-profit professional organization
founded in 1919 to achieve professional practices in 1ized camps, and to inter-
pret the role of youth camps in the United States. Within our membership are the
directors and owners of children’s camps. camps for senior citizens, for families. and
# great variety of special populations whose sponsors or owners include private indi-
vidusls, community organizations. the major religious denominations and all the
great youth organizstions in the nation including Boy and Gir! Scouts, the Y's,
Camp Fire, Jewish Welfare Board and Salvation Army. The American Camping As-
sxciation’s national office and fulltime staff is headquartered at Bradford Woods,
Martinsville, Indiuna, on the Qutdoor Education Campus of Indiana University.
Thirty-two local Sections (Chapters) serve the membership and public.

American Camping Association represents some 609% of the over 11,000 camps in
the country We estimate over 8,000,000 children are served by the nation's cam
each year und over 400007 attend ACA Accredited Camps. One fourth of t
camps in the United States are actually aceredited under ACA’s National Standards
Program Other camps, such as private. national agencies and organizations are also
influenced through partivipation of their national leadership in the American
Camping Assocution
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The Association’s Parents’ Guide to Accredited Camps lists, 2200 th
,whkhhmbemvidwdwhﬂehm&ytnindACA' macm
ed by ACA. These camps are located in all 50 states and
bagwphudn of Puent'sﬂuideineaeg:emhr’nw and

activities of our campe vary as widely ss the purposes, personalities goals
of their owners and sponsors, but en one goal all youth camps leaders in the United

States are united . . . all in the camping fleld want to operate safe and
mpfwﬁmegnd entrusted to them. This is not just from the
and concern Mmpin;peoplenhwdyhmbutiﬁ

is “good business” and necessary for each camp's reputation.

In recent the rate of inflation and § pressures have
i y difficult for the non-profit camp ized to children

fi lower income families. N uding churches, have

made efforts to increase con dollar to meet the costs,

Y
service an additionsl 125 from the black community who probably would
not have participated in the Summer Feeding Program in their community.
mmmdummmm's inc. of Indianapolis, Indiana, re-
ports that the Summer ing Program funding énabled their camp to sorve better
quality meals with more meat and fruit juices.

The director of 1 New York camp reported that their camp was able to provide

g;dbm quality food they have ever been able to serve totally due to the Summer
i ram.

Then‘DinctoroftheMAirFunds(hm of New York stated that (1) the
Summer Feeding h?nm has fostered not increased awareness of nutri-
tion but conscious efforts by staff to teach principles to campers, and (2) the Food
Program requirements .nd enforcement by state department officials have led to
better foods handling practices, e.g. use of food without additives or preservatives,
use of only fresh vegetables, and increased concern for storage.

The director of four camps of Hiram House in Chagrin Falls, Ohio, notes that it
enabled limited funds to spread in order to serve more children in the area and,
thus, serve more nutritious meals to more children.

The director of Catholic Youth Campe in St. Paul, Minnesota, reported “We were
able to increase mﬂ% the number of children coming to camp in our schol-
arship program. additional 25 children would not have come to camp if we
had not been provided funds through the SFSP. Needless to say, the environment
from which they came would not have provided them with the nutritious meals they
received while at camp, let alone the opportunity to lesve the intercity and expen-
ence the wonder of God's creation.”

Since 1976, Channel Three Country Camp hes pa. ticipated in the Summer Food
Service Pragram as administered by tie Connecticut State Board of Education. The
Program enables us to improve the quality of the camp’s food service which pro-
vides three meals and a snack daily for over 100 children during an 8-week summer

riod. These children are from low income families, individually documented as to
amily size and income. Loss of this program would severe} ten our camp's
ability to continue providing camping services to these families who have little or
no alternative for summer recreational programs or nutritious meals.
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So to summarize, | find camp directors from Lhmm country identifying

three major accomplishments tlm&umner%in camp:
(ll‘l‘hey have been able to enroll some additional wﬂin camp,
therefore, increased the number of children mceivingn food.
(2! ’I;I;? have been able to enrich menus, fruits,
milk that has ever been possible in the t tly-squeesed budgets of
-profit organizations.

(?)Mhavebeena&eto ide nutritious meals that could never have been
budgeted thus enriching the child’s diet.
le tandhomea hei:;bothpa:ent in!':sl\':vm'kl e m{em&dtm
smg w t not on
R?" meals.wrvedbyleademmtheu’;memfor chm
foodeommpuon

Them:spmhbly no group other than school lunch directors with greater experi-
ence in careful food preparation, budgeting and. cost controls than the camp director
and his/her food service mam?er Evenbeforemedaysoﬁnﬂaﬁm/mmon camp
d:recmhuvehadtocareﬁtly purdmses.deégnmennstogetthe
greatest value for the dolhr. to careﬁllly control serv:ce to
of the provisions and regulations of the Summer Fi
nature to the camp director, nndlhavebeenabletodocummtverylimewm:n
camp :macmthecount? Much of the credit for improved menus and cost

goes to the staff of the Food nud Nutrition Service who have prepared ex-
cellent guideline and resources for camy food service personnel.

Wevmthepmpasedmockatmthalamforsevemlmsms.

(1} We believe in many, ﬂmwmmﬂnmmldbeatende
utilize all the funds thtough public enfities. Since 35% of organized camping is
under private this would miiss the majority of low-income youngsters who
go to camp, as well as eliminate manyothemfmnbmmabletouttendmmp From
the outset, there are 17 st:xa that, by state law, would currently be unable to serve
non- pubhc camps. We beli the private sector has a strong viable role in serv-
ice to the low-income youn%ster

2} We believe there be a great diversity in eligiblity standards, nutritional
guidelines and assistance under the Block Grant plan. Good nutrition does not vary
from state to state. A child’s nutritional needs are a national concern. The state by
state regulation would make it doubly difficult for many camps which are m&lly
focated n one state but serve chente{e from adjoining states The program
1 national standard and administration.

We have great concern about the number of local units of nation dyouth serving
organizations such as Boy Scouts, YMCA, etc. who have dropped out of thi
because of the increased paperwork leqmned by the collection of social wcunty
numbers for all adult members of a camper's household. These camps felt the in-
creased cast for meeting these requirements was more than the reimbursemént re-
cewved. The camps that have dropped have most often been campe which have been

involving low-income youth as 8 mainstream segment of a camp lation rather
than camps exclusively for low-income youngsters. We that t rtuni-
ties for intercultural and cross-socvietal experiences have eliminated for many
youngsters.

The American Camping Association supports the value of the Summer Feeding
Program and urges this Committee to reauthorize its existence under the present
system We believe that organized camps are a valuable extension of the Child Nu-
trition Program during the rest of the year. We believe that it is an excellent dem-
onstration of the collaboration of the public and private sector in serving needy chil:
dren Make it possible for us to continue to do so

StarrmeNt oF Patiicia Marrz, ExecuTive Director, QUALsty Coien Cage,
Mousp. MN

Patricis Maltz is my name. | am the chief executive officer of Quality Child Care,
Inc 1 appreciate the ¢\)$purtun|ry to provide specific information to the members of
the Subcommutiee on Nutrition | know that many of you have been very supportive
of the issues surrounding family day care and c{uld care in general over the past
vears We have appreciated the leadership contributed on behalf of family day care
nnd look forward to the continuing commit ment.

As an organization, Quality Child Care is nearing the completion of its 1ith year
of conducting business We are a nonprofit, tax-exempt organization that provides
services to family duy care providers and the children they serve Among other
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number of children that I cared for were five preschoolers including my own two
rs and two school-age children, one who attended and the
otherﬁrstgmde Az I am now n the 13th year of my career in the field
care, I believe that I can several perspective

da e lmand A historical o
y care, views meet work with on a basis,
plusalP mthnmmchﬂdmmdtbedethm day care

MWm&hmmwmmM to ten in-
dividuals who are not While we have made some inrcads into the regula-
tion of mwemnbnsmﬁmfuﬂmhﬁono[thhminﬁte
United States today. care is truly a service industry in this nation
What it has to sell to ts is in providing care for their children, new-
born to generanlly age 10 and often age 12. Parents, be they single heads of house-
holds or not, need care children so can support their family

v in;portant job of puentmg

amily day care's role is also changing. We seq the movement towards more spe-
cialized situations occurring in fmﬂidﬂy care. Piuents need asgistance in numer-
ous areas and this service industry mspndlg day care providers will
assist with hair cuts, kmdergnrten shots and first mts to dentists. As parents
across the nation have ever-increasing demands made on their time, they will re-
prioritize how they use thexr tune with their children.

As we move through the 80s and into the 90s, family day care will continue to
play an ever-increesing valuable role in how this nation cares for its children. We
see increasing numbers of single-parent families. We see increasing dernand
child care service. The combination of these items is going to put a continued stress
on family day care in being responsive in its services, but more importantly on who
will enter the profession of family day care. The question becomes, “What incen-
tives are there for me to choose to be & family day care provider?” As an organiza-
tion. Quslity Child Care will be competing with the many other occupations in this
nation for our shrinking | of availuble workers. We are on the cutting edge of
making decisions about wmo enhancements need to be available in family day care
to invite people into the career of caring for children. All of us in this room have a
very serious reponsibility to be considering the question of “Who's going to care for
our children?” is particularly im nt as we struggle to remain economically
healthy as a nation based on our ability to produce, be it industrial. be it informa-
tion. be it services. That success will be directly tied to our ability to care for our
children Family day care is the key

In terms of Jw di actmues of family day care, &ov ‘8?
for three to five children. Tf:ey begin work between &
officially ends, in terms of their nlauomlu with the children, betmn ‘i.m and
600 p.m. That does not mean the end of the family day care duties as there is
always washing to be done. food to be gepawd bathroom toilets to be cleaned and
& house to be picked up. A provider's rdays’ are spent buying jes and re-
plenishing any supplies, such as paper and crayons and those kinds of things, and
watching for good buys at garage sales for toys. Occasionally you are off at a work-
shop getting some ndditional training in the areas of how to communicate with par-

g
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Senators, thus far I've shared my knowledge on the subject of family day care. As
perhaps you've gathered, I believe family day i future
of our nation. It's important to recognize the i d
With an s cost of $36.00 week, within our ip, parents pay a
child care bill of approximately §7.980,000 every four

I would like to now

i
g
§
g
5,
:
g

ﬂu:nimumdammmformmm Ph&loaoph&dly.lund&:tmrd
desire to federal support most needy; in practical terms, con-
cept is un Congress has spent the last

test only for providers own children if a provider wished to thelir meals.
These efforts constitute sgnﬁeam mmdmﬁm&nﬂbdﬂymﬂl‘o
move to a means test today delivers one message—loud and clear. Famil care,
we no lenger support you are the children you care for. | have a difficult time be-
lieving that you want to advocate this position.

1 would like to share what I perceive the impact of the means tests on providers. |
continually hear from providers:

(h I won’t ask my parents to tell me what eam.

t2) 'm embarrassed to ask my parents to tell me this, so I'll drop the program.
(3!M¥psmtsmrkhardsndm'taﬁmdtor{memom

«41 If I ask them to fill this out, they will think I'm on a welfare program.

(5) There's too much paperwork for the .

(1) The costs ol:'cﬁmtming the papers, including the certification checks each

(21 [t takes 25 days to procese this for 1,500 providers even with a computer.

(3) We never know from one month to the next if we'll serve enough low income
kids in our homes to cover our administrative costs.

(4 We can only serve towns and cities because it costs too much to sponsor a
home in & rural area.

15) Kids move in and out of family day care more often than in schools or centers
8o the pa burden is even greater.

(61 It's hard to tell providers we can’t pay them a greater share of the meal reim-
bursement as the administrative costs are so ﬁr!st.

(71 This is the only program we have so we'll have to go out of business as there's
not enouﬁ'i:' low income kids in FDC close to us to cover all the administrative costs.

Nore. This program for {family day care has created over 600 ps that specifi-
cally sponsor ?\omes. This was in direct response to Congress’ ire to have FDC
served. It is generally the only significant program the group offers.

% It's business practice to plan for the future—with a means test a sponsor
does not know until 30 days after the end of a month whether or not the costs of
administration will be covered. If the costs are not, it's alread o}v too late to do some-
thing: secondly. you are now through & second 30 day period of incurring costs; and,
ﬁm:d y, losses cannot. under Child Care Food Program regulations. be carried for-
WAra.

I've been asked specifically to speak to the issue of patterning benefits of the
Child Care Food Program for family day care after the area ignations used in
summer food programs. In reviewing the locations of the homes in the states we
serve, [ believe that this targeting would be of very little benefit. This is based on
'trhe fac': !hn: Minmsom,paorth Dakota.dx:ebrukn.‘ Wimm !i:l. lllmom'" is and muchht;f

exas hove large raphic areas, not densely popula t still containing chil-
dren who need m%m may be a specific precinct area of Minneapolis, St. Paul,
Milwaukee or Omaha that would meet the summer food ares designation criteria.
However. these do not represent the areas where the majority of children in family
day care re located. Chicago. Houston. Dallas and San Antonio may have several
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The NET P is equall immtinmwmrmet:ﬂningofme
food service and helps to imprave meal management oversll.
With the decreased funding for the Child Nutrition Piograms it becomes more im-
mrmntdmnmrumthefodmmrhederdytminedinnutnﬁm'
and food service mapagement. Moreover, by teaching food service worker the
principles of nutrition and food preparation techniques the program helps to im-
prove the nutritional value and food quality of the meals served in the school cafete
ria and thereby reduce plate waste. :

NET is also important as a cost savings measure Decause it can ultimately de-
crease health care costs. Education of school age children is thought to be the most
cost-efficien twayinwhichtodewhpannu-i% population since life-
time food habits are established at an ecarly age. ia an investment in a
pexmforalifetime;itdﬁnwohfwml{m i choices long after a
student moves from the classroom into the where he ot\she must decide what
to purchases for the family in the grocery store or order fromt.a menu in a restau-
rant. By teaching wise food choices early in life, the helps to minimize
future th care costs from poor dietary In a'\country where six
of the ten leading causes of are linked to diet, and dental and iron defi-
ciencyglagueqxwho(tbeoc!wolage ion, this is an im t consideration.

One final point worth ing is that utilizes the strengths only of the
federal government, but also of each of the individual states. The component
offers cost-saving advantages by bel%mm that success materials
and nutrition education programs are inated throughout the t?;' and
el kel i m%'mmﬁmmmmg ate with
er, adminsteri program i wi

gt}wnu&iﬁmeﬂmﬁmm&hoﬁbs&udenm.m school
food service personnel, and thus allowed the psy to be tailored to local
needs. Additionally, NET acts as a catalyst for a lot of nutrition education activity
in the states that would otherwise not occur. It should be noted, however, that the
numerous fiscal constraints faced by the states today makes it impossible for them
to take on full res ibility for nutrition education.

NET is currently operating in 54 states and territories and has reached over
19,072,252 students, 619,568 teachers and 351,748 food service personnel with nutri-
tion education information. Additionally, many states have been able to provide nu-
trition education information to parents, nurses, dentists coachmnmpals super-
intendents and school business managers as well. Each of these individuals can play
an important role in ing children with nutrition education.

Since its inception the Program has met with success. An independent pro-
gram evaluation funded by USDA and conducted by Abt Associates, Inc. in 1981
found that even in the initial years NET Programs were functioning well and that

activities were having a pesitive impact on nutrition knowledge and food
erences of children. The GAOQ entitled “What Can Be Done to Improve
utrition Education Efforts in the 7" compiled in May, 1962 by the General
Accounting Office for the Administration, likewve supported the importance and
cost-effectiveness of nutrition education in general and the NET Program in par-
ticular. The NET Program was cited as an effective way to implement a much
needed educational program. Evaluations of the NET Program in the various states
have found equally impressive results including:

Decrease in plate waste e.g., Arkansas noted that plate waste had decreased by 45
percent.

Incrense in school lunch particgtim e.g., Ohio found that schoo! lunch participa-
tion was 7-8 percent higher in NET schools compared to non-NET schools.

Increase in nutrition knowledge students, teachers and schoo! food service
personnel e.g., Tennessee teachers and food service personnel showed a signif-
icant mean gain in nutrition knowledge while elementary children scored higher on
nutrition knowledge than their peers who were not involved in the NET Program.

Change in nutrition practices among students, teachers and school food service
personnel eg.. California found that food choices among students improved 21 per-
cent; Oregon noted reductions in the fat and r content of school meals. and Ari-
zona reported an increase in the willingness of children to try new foods.

Change in attitude toward nutrition among students, teachers and food service
personnel e.g., California reported students’ attitudes about nutrition improved by §
percent and Washington state reported improved communication among food serv-
ice personnel, principals, teachers and students,

Increase in parent invoivement in nutrition education activities ey, Florida re-
ported an increase in parent involvement in the school lunch program.
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uhe progms' 191:%;::;&? for swawr. ou‘t.;wch and ac?iviﬁu. It would nl:g
t m (} program

enable states to f:ﬁﬂmmﬂinm-neeﬁtyhammm
Therefore, we that you give serious consideration to funding the program at §10
million. Because NET was set up to serve all segments of the achool age population

statutory funding formulauednm&huhhdu:lm d_anydh&?uein NET
strvo?i su permanent authorization PrOgram as
provided for under S. 19 J%Mmmmmmam
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usd support and increased fuading for this program is & smell, but far reeching in-
vestment in the future of the sation’s children.

« Thank you for your time and conoern.
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APRIL 4, 1984 HEARING

STATEMENT OF HON. WALTER D. HWUDDLESTON,
A U,5. SENATOR FROM KENTUCKY

Today's hearing will be focusing on a matter of great concern
to me—the future of the school lunch and other child nutritfion

programs.

The 1980 and 1991 budget cuts to the gschool lunch and child nu~
trition programs totalled §1.5 dillion. Unfortunately, a portion
of the savings have been realized by penslizing the children of
the working peoor who cannot afford to do without the benefict of
the programs since there is no other safety net for them.

S. 1913 {s s modest response to a deplorable situation—the
high dropout rate in the reduced-price categorfes of the school
lunch and breakfast programs. Approximately 400,000 children who
once were receiving reduced-price meals ars no longer participat~
fng 1ia the school 1lunch and dreakfast programs. In additiom,
children were forced from the free category to the reduced-price
category because the income eligibility levels were changed for
free meals. Moving from free to reduced-price meals was particu-~
larly devastating for these children because their cost of a meal
vent from free to 40 cents. For a family on a tight budget and
with several children, additional smual expenses of hundreds of
dollars are a severe burden. Congress can remedy this situation
and wmake other needed fmprovements in these programs by adding
back only 10 perceat of the total $1.5 billion saved.

Although [ am encouarged that 52 Sengtors are supporting my
bill, I am perplexed that critics are charging that the benefici-
aries of wmy bill are so—called nonneedy children. The fact is,
these are children from familiee that may not be eligible for
food stamps or other welfare programs but whose facome may be as
low as $12,871 for a family of four. I would not for a moment
assume that a family of four with an annual income of $12,871,
before taxes, is having an easy time trying to make ends meet.

Critics have also pointed out that only 30 percent of the addi-
tional benefits provided under my bill are targeted to children
from families whose incomes are below $12,870 per year. 1 would
point out that the 1981 Reconcilistion Act did not cut the sub-
sidies for free meals. Therefore, the major program changes
needed are to asasist those families with low {incomes 1in the
$12,871 to $18,315 range.

The simple ‘fact is that the children who should be helped now
are those who were hurt the wogt by the bodget cuts. It {a
obvious, based on the drop in participation, that the increased
price for s lunch or a breskfast is difficult to meet for many of
the fasilies with limited incomes.

The dtatus quo for these prograns is preferable to the addi-
tional budget cuts that some have proposed, but that is not such
of a choice. 1t already appears that Congress' past actions may
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have been penny wise and pownd foolish. However, now that we
know what effects chese budget cuts have had on our Natiou's
children, I believe we are duty-bound to correct the inequities.

S. 1913 tas been carefully targeted to make restorstions that
are absolutely essential and make other important improvements
that this Committee and Congress should be addressing.

In the last 6 months, the Bouse passed comparable legislation
to S. 1913 on more than one occasion. Like S. 1913, the House
legislation—H.R. 4091—swaits the Senate's consideration. 1In
addition, the BHouse Educatfon and Labor Committee has reported

*R. 7, vhich includes the provisions of H.R. 4091 and reauthori-
zation 4f those child nutrition programs that are due to expire

t th€ end of this fiscal year.

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that the Committee will see fit to make
the msodest restorations and those improvements that are contained
fn my bill during the reauthorization process of the child nutri-
tion programs,

I look forward to hearing testimony from today's witnesses,

A e

STATEMENT OF HON. BOB DOLE,
A U.S. SENATOR FROM KANSAS

Mr. Chairman, this hearing represents yet another part of the
series of Subcommittee and full Committee hearings that are oc
curring in conjunction with the reauthorization of the child nu-
trition programs this year.

Subcommittee Hearing

On Monday, March 12, the Subcommittee on Nutrition held a hear-
ing to address various issues concerning the school lunch, school
breakfast, child care food and summer feeding programes, along
with nutrition education and training. The testimony that was
presented to the Subcommittee was very informative and will help
us to make policy decisions later this year with regard to the
child nutrition programs as a whole.

One of the 1{issues that was explored in the course of this
previous hearing was the impact ot 1981 changes tn the reduced-
price category of the school lunch program. There are those who
claim that we went too far in raising the price of this type of
lanch from 20 cents to 40 cents, and that consequently, near-poor

children have dropped aut of the program. But there are also
those who say that 40 cents is a reasounable price to charge for a

lunch, given that the price remagined so low for @0 many vyears
previously. 1 think this issue probably requires some further
evaluation.
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Reauthorization Process

This year, we will have an opportunlty to take a close look at
all of the child nautrition programs once again, although
technically, only the nonentitlement programs are up for
reauthorization. These programs are the special supplmental food
program for women, infants, and children (WIC), the summer food
service program, nutrition education and training, State adminis-
trative expenses, and the authority for section 32 commodities.

1981 Reconciliation

During the reconciliation process of 1981, Congress enacted a
lot of changes in the school lunch, school breakfast, child care,
and summer food programs. After a period of program stability,
we can novw look back to see how these changes have affected the
programs {n question. It {s my belief that the changes we made
helped to improve the targeting of benefits, and, {in some
instances, eliminated abuses that were in practices. Sowme pro-
gram directors will actually admit that these changes made them
improve their programs.

At the Subcommittee hearing on March {2, Sharon Evans, the food
service director for Kansas City, Kansas, stated:

“Facing those cuts was no easy task. It was tough and difffi-
cult and scary. Tough for employees who had no job security for
8 wmonths. It was difficult to reduce the force, ta establish
productivity standards, to detail work scheduies, to evaluate
staff assigonments and to evaluate serving techniques. 1t was
scary facing the uncertalnty of unknown reimbursement rates. But
we did survive and our programs are stroanger.”

These budget reductions that were enacted in ]98] for the chiid
nutrition programs totalled $§1.3 billfon, but they received
bipartisan support in the Congress ior slowing the growth of
these programs. We should not retreat from spending reductions
unless gome signficant harm has been caused by our previous
actions. Apparently, this {s a matter for some debate.

Current Legis'atfon

1 am  aware of two bills currently pending before this
Committee: S. 1913, the Huddleston-Cochran bill, and its
counterpart, H.R. 4091. Although I disagree with the way in
which most of the benefits are targeted in both of these bills, i
think the {ssues they raise shoald be given a falr hearing ino
this Committee. The Federal Government {s now operating in a
tiscal climate that demands we be certatn nutrition program funds
are belny targeted effectively to low-income children.

As the CBO evaluationa reveal, both S. 1913 and H.R. 4091 would
direct over 70 peccent of their benefits to children from fami-
Hes ahove [0 percent ot poverty, which defines low-fncome elig-
fbility for the food stamp school lunch, and breakfast programs.
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Although there are some who would say that we should feed all
American children regardless of {income status, there comes a
point when the question must be raised as to who should pay for
feeding of these children. It 1s certainly not {nequitabdle to
expact parents to contribute te their children's school lunches
to the extent that they are capable of paying something.

New Direction for Child Nutritfion

Aside from the smaller debates over limited funding restora-
tions for various child nutriction programs, I think tiie time has
come to examine the direction in which many of the child nutri-
tion programs are headed. The American School Food Service Asso—
ciation has suggested a new direction for the school lunch pro-
gram — a self-financed universasl lunch progras, which I believe
has some merit as a policy option. However, 1 do not think that
we are at a stage in the development of these programs where we
could implement such a plan. TInstead, a feasibility study might
be appropriate at this time, but this kind of debate 1is most
wal come .

During the time I served as a Member of the Select Committee on
Nutrition, snd now, as the current Chairman of the Subcommittee
on Nutritfon, I have consistently been a strong supporter of the
child nutrition programs. Just because 1 happen to be in disa-
greement over some policy issues involved in pending legislation
does not, and should not, erode the long-standing support that I
have manifestped for these programs. Nothing has changed my com-
mitment to these programs or wy belief that the Federal Govern-—
ment should maintain its leadership role in the nutrition program
area .

[The following material was inserted by Senator Helms:]

(The President’s Task Force on Food Assistance issued its report
examining Federal food assistance programs on January 18, 1984.
Excerpts from the task force report dealing with Federal child nu-
trition programs are reprinted here.)

I poRT OF THE PrEsIDENT's TAsK Force oN Foop ASSISTANCE

’ . . . o . »

{1l FEDERAL FOOD ASSISTANCE PROCRAMS

L] . * * L] . .

R Chuld Nutritiun Programs

Each of the child nutrition programs—the National Schoeol Lunch Program,
School Breskfast Program, Child Care Feeding Program, Summer Feeding Program,
and the Special Milk Program—offers children, especially low-income children, the
oppartunity to partake of meals prepared away from their homes. Their stated pur-
pose is to provide nutritional supplementation to a presumably vulnerable group.
Schoo! feeding programs are intended to contribute to a healthy environment
within which learning opportunities for the children will be enhanced. It should be
noted that the nutritional well-being of low-income children is often insured to a
greater extent than would be statistically apparent because participation in child
nutrition programs is not offset in the calculation of food stamp benefits. For exam-
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ple. the overlap between the receipt of food stamps and free school lunches has been
ued at more than $500 million annually.
The child nutrition programs include:
&wmmnw_mmm,mmdauwm
eat schoo! lunches. school lunch program provides cash subsidies and commeod-
to pri low-priced and nutritional lunches avail-
able to all students. All lunches, including full-price lunches, are subsidized to some
degree. Students in households with incomes below 185 percent of ($18,315
for a family of four in 1983) hmlm ich by fe‘eral law
can cost no more than $.40. ts in below 130 percent { poverty

&hwl&wkﬁuhmudﬂmhhwwmmmb
sidies are provided for , reduced price, and paid meals. Subsidies take the form
or both cash and commodities. Schools where more than 40 percent of meals are
free or reduced-priced qualify as having “‘severe need” and receive extra reimburse-

ments.
Chiki(}uvfaxihmmm—SMmmwelkibﬂityaiteﬂafwﬂwda care
center program parallel those of the echool lunch and breakfast Inthe
day-<care home program, virtually "all meals are served free, of family

Summer Food Program.—These neighborhood programs in areas where
mmmet«Mlummﬁumm.Mmermp

progra subsidized children.

1 Effects of the Omnibus Budget tliation Act.—The Task Force is con-
cerned about claims that Omnibus Reconciliation Act had impaired the
child nutrition programs and the have become less widely available

to those who require them. The important of the child nutrition programs is
tll?’g‘Nstimml sfed i Lunchtl’rwmm. ’l‘bethgmnihn Reomcilisuu;n Act of

implemen important changes in this program ich reduced subsidy
rates per meal for the full-price and reduced-price lunches, eliminated the earned
income deduction for determining eligibility, and increased the maximum charge on
reduced-price meals. The income cutoff between reduced-price and full-price lunches
was lowered from 195 percent to 185 tofﬂnepovertylineandt.hecuwﬂ'o?oint
between free and reduced-price lunches was raised from 125 to 130 percent of the
poverty line. Deductions used in determining income were also limited. Parallel
changes in subsidy rates and eligibility were made in the School Breakfast and Da
Care Center Programs.’* These Wb resufted in increases in lunc
prices for students in the paid and price category. Results of an analysis of
Current lation Sum‘.data similar to that reported for food stamps indicate
that the OBRA changes venotm&ucedthemeeiptaffmundreszee&wice
school lunches within the poverty population. Participation in the full-price school
lunch program among higher income families has dropped, however, partially in re-

sponse to the decrensed subsidization and higher prices of these meals:

SCHOOL. LUNCH PARTICIPATION RATIOS
S T 1919 Ciee0 wét”: mz )
Percenfage of famdies * recorving free or reduced prce schoo! fumches
ixcome bekow 100 percent poverly threshold 512 599 519 610
Percentage of fsmiles ¢ recawng full prce school fnches

fncome greater than 185 pevcent poverty tweshold 56 3 531 511 483

-rm-ﬁc‘h«& 18 years of 2ge
Source Specist tabedabors from Mok OFS

These findings are consistent with the testimony we heard indicating that in-
creases in prices reduce the number of children that buy school lunches.

A recent study found that families do not reduce tzeir food expenditures when
their children participate in the program. Thus, a dellar expended in the School
Lunch Program results in a lgrger increase in food consumption than, for example.
a dollar expended through the Food Stamp Program. Studies also indicate t
schoal lunches have a positive impact on nutritional intake. The nutritional benefits

**The Congressional Budget Office estimates that the changes in child nutrition program
mmplemented 10 1981 resulted in savings of $5 billion over the period - 1985

153



L
-

151
to students who participate in the School Breakfast Program, however, are less cer-

tain.

Although the School Lunch Program appears to make a positive contribution to
the intakes of many children, there is no evidence that this results in improved
growth. Studies show that long-term participants in the School Lunch Program do
not achieve greater height than non-participants; however, they are somewhat heav-
ier for their than rticipants, ly among older children. In contrast,
there are no discernible effects of the Breakfast Program on either height-
for-age or weight-for-height measures.

Ehgibility for subsidized child care center meals was tightened in parallel with
thec made in the school lunch and achool breakfast programs in 1981. Thus,
children in poverty households continue to be eligi for free meals in this pro-
mbutsubmdyrateshsvebeenredtmdfor in higherincome house-

In addition, the maximum number of subsidised meals was reduced from
three per day (plus snack) to two per day (plus snack) per child. As a result of these
changes, meals served in child care centers reached a peak in 1981 and declined
about seven t between 1981 and 1983. Available studies indicste that the nu-
tﬁtionslqummubandmuhoﬁemdbymkipaﬁnsmwmishigherthm
those offered in non-participating centers.

In contrast to the day care center program, the child care home program, which
ides subsidies for free meals served in day care homes, has continued to expand.
number of meals served was six percent hi in 1983 than in 1981. One prob-

lem with the day care program, however, is that its benefits are y targeted.
There is no means-testing in this program because of excessive administrative costs
tha: would be required to verify income in these homes, which often have only a
handful of participants. As & result, it is estimated that more than two-thirds of the
participants have incomes in excess of 185% of the poverty line. Thus, the program
essentially subsidizes private home day care for non-poor families. Day care centers,
on the other hand, have more low-income participants—many in fact are Head
Start centers.

The Summer Food Program continues to offer free meals to all children in certain
low-income areas. Recent program changes, however, have limited the areas where
these meals are served. First, areas eligible for the program have been limited to
those in which 50 percent or more of school meals are served free or at reduced
prices. Second, the kind of organizations that can s these ms has been
restricted. As a result of these changes, between 19§l and 1983 the number of sites
where summer meals are served has declined from 21,000 to 15,000—nearly 30 per-
cent—and the number of meals served has declined about 22 percent.

2 Availability and participation.—Each of the child nutrition programs exhibits a
murked variation in availability and/or icipation acroms states and even across
counties within states. An examination of availability and participation in 14 states
indicates that the share of school lunches in the free and reduced price categories
varies from 25 percent to 75 percent.® The share of students who have access to
school breukfusts varies from eight percent to 80 percent from school to school. The
share of students participating in Summer Feeding Programs varies from less than
one percent 10 more than five percent.

in sum, the child nutrition programs continue to provide lower-income chiidren
aceess to nutritional meals outside the home. Free school lunches and breakfasts are
«till available to children below 13¢ percent of the rty line. Free meals in day-
care centers and homes vontinue to be available although the maximum number of
meals has been reduced. And free summer menls are still available in many low-
income areas. although their availability has been reduced. The major reductions in
these programs stem from reductions in subsidies to children from households with
incomes above 13 percent of the poverty line.

¢ The Special Supplemental Food Program for Women. Infants and Children [WIC]

This progeam is administered through <tate public health centers. Its goal is to
improve the health of pregnant women, infants and children through food supple
mentation. monitoring Ey a health professional, and nutritional education. Eligibil-
ity 1= hmited to indwiduals in households with gross income under 185 percent of
the poverty level who are determined to be at nutritional risk by a health profes-
sional The program is available in most but not all counties. Participation requires
evidence of nutritional risk but there appears ta be substantial variability in what
officiuls believe constitutes evidence of such risk Such variability inevitubly leads to
problems in targeting the progrum to those most in need WIC is not an entitlement

* Sewee Sttt Working Paper. “Overview of Participation Treads ”
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Ftwmmsoservieeaare i on & priority basis. The foods provided include
ruit juices, fortified cerenls, infant formum eggs and milk.

Eligibility for WIC is determined mstaws, however, under federal law, states
cannot set the eligibility cutoff above level for reduced-price school meals. Thus,
the maximum eligibility limit was reduced when school meal eligibility was tight-
ened in 1981, Nevertheless, ﬁm% and icipation have contmued to grow. In
1984, average participation in u?mw:‘mﬁ:‘l'y 2.5 million individuals and
s insfort!wgogmmtotaledm:gh_ytl.lbil in 1983, an increase of about
18 percent over 1981 levels of icipatwn.smghwmasedﬂpmmtmrthe
same period. (In addition, the program distributed about $37 million worth of
commodities.) Data for 1982 indicate that approximately 22 percent of WIC partici-
pantsc;lgm women, 28 pecent were infants (under one year of age), and 50 percent
were children.

memainmnoemofthemclmvgramistbehealthofpngnnntmmd
small children. Food mlsplementatwn is used to improve the nutritional status of
the unborn fetus and infant children who need special protection. Several studies
have been made concerning WIC's immmmwmht,asmﬂwm

is little professional consensus as to the success program in attaining its
goals. Supportemoft!teprograminwrpm available studies as indicating the food
supplementation results in substantive, positive effects on various heal icators.

Critics claim that there is little credible evidence for these effects, that food supple-
mentation for an already well-nourished population is unlikely to have s substantial
impact; and that food supplementation alone cannot increase tionel periods.
Critics thus argue that it 1s implausible that participation will have any effect on
such indicators as birthweights, infant mortality, and the growth of children.

It is difficult at present to evaluate fully these claims and counterclaims given the
information available. A mmureevnluation of the WIC is now undenva{
under USDA direction that Id help clarify matters com:nbly This study will
address four different and important areas: (1) availability of benefits by region; (2)
the effect of WIC benefits on children; (3) the effect of nutritional su tation
on Kregnency outcomes; and (4) the extent to which the WIC food package is shared
within the family. Results are expected during 1984.

Two conclusions from existing studies of prenatal care are of particular relevance:

There is evidence that nutritional supplementation is beneficial if the mother is
underweight at the time of conception; however, it appears to be of little conse-
qurnre if {ne mother is already adequately nourished.

There is evidence that proper matemaj and behavioral conditions are crucial for
the growth of the fetus, example, smoking, drug and/or alcohol abuse, lack of
prenatal care, too low pre-pregnancy weight, too h'i;g maternsl age, and inadequate
weight gain all have nei:mve impacts on pregnancy outcomes.

se studies imply that one of the important benefits of the WIC program could
be its ability to persuade women to seek better grenatal care and counseling that
they would not or could not otherwise obtain. WIC does not provide medical services
but if proeblems are detected, referrals to suitable clinics are made.

Infant mortality rates have been decliniﬁ secitlarly for several decades, but such
rates cannot be viewed as a simple index of nutritional status.* Many factors have
contributed to this decline including improved medical care and increased avoidance
of smoking and aleohol, as well as improved nutrition.

. L) L] L L] L .

Vi CONCLOSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

' . . LJ L) L) L)

I Allow States the option of establishing autonomous foud assistance programs

We have become convinced th.t people in need of foud assistance would benefit if
the programs or any subset of them were controlled at a more local level, such as
the state or county. The gains from such a modification derive from allowing the
states 1) more autonomy tn allocating funds among the various food assistance pro-
grams, (2) greater discretion in administering programs, and (31 greater responsibil-
ity for assuring that funds are rly targeted toward those in greatest need. The
greater fexibility and im mvmmistmthn that would bhe gained would help to
increase the benefits available to the truly needy without at the same time increas
inéthr cost to the taxpayer.

Since circumstances of need often vary from state to state and even county to
county, substantial efficiency gains could be made if a state were able to take con-
trol of food assistance programs. One reason for this is that the proportion of chil-
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dren and elderly in the population varies across states. Moreover, the ability and
desire of communities to participate in the school breakfast program, the child-care
foodpmgmm.ﬂremmmerfoodmrmandtheelderlyfmdmmvmwb
edly across and within states. In ition, costs of food and other essentials, such as
energy, also vary across and within states, which means that benefit and eligibilit
levels ought to be allowed to vary as well. Thus the Task Force believes that recipt-
ents of food sssistance could benefit by allowing each state to determine the appro-
priate mix of food assistance programs for its residents, as well as the eligibility re-
quirements for participation in the programs.

':Inderasysu-mof ter local control, states would be able to adopt more flexi-

ble programs ted at residents who would not necessarily ify for existing
programs. Greater local control would also enhance the ity of ﬁmdi&‘for
private-sector programs. States or local governments are better able to identi-

fy people and their icular needs than the federnl government; yet, under the
present system, the federal government must dictate blanket eligibility criteria for
all the states. State-run programs by definition also combine liability and i-
bility for errors or owrraymm owever, some states may find it p.m
continue with some or all of the existing entitlement programs, and for that reason
state control should be opti . We offer the following ific recommendations:

Recommendation 1. (i) Task Force recommends that make participa-
tion in any or all existing food assistance programs optional for the states, u
the provise that a state which chooses to operate an autonomous cahnot
divert funds for food assistance programs to other uses. States m\m the
option of, for example, continuing to participate in the Federal Food Stamp Pro-
gram while establishing autonomous control over all or some of the remaining pro-
grams.

(i) Allocations to states which choose to establish autonomous programs shall be
made according to a formula that would provide a predictable level of funding that
meets the varying needs for food assistance in these states. This formula shall be
based on existing baseline levels of funding and on changes in food costs and the
state population in need.

(iii) Provisions shall be made that will safeguard local Jurwdmm in states oper-
ating autonomous food programs from having to bear an increased share of adminis-
trative costs,

A state which chooses to assume control of the food assistance programs would
gain the following: (1) it would be free to establish its own eligibility requirements
and administrative procedures within bounds set by the Federal government, pro-
vided the procedures are not discriminatory (for example p! should not be
allowed to discriminate against the homeless); (2) it would be free to determine the
allocation of funds & ita food aseistance programs; (3) it would be allowed to
distribute benefits th payments in kind or through cash payments.

Pust efforts to increase state control over these programs have suffered from sev-
eral major drawbacks: (1) In some cases, the levei of the gll‘::ts given to the states
was proposed to be below current federal spending levels. intention of this pro-
posal is to reduce neither program expenditures nor administrative at the
stute or Jocal level. Thus, additional costs will not be imposed on the | communi-
ties in states that establish optional programs. (2) In previous proposals there was
no guarantee of a future federal commitment to the funding of the programs based
on changes in food costs and the states’ varying needs for assistance over the busi-
ness cycle. 131 States were not given the option of remaining under the existing enti-
tlement system. We have designed our proposal to eliminate these problems.

2 Improce targeting and admimistration

. . . s . L *

Recommendation 2 i Restrict eligibility for child-care home subsidies to homes in
Jow income areas, for example, to areas where 50 preent or more of school lunches
are served free or at o reduced price. Subsidies for low-income children in other
areas can he established on the basis of optional means-testing.

Presently the benefits of this program are not effectively targeted toward lower-
income children, and a high proportion of recipient children come from households
substantislly above the poverty line. Restricting the aress where the program is
made available will help tirget the benefits toward lower income children withoat
introducing the cumbersome administrative requirements associated with imposing
¢ direct income eligibility test for each participant.

Revommendation 2§ {(enuthorim the WIC program at current caseload levels for
ane vear
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The General Accounting Office released a on March 30,
1984, entitled ‘‘Participation In The National Lunch Pro-
gram’ (GAO/RCED-84-182). The letter summary of that report is
printed below.)

U S. GEnERAL ACCOUNTING OFrics,
Washington, DC.
B-214750.
Hon. Jesse A. Herns,

WMMW’MWWM
Dzar Mg. Citamrman: In a letter dated Januvary 30, 1984, asked us to analyse
g:mmmmenmwm L th years

%
5

ils.

1. Over the last 5 fiscal years (1979 to 1983), the number of students participating
in the School Lunch Program ' has declined from 27 million to 28.1 million. This
decline ::ggmrily attributable to reductions in the number of students eating full-
price lu .

The number of students reeewm%full ice lunches has declined steadily from
15.3 million in fiscal year i979 to 11. millm fiscal 1988.

The number of students receiving froe lunches in fiscal year 1983 (10.3 million)
greater than in fiscal year 1979 (10 million).

The number of students receiving reduced-price lunches in 1983 (1.6 million) was
less than in 1979 (1.7 million).

Together, the number of students maeivinq free or reduced-‘)nm lunches in-
creased between fiscal years 1979 and 1981 (11.7 million to 12.5 million), dropped off
in fiscal year 1982 (11.4 million), and increased again in fiscal year 1988 (11.9 mil-
lion).

g

t The Department of Agriculture’s Food and Nutrition Service receives data on the number of

funches served in various lunch mtm free, M&M full-price) and mathematical-
ty derives the number of students luncbﬂ.:glmt. e used Service's data on the
number of students participating in the School Program.
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As a result, in fiscal r 1982, for the first time in the history of the m,
move free and reduced‘-“;ice lunches (1.883 billion) were served than ’ull-price
tunches (1.877 billion).

Additional information is provided in appendix I

2. The number of schools and student enrollment have dropped both in the nation

and in the Schoo! Lunch Program.
_ Nationally, the number of schools and enrolled students has been steadily declin-
ing over the 5 fiscal years—from 109,200 schools and 47.6 million students in
1979 to 106,000 schools and 44.5 million students in 1983. The percent of decline is
2.9 for schools and 6.5 for students.

During this same period, the number of schools icipating in the School Lunch
Program and the total enrollment of thase sc also declined—but at a greater
rate than nationally—from 94,300 schools and 44.6 million students in fiscal year
1979 to 90,400 schools and 40.7 million students in fiscal year 1983. The number of
schools in the program decreased by 4.1 percent and student enrollment in those
schools d by 8.7 percent.

The line 1n the number of schools participating in the School Lunch Pro-
gram in the last 2 fiscal years (1,700 in fiscal year 1982 and 800 in fiscal 1983)
can be attributed to various factors, including (1) net school openings, c%r
consolidations in those years, (2) the provision in the 1981 act which excluded high-
tuition private schools from participation, and (3) schools’ decisions to drop
out of t pmsrambecamegf“%min income eligibility criteria and federal re-
imbursement rates made by the 1980 and 1981 acts.

According to a Food Nutrition Service telephone survey of 872 public school
districts in December 1981, school officials cited concerns nbout federal reimburge-
ment rates and studentg‘?id tion as the main reasons for d ing out of the
p:?gmminﬁwalyearl . (We did not evaluate the survey logy or re-
sults.)

In fiscal years 1979, 1980, and 1981, an average of 94.1 percent of all students had
access to the School Lunch Program; in fiscal years 1982 and 1983, 91.6 percent had

access.

In fiscal years 1979, 1980, and 1981, an average of 86.7 percent of all schools pur-
ticipated in the School Lunch Program; in fiscal years 1982 and 1983, about 85.5 per-
cent participated.

Additional information is provided in a ix III.

3. Alt the 1980 and 1981 acts tightened eligibility criteria, total federal ex-
penditures for the School Lunch Program were grester in fiscal year 1983 than at
any time in (he 5-yesr period except the of fiscal year 1981. During that
same period, a greater share of federal Lunch expenditures was
used to provide students free lunches. Between 1979 and 1 the number of fami-
lies with school-age children and incomes at or below 130 percent of the Office of
Management and nonfarm income wver:{ level (such school children being
eligible for a free lunch) increased. The number of families with children eligible for

uced-%rice lunches also i but the number of higher income families de-
creased. Federal expenditures for reduced-price and full-price lunches decreased.

Overall federal expenditures for the School Lunch Prugram increased during the
first i fiscal years ($2.74 billion to $3.29 billion), decreased in fiscal year 1982 to
about $2.95 billion, and increased again in fiscal year 193 to $3.21 billion—almost
to the level of the 1981 peak fiscal year.

The number of families with school-age children and incomes at or below 130 per-
cent of the poverty level increased from 5.6 million in calendar year 1979 to 7.2 mil-
lion in calendar year 1982—the latest year for which such data were available.

The percentage of federal expenditures for free lunches increased every year be-
tween fiscal years 1979 (62.6 percent) and 1983 (77.4 percent). In doing so, federal
expenditures for free lunches increased from $1.64 billion in fiscal year 1979 to $2
bhillian in 1981, declined slightly to $1.96 billion in fiscal year 1982, and increased to
£2 16 bilhion 1n fiscal year 1953

For other income categories, the number of families with school-age children and
incomes from 130 percent up to and including 185 percent of the poverty level (chil-
dren eligible for a reduced-price lunch) increased from 3.2 million to 3.5 million, and
the number of families with incomes over 185 percent (children that would have to
puty the full price) decreased from 20.6 million to 18.1 million.

iy‘ormgxmdingly. the percentage of federal exg;-nditum for reduced-price_and
full-price lunches decreased from 95 percent and 27.9 percent, res ively, in fiscal
vear 1979, to 7.9 percent und 147 percent, respectively, in 1983. The dollar amounts
decreased from $200 million and $7:30 million to $220 million and $410 million, re
spectively
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gmm-demﬂthema\vhchgu us to peovide information. As ar-
mmm%mm -ontents earlier, we plan no further distri-
bumndthbumm' 2 mmmmhmmwmm
copies to the House on Education and Laboy: the Secretary of
Agriculture; and the Director, Office of Management and Budget. We also will make
copies available to others on reguest.
y yours,
d. Dexven PracH,
Director.

Provipass, Gexxixy, OO

In the President’'s Task Force on Food Assistance Report, it has been “estimated
thetmthinhdthemrtidmuinhomdummmhweinmesin
. Day care centers, on the other hand, have more

Man mmmmmlhd&m&anm'inM it
’b:?wbndind

the They do not
of the fact that they are receiving anmﬁmm i'for'mmim
t are r i 's .
P:er;nmpaydaymfmofm. mSSl).Ol)perwaeskla,:pa their children in
t centers.
mmmmzmhmmmmmm

(2) The Day Care Home Component involves Day Care Home Providers. A “home

day care ider” is a self-employed businesswoman who takes care of other peo-

ple’s children while the parents are at work. Home Day Care is a for business
in the woman's home. Parents the home day care ider to care for

ir child whilethem“is at work. fee (ranging from $30.00 to $60.00 per

week) includes meals. provide formula and diapers.

(3) The system is open for abuse in the following ways:

(a) It is not possible to keep the day care food separate from the famil,y food.

(b) It encourages waste by discouraging use of left-overs. Providers are made to

feel that a new item has to be written on their menu each day.

ic! There is no way to prove the

could be using the money for other things.

(4) The number of day care homes on the food program has quadrupled since 1978

andwillcontinuetoincmse.’l'heﬁgummtedonmeS?oftheCommmeePyint,

Child Nutrition Pr : Description. Hhtm-y.lnmnnd()miom.qr_enqtenurdy

child care food program constitute about 7 to 8% of all existing day care "

The are, in our county (Weld County, Colorado) over 350 licensed home day care
providers. 95% of them are on the program. They are encouraged to helong and
are actively recruited because “the government owes it to them."
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We are not a socialist country. The government “owes” us .
(5) Aside from receiving the following monies from the government:

BreahfRet (COMLS) . ........c..cocovvivreececeeceeveereesieesesissesesss e srsssssssessstesssrrosensossens §2.50
SOBCK (CONLB)...........ovvreeereceoeeiecteieeevecvessss et svraeassreassrsssessrsesssssss sosssasrassssnerosses 30.75
LACR ..ottt ns s ssesestssesessasressseseesssssaseestnsesreness sasessns $1.08
SNBCK (CONLB). ..o ceoeeeeeeeeeeeeccvrvesetstesestsrserereessessssosssssrsssseessressssnsosearessesssons 80.75
Supper ..o worrseseese esasereRS RS R R SR et s s s st ss s e serstsesaen $1.03
The home day care provider receives the following commodities free, either
monthly or y. Quarml{,mls are: Cheese (American or cheddar) 60
p n:a;maz -t cheese (received free dail
care serve { ) a8 &
mﬂmnumm‘zs@mm per day y

and-celery sticks, milk.

For each child, the reimbursement would be $1.80; or for 6 children, $11.16. The
cbeeee:}s o free (surplus). The cost of the rest of the food was $4.25, leaving
spmli

Alsa, frequent ear infections are common in the 0-3 range. Milk causes con-

off milk until the condition clears up. But, according to the regulations, milk MUST
be served at breakfast, lunch, and supper. In order to receive reimbursement for the
meal, the provider must state that milk was served when, in truth, it was not

7. To save tax monies, eliminating the care home component will
0: $1 1:ﬁalin1%4;812.huillimin1985: 130 million in 1986

8. Eliminating the t care centers will amount to the following savings:

$3 million in 1984; 84 million in 1985; $4 million in 1986.

9. If the Home Day Care Provider isn't making enough money in her

i UNNECESSAry
American taxpayer who is mm of his gros total income in
taxes. In the earlier days of the swhwthhmuyTulkb,itmighthan

seemed like a m. However, because of ike this, we now have a
trillion dollar smimf , it is absurd to keep this program.

StareMeNnT o G.M. Sarmi. McLean, VA

Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, ladies and gentlemen.
Thank you for the opportunity to appear before this committee.

I am an appointee to a non-policy making citizen's board that advises the local
gowmingl y concerning isstues and policies related to child care in Fairfax
County. Virginia. As the At-Large appointee to the Child Care Advi Council, 1
have become aware of several of governmental policies that I believe are in
need of reform. The Child Care oodogrogmm(OCF‘.’).suthoriwd section 17 of
the National School Lunch Act is one of those programs in need of :

I am here todsy because I believe that & majn aspect in the revitalization of cur

nation's economic ty can begin with pragrams like this USDA pro-
gram, [ maintain mll.gl can be part dmdmh:‘italm tion

My reservations with the CCFP are shared with the Board of Supervisors in Fair-
fax County. The Chairman of the Board, the Honorable John F. Herrity, wrote to
the Director of the Office .f Mangement and Budget on November 16, 1981, express-
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may be saved by simply reforming some of the netion’s social programs to end
waste, fraud, sbuse menlmhnnefmeut

My objective today is to focus on what I perceive to be in the CCFP, and

Many of the various social spending entitlement have expanded in

recent years. The OCFP is no exception. When establi in 1968, it was to provide -

meals and supplimentaries (snacks) to children who were cared for in nonresiden-
tial, ie., instjtuﬁonal.dlﬂdmcemmbﬁmeﬂonhemm was the Great
Society. And although there are various eligibility requirements, the CCFP is an en-
titlem&mm.

The been expanded to include children who are cared for in private
fami%d&ymvummm&&mitbmﬁm&dwmemd th
and Human Services approximately 56% of all children who are in day care
are enrolled in family day care, this tion to the program was a significant one.
Momer,asgmaier!nmbendwmggm toutsid;otheigm.&d
without an income eligibility ceiling, number of participants who are thos eligi
ble to participate in the CC#P will continue to incresse.

Andulthmnghthepvlgvamisenﬁtledthemld&n?wdm.itigm:
food m. The family day care } who are g-ticipating do not, in fact,
receive food commodities from the A. The title of program is simply a mis-
nomer. The CCFP is not strictly a child nutrition program, esther. It is, in reality,
an income transfer program. tunlikemaother that seek to redis-
tribute wealth from the rich to the poor, is a system that transfers
income from the lower and middle income, single income-earning families to the
middie and upper dual income-earning families, in the i CAase.

Fairfax County, Virginia, is a sponsor of the USDA child foodo;&r’ogmm Itisa
populous, affluent suburb of Washington, D.C. Approximately 596,
within its jurisdiction, and aithough the county as a whole is demographically some-
what unique in that it is quite wealthy, it is an ares that is well suited to illustrate
the fact that the OCFP is a system in need to reform. That reform that is offered for
your consideration today is in the form of S. 1994.

The County of Fairfax has a predominately white (85.4%) population. Only 5.9%

of its residents are black, with of Spanish origin making up the next highest
group of pe:}:!e (1.4%) who reside there. It is sleo an aging population, as the
median age of the residents is 29.1 years of age.

According to the 1980 US. Bureau of the Census, 66.6% of the residents of Fair-
fux County, Virginia are married. Alt divorce is not an unknown factor in the
lives of the residents, there are only 8.3% of all family households headed by fe-
males, with 2.47% of all family households headed by males, for the category of
single family headed households

ps the most significant feature of the resident of Fairfax County, Virginia is
the economic profile of the county residents. The median family income, according
to the figures available from the 1980 census, is $33,236.00 mr year. The mean
family income of families with two workers is listed at $39.816.00; families with one
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worker is listed at §31.334.00 Wr. The proportion of fumilies with two or more
income earners in the county .8 of all families.

The house in which the residents live are no lesas impressive in terms of their rela-
tive affluence. The estimated median value of owned housing units in 1983 is

103,600.00, with the median home value of owneroccupied homes listed at

5.200.00, making Fairfax County. VA the fifteenth most costly housing ranking in
the United States, acvonding te the Census.

W. the 1980 Census has estimated that the weighted a poverty
th for a family comprised of four persons is $9,860.00 per year. in, the
median family income in this jurisdiction—a leg mkipant in the USDA Vo-

m—is §33,.236.00 per year. Less than 6.3% of lies in Fairfax County. VA
ve incomes less than $9.999.00 per year.

Although Fairfax County, VA s an umbrella sponsor of the USDA program, it is
administered by the county’s Office for Children (OFC). Anyone who takes or agrees
to take a family day care classroom training course offered without to par-
ti:?ants is not only eligible to participate in the county-run program of information
and referral for parents in need of child care arrangements, but a‘so in the USDA
food program. Sources within the OFC have indicated that they have had an enor
mimminthenumberofmﬂkipmminthem.mmcremhas
added an additional burden to the staff. It is not unlikely the OFC has had to
:;c;lemwnemploymwmrthedemnd for this service, thus impacting the

Because of the relative affiuence of the residents of this participating jurisdiction,
it is possible for a fmﬂydtwinmwminmofﬁﬁ,m.%mnas
45% of the residents do), yet are eligible for benefits from the USDA . This is,
then, money that isgm":gtomhmdm' ize the child care costs of the wealthy who choose
to seek employment and the increased salary that dual income families can earn.
Agsin, every dollar that is allocated to subdize the non-poor is one dollar less that is
available to assist those who are truly in need of aid.

In the sterial district in which | reside, 31.8% of the families report income
in excess of $50,000.00 per year; 9% mﬂ::;_sming incomes in excess of §75,000.00
pe'rP r. yet all are eligible to receive ! its under the current provisions of the
COCFP.

Who is the family day care provider? More often than not, the provider is a
woman who has children of her own to care for. She may not use the money that
she receives from the CCFP to purchase more nutritious foods for the children in
her care. Many of these women may be preparing meals and snacks for their own
children, as well as for those children who are in paid care. And although there is a
provision for the provider's own children to participate in the CCFP, this section is
income specific, te., those children of family day care providers whose family
income is less than 185% of proverty, are eligible to participate, The child in the
care of the family day care provider is under no such ceiling limitation. hence the
need for the reform offered by S. 1994. Few, if any women would be willing to spend
extra time and energy to prepare a different meal and/or snack for the day care
child in her care than the menl that she ides for hervelf as well as her own
childirent In short, the day care child y most often receives the men! that
everyone else is served, without discrimination.

One fasily day care provider who resides in Fairfax County Va, has told me that
she uses the extra to treat herselfl and her day care children to meals at various
restaurnnts. She reports that she would otherwise be unable to offer this outing to
the children in her care Another day care provider saves all of the money that she
receves fram the (CFP to purchase additional toys for the use of the children she
cares for as well as for own children.

Sometimes the parents who have their children in family day care arrangements
do not wish ta participate in the pm,g:lm unless the day care provider is willing to
redtuce the cost of the care given to their children by the amount of the subsidy re-
cetved by the COFP resmibursement schedule. The jamily day care provider may or
may not be willing to do this. Several parents have exg‘rmsed their apprehension
over the program, stating that they fuil to comprehend the need for particimtion in
the CCFP dor which they are eligible gu'mgl y virtue of the fact that they have
children in family day care), since their children's day care provider is rendering
something that they receive any way good substitute child care at reasonable cost
given by a trustworthy negthbor

There < an mspection system. of sorts, invoived with the ﬁ-rmm But the reality
in that 1t~ not necessisry to mspect most of the homes involved with the (CFP. The
good sense of the parents of the children entrusted in the care of the family day
care provider as the child's best defense against the need 1o arm the social welfare
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choice and seek employment outside .

There are many parents of various income levels, who have decided that while

their children are you%;cuwir right and free choice is to provide
a I

-y
]
i
i
:
g
3
1

for

cure of their children. income classes have always had this option, just as
they have other options
less affiuent families. On the hand, there are many parents of various income
jevels who have decided that le their children are their right and free
chuice is to seek alternative substitute care for their children. But the fact of the
matter is that the two income earning family, as the figures from Fai ‘Gﬂm&
VA demonstrate, is demanding vervices and benefits that are not to
single income family, who may in fact be decidedly less well off the dusl
income earning families. The equity of setting public policy such as provided in the
CCFP as is now constituted has not been y addressed. S. 1994 will start
that reform, and this :;}uity. in restoring the integrity of the CCFP.

We live in an age  dangerously high budget deficits. When the U.S. Congress
endeavored to enact changes in some of the entitlement programs, some of the re-
forms took the shape of income eligibility requirements. The Gramm-Latta Act is
credited with saving approximately $1.5 billion. Unfortunately, the CCFP, a_small
program by federal standards, was not part of that income ific reform. S. 1994
would provide that needed reform. It could set a trend toward reforming our entire
social welfare benefits and entitlements such that only those who are in need of as-
sistance are eligible for that assistance.

After all the testimony is heard, all of the evidence tallied, and the members of
this committee as well as member of the Senate have made their final decision,
there will be one group of citizens that will gain from that decision; one group of
citizens that will loose from that decision. Let it be said that those who were denied
benefits were the afffuent. Po not be misled by well-intentioned but misinformed
opponents of S 1994 It is the poor who are in need of assistance, not the non-poor.
And with more people seeking aid from our government. there is less mo to
assst the truly needy Their cries for assistance are often lost amid the clamor from
the middie and upper income clusses who know how to use the system to their ad-
vantage, and often 1o the detriment of the under privileged.

163



161

It is my opinion, then, that it is an act of true compassion to delete all but the
pqedyfami}iuﬁvmth&ml@thﬂ%ﬁlmmh«ubkhthvﬂidaﬁb

program , from the non-wealthy. I
mmmmmmmaxmmumumm
Thank you for your time and consideration of this testimony.

CoMmoNwEALTH OF VIBGINIA,
CounTtY or FAIRFAX,
Fairfax, VA, November 16, 1981.

Directon. Office of Momagement and Budget,

irector, Office ]

Washington, DC.

DzaR Mu Srocxman: The Fairfax County Board of Supervisors recently took
1 mmmmmuqnumuasxmswforthemudmintbe nited

States t of Agriculture (USDA) Child Care Food Program for family day

care
WhiletheBoardSu:nhws family care and this program, it ex-
wswmwwmm.wmmamﬁ
program some of which are persons truly
m.wmmmw serves all levels, and
wuldlikewneethep%nm'ssuideum so that is is directed to meet the
needs of those families mwm

We would appreciate your this program to determine how the resources
allocated to the program can be targeted to serving low income families.

Sincerely, Joun F. Hergrry

[Reprint from Washington Post, Mar. 21, 15%¢)

AREAS OF AFFLUENCE—FAIRFAX AND MONTGOMERY LeAp Census Bureau's List or
WEeALTHIEST LARGE CoUnTIES

(By Lawrence Feinberg)

Fairfax and Montgomery counties, the Washirgton area’s two mast affluent sub-
urbs, are also the two richest large counties in the nation, according to 8 new compi-
lation of data by the U.S. Census Bureatus.

Four county equivalents called boroughs in cil-rich and high-priced Alaska have

¥ even highey median household incomes, the bureau said, but none of them has more
than 20, mfdenumbrtmhm&y.m—medm income $33,516,
po iol 1.094.
ragkings, published in the Census Bureau’s new County and City Data Books,
F: rff atn?: &980 lso at the of the hea he
ai ' ontgomery were also at top of the county income p in t
- 1970 ug. At that time, the rankings were compiled mrj;ng to median family
income placed Montgomery slightly ahead of Fairfax.

In the new data, incomes are given for households, including not only families,
which the census defines ss married couples and their children living at home, but
also unmarried couples, roommates and singles.

By this reckoning the median household income for Fairfax is $30,011, more than
a thousand dollars above the $Z8.887 reported for Montgomery. However, Montgom-
ery is still sl? htly chead of Fairfax in median family income, 333,702 to $33,173.

N

“We dec to change what we rank because of ¢l in how le live,”
Elizabeth Busse, 8 Census Buresu statistician. “In 1970 the family was the dosy
L nant life style. It isn’t anymore. You have more people living in other types of
households, and we began 1o think that households were mare significant.”
The medians are midpoints showing the amount of income that half of thore in 2
certain group exceed and half fall . In 1979, the for which income data
;fere clzollected by the 1980 census, median income nationwide was
- 16,841, -
According to earlier census reports, Washington
metropolitan area in the country, reflecting the relati

ins the wealthiest large
yshigh income and stability
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g;udhmk&mmtmmnuiupwitbnudwmwithhishmm
ﬂmmmmwm-mmmwmmmmmmu
tYh:;-k. andlmhmles. and centers o
Inthenewmpdaﬁou. County. Md., is the ninth richest county in
countrymthnmedianinmmed'wmz.whllei'urfu(ﬁtymlmmuuﬁ.sw
and Prince William County, Va., is Z6th at $25,435
ﬂwrmamfor&lﬂmmnndmt equivalents, including the bor-
oughs of dlemd h«Lpanémtcitiesianryland.Vir—
ginia, Missouri and

parts of the Washington area still rank relatively high, though their posi-
tions have dropped compared with 1970. v

The median income for Prince s%ﬁn%%m&wm&ym

down from 26th in 1970; Arlington, $§21,713, th, ninth a decade ago;

ant:ris.sm.oi%mm from 87th; and the $16,211, 783rd com-
406¢th in

ted out that some of the changes reflect the switch from family income

hanm:mmemaundmd.mdmawhmxl and household size.
an?'em wm tion on & of » polis

economic

For example, in a compilation of 952 cities with population over 25,000, Washing-
« 2 ranks second to Atlantic City with the most Lommmenworkem per capita.
Atlantic City, where gambling casinos are legal, a hnsthehrghest critme rate for
an‘v city, wh:le Washington ranks 101st.

n use blic transportation for getting to work, Washington ranks third, after
NewYork tymdSenﬁancieco. aaheadoﬂe:mycu and Boston.

n depende: ranks 11th from the bottem with
4.»percentol|tswwkfmveholdinsmnu

In median hmwdmhammm,mulmumﬂ&mwgh
this was comxderably below several unincorporated areas in Fairfax and Montgom-
ery. includ’ - McLean, Fort Hunt, Potomac and Bethesda. Two relatively small

citihe i kmhm Vendes ($41,973) and Saratoga ($41,143).

X Fwa: .l-“

Los . ..amoaNM hsstk"gheot persons over 25 with four ears
of college, 47.8 percent, fol thkin, Colo wlnch includes Aspen, 46.

are among the top 10 in this c.ategory
Falls Church, 44.9 percent; nty, 42.5 percent; Arlington, 425 per-
cent, Fairfax County. 41.8 percent, and ria, 40.9 percent.

The highest median value for owner-accu houses, excluding condominiuma, is
in Pitkin, Colo, which topped $200,000, top price listed on the census form.
Marin County, Calif, is second at $151,000, Jellowed by Honolulu at $130,400. Four
local jurisdictions are among the top 25 Montgomery, 13th at $47.400; Fairfax
(o%r‘-;y 15th ~ ﬂhz!‘l:l i?:fl:eﬂm 21st at 83{2,9@ sndl Aleu;(l!rm, M&nd at S‘J‘mm lll

cour® «  gtht percen persons living below the poverty
are Tun - .. th2Y percent), Surr‘?‘ (50.6 percent), and Owsley, Ky. (483
perees

cent. Five Washington J::s:y

STATEMENT OF SUSAN B=0GnoN, PRESIDENT, TEXAS SCHooL Foon SERVICK
AssociaTion, Forr Worth, TX

Mc Chairman, My name 15 Susan Brogdon, President of Texas School Foud Serv-
we Associstion (TSFSA) [ am also the Director of Food Service for Castleberry Inde-
pendent School District in Fort Worth, Texas. Texas Schoul Food Service Associa-
tion s pleased und honored to have this opportunity to share with the Committee
our views g current issues facing the National School Lunch and Breakfsst Pro
grams.

The Child Nutrition Programs are the largest of the federally funded programs in
Texas. During the 1982 K3 school year, Texas received over E‘ll? mllhon in reim-
bursement for sa-rvmg uver 26" million lunches and 70 million breakfasts. Those fi uil
ures when averaged show Texas serves over L5 million lunches per day of whic
spprogimately 820,000 (54% ) are free and reduced-price lunches The number of free
and reduced lunches served daily is the near equivalent of the lation of San
Antonio, the 10th larfest city in the US. The School Breakfast Program served
400,000 breakfasts daily in Texas with over 350,000 (87.5%) being free or reduced
price The National School Lunch and Breakfust Programs are a big husiness in
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Txas. TSFSA womposedgef over 10,000 members! offers the following for your con-
sideration

I. COMPETITIVE FOODS

The proposed rules concerning the competitive food regulations in the National
School Lur.ch and Breakfast Programs confine the control of competitive foods sales
to the food service area and only during the meal hours. This proposed rule would
aliow the school officials, at their discretion, to serve foods such as carbonated bev-
erages ouside the door to the cafeteria.

Texas School Food Service Association is to this proposed regulation.
School food service programs often depend on revenues from the sale of addi-
tional food items (beyond the Type A Lunch) to }quipment. offsct the
costs of paid lunches, and raise salaries. TSFSA submitg the flowing recommenda-
tion: that a federal regulation be enacted which would Yive local school district
the authority to set guidelines concerning all food sales premises. In the
area of the competitive foods, the local districts can best what foods should be
served and when those foods should be served. This mendation would also
allow for added finanical flexibility in the food service

I1. VERIFICATION

Texas school districts are required to verify ut least 3% oK the free and reduced-
price meal applications a?proved for the 1983-84 school yegr. TSFSA polls have in-
dicated that an average of 11% of the applications were verified with 55% using the
error prune method, 35% using the selection hod and 10% using other
methods e

Under the present system it is most frustrating for all concerned (approved au-
thorities. principals, food service personnel, nts, and children! to approve a
child for free meals and two months later remove that child due to verification re-
sults. This situation could be eliminated if 10007 up front documentation of income
15 required to be submitted with the initial application. Documentation at the time
of ::Lmit:mg the application would also serve as a deterrent to those applicants
who ure ineligible and, thereby, eliminating a child being removed from free
lunches for (ailure to document one week and reapplying the next week without
submitting documentation. The 100% documentation would also reduce community
and parent confusion; increase the work load for approximately one (1) month in-
stead of 4 to 3 months; and it could be incorporated into the already existing appli-
cation process At the beginning of the school year this increased documentation
would require an extension from 10 to 20:::{3 to receive and process applications at
which time uil children previously approved (from last yesr's approvals) for free or
reduced price meals could continue to receive benefits.

Texas School Food Service Association supports a regulation requiring upfront
documentation of income to be submitted witﬁ the {ree or reduced price meal applic
tations This would reduce repetitive paperwork and incresve the sccountubility of
the Schoal Lunch and Breakfast Programs

1 BREAKFAST

Tenas School Food Service Association supports the implementation of the offer
v served tegulation during the Breakfast Program with the provision that the final
decision to participate be left to the discretion of the local school district. The fol-
lowing concerns about the Breakfast Program were expressed:

+Ar There 1s too much liqusd at breakfast. Some children have difficulty consum-
i = azs of milk and 4 ozs. of fruit juce. (offer vs. served would help elimnate this

tBi At lunch a child may select 3 of § items with the offer vy served regulation,
where nt hreaktast the <'hiﬁi must take all foods causing confusion for the child

«("r When a child chogses his food there is less plate waste

After very positive reactions to the offer vs. served regulation implementation
durmny tunch. lf‘&l‘"SA fooks forward to the time when we can include offer vs. served
daring breakfast. Thus provision would increase financial flexibility, give children
an opportumty to select foods and increase the consistency of meal pattern choces

It hus been suggested that we should increwse the meat/mest alternate to a daily
requiretent ut breskfast with additional funding to offset the increased expense
Cancerns expressed by TSESA were as follows:

‘A Since ®7 5% of the breakfasts served in Texas are free and reduced-price, the
unportance of protein at breakfast should be considered since the last meal con
sutned for the dav by some children may be the schoal funch
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Texas School Food Service the changes leading to in-
creased flexibility and accountability in the lanchaad&mkfad
during the last two school years. is always seeking new means by which to

improve our programs. In summary we :
(Abmmmofmtrolwbmlwho:l‘mmatbemyeﬁﬁvefwdsmh

spent for food, labor, supplies, and direct administration of the programs with the
end result being that a child is served nutritious meals. This meal provides a great-
er opportunity for a child to learn, grow, and fulfill his potential. The Lunch and
Breakfast Programs are an extremely tpu'td'tbefedamleffm-ttowm
the nutritional health and well-being of nation’s children,

Thank you very much Mr. Gmirmmmmnbemdd:emuﬁﬂee.fortbeomtu—
nity to provide information on the School Lunch and Breakfast
ready to answer any questions that you may have, 'l‘hmkyouforpermxttingmew
testify.

v

v
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STATEMENT OF MARSHALL MAT?, REPRESENTING AMERICAN sCHO0ol Foob

¥
SERVICE ASSUCIATION

Mr, Chairmsn, Neabgers of the Committees, @y nams 1is
Marshall Matz, with the lsw Ffwm of Barmett & Alsgis. [ am
appearing this morning on behslf of the Amsrican School Food
Service Association.

The Amsrican School Food Sexvice Association (ASFSA) {s
s nonprofit assoclation of approximately 60,000 membars who are
respounsible for the planning, preparing, and serving of school
meals. As such, ASFSA {s vitally councerned about the heslth and
nutritional well-being of the nstion's children. We are pleased
and honored to have this opportumity to share with ths Coomittee
our views on currsat f{ssuss facing the Child Nutrition Programs.

The 1985 Budget sent to the Congress last wonth does
not propose new budget cuts in child nutricion. We ere extremsly
pleased thet the Administration 1is not seeking eocms of the
proposale that were rejected by the Congress last year or any
othar significant new proposals that would greatly reduce the
funding for child nurrition. There are, however, & number of
legislative proposals contained {n the budget, a9 well 20 - &
number of legislative proposals pending on the calendar from last
year, that requirs our sttention ---

1. The Rutrition Rducacion and Training Program, the
Summer Food Service Progras for Childream, the Commodity Distri-
bution Program, and the provision for Stats Administrative
Expensas (SAE) expire on Septembar 30, 1984, All othar Child
Rotrition Programs, including the School Lunch Program and ths
School Breakfait Program, alrsady have besn made permanent.
ASFSA supports & four yesr sxtension of these important programs
ss contained in K.R. 7, reported om Maxch 20, 1984 by the Housae
Edocation and Labor Committea.

2. ASTSA supports passage of §. 1913, Since 1980 the
Child Nutrition Programs hgve beon cut by spproximately $1.5
billfcn. S. 1913 would mitigate the harshness of thesa cuts by
resto ing approximetely 10X of the cut or $150 willion. The
lagislation would make & oumber of isportant changes. It would:
(s) Lower the cost of & reduced-price lunch to
the children of working poor from 40¢ per meal to 25¢ per meal:
(b) Lowsr the cost of s reduced-price breakfast
to the children of working poor from 30¢ per breakfast to 15¢ per
breakfast; and
(¢) Iancrasse the funding for School Breakfsac
Programs Co improve the nutritional qualicy consistent with the
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findings of the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Mational
Evaluation of School MNutrition Programs, published in March,
1983.

Additionally, the legislation would provide benefits
for the Child Care Food Progras amd private schools.

These changes are wmodest In snature and cargeted
specifically to those poor children participating in the free and
reduced-prics school lunch and bdreakfast programs.

When H.R. 4091, the coapenion of S. 1913, was being
considered by the House last fall, the Administration pointed ocut
that more than 707 of the benefits under the bill would go to
families with incomss over 130Y of che poverty line. It failed
to point out that approximarely 707-80% of che benafics would go
to families with {ncomes below 185 of the povercty line. The

bill is intentionally targeted to benefit the working poor, and )

properly so. The budget cuts emacted as part of the Omnibus
Reconciliarion Act of 1981 have dramaticslly reduced perticipa-
tion in the reduced-price lunch category. The following chart
represents some exasples. The chart is not meant to represent a
statistically somd national sample, but the exsmples are
instructive.

SCHOOL LUNCH PARTICIPATION
REDUCED PRICE CATEGORY

Qctober 1980 October 19831 I Decline

Akron, OH 1,882 983 48
Meaphis, TW &.265 1,409 672
ML S ¢ S
B * . 1 [

Albuque . NM 4,135 2,967 282
Louisville, KY 5.332 4,147 221
Kansas Cicy, MO 1.756 1.684 'Y 4
Fr. Lauderdale, FL 5.960 5.250 122

In light of this decline we belfeve that S. 1913 1is an
extremely important piece of legislationm.

3. ASFSA opposes a nutrition block grant as
recommended by the White House Task Force ¢': Food Assistance.
ASFSA belfaves thac the faderal govermment must retsin primary
responsibilicy for the child nutrition prograss and thet such
programs should not be included in any block grant or otherwise
tumed back to the states.

Including child nurririon programe in a block granr co
the srates represents an abdication of federal respomnsibility
which would resulr {in many of chese child nutrition services
being cerminated or drastically reduced A child's need for a
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nutritionally adequate diet does not vary from sta.e to state.
tf che child nutrition programs ars terminated under a block
grant, s child liviag in a stace with an adequate tax base would
have a much greater chance of receiving a nutritionally adequate
diet then a child growing up in & state with & poor tax base.
ASTSA belisves that child mutrition must bave & wmiform nationsl
guarantes through federsl programs, for with a better dist goes s
greater opportunity for children to leamn, grow, smd fulfill
their potential.

ASFSA thervafore, opposss repealing the Child Caxe Food
Progran and the Susmer Feeding Program and replacing thesm with a
gewrel mutrirtow sseistance grant for the ssms reasons. .These
programs are an extremely important part of the federal effort to
protect the nutritional health snd well-being of the nation's
children.

&, ASFSA supports tha strict regulation of
coupetitive foods.

(s) Restrictions on ths sale of foods sold in
compatition with the Natiomal School Lanch Program are vital to
protact both the nutritional quality of the program as well as
the financial integricy of the program. ASFSA supports
legislation ther would bar the sale of competitive foods om
school premises from the begimming of the school day to 30
minures after the last meal. As you know, the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia recently held chat the
Secratary of Agriculrura lacked the statuCory suthority to
justify the currvent USDA regulatious. We helieve that sicuation
should be remediad.

(b) Business Week magasine on Jamuary 30, 1984
resportsd "McDonslds says it is moving to stay abreast, 1if not
ahead, of the domastic market . . . snd looking at barely tapped
distridution ourlecs such as schools ~--". If fast food
restaurancs are allowed to invade ths school lunch cafetexia che
profit from the a la carte line currently used to subsidize the
free and reduced price mesl program will inure to the benefit of
corporate stockholders, not the school lumch program.

Current law sllows the sale of competitive foods, found
by the Secretary to be nucritionally satisfactory, only "if the
proceeds from the salas of such foods will inure to the benefir
of the schools or of organizstions of students approved by the
school.” We urge tha Congress to require strict enforcement of
this isportant provision of the law and to meke clear that ic
requires zll proceeds to inure to thes hanafitc of schools or of
organizacions of students approved by the schools.

5. ASFSA opposes termiparion of the MNatrition
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Education snd Tratning Progras (NET), sud suppores the original
wdnmmmmmhmmu
mutrition educaticm for studmmts and ongoing trainiamg for food
sexvice personnsl.

6. ASFSA opposes eliminating the requirsment that
USDA directly sdmintster the CB{ld Nutrition Prograzs. Ideally
State Aguacies should aduinfeter their programs. However,
several states have Iaws, policies or evem comstitutionsl
provisions which prehibit the Sctate Educational Agency from
sdniniscering non-echool programs. Coxrently, the USDA
Msmmmmxmmmwunm
in private schools in thirteen sctates; the Child Cars Food
Program in nine states and the Summer Food Service Program for
children in seventeen states. If Congrass permits the USDA to
vithdraw from the administration of Child Nucricion Programs,
usss terminacion mey occur in states which are umasble or
unwilling to change state laws,

7. ASTSA opposes indexing of the reinbursement rate
for ths reduced-price mesls. Im recent years the coet for the
reduced-price lunch has increased from 10¢ to 40¢. Results of
the National Bvaluacion of School Nutritiom Progxram have showm
direct relatfonship batween participation sud weal price. ASFSA,
therefore, opposes such price {ncreases in the reduced-price meal
categories,

8. ASFSA urges the Congress to require a fessibiliry
study or pilot pruject on varicus methods of operating a self-
financing school lunch progrsm for all childrem.

During the final mesting of the White House Task Farce
on Food Ast.stance, Dr. Ceorge Grshsm, a comxission member,
re-suxfaced the {dea chat the National School Lunch Program would
batter serve all childrem L{f it were & universal program. He
then wwut om to propose funding the program by including che
value of the lunch served as tamabdble fncome.

Last year, Senstor Gary Hart {introduced legislation
that would bhave reduced the current 1002 cax deductions on
business lunches and entertsi{nment expense to 707 and usad the
ravenue for child nmutricfow. It was estimated thar this
legislation would have generated $1.2 billion i{n new revenue to
the U.S. Treasury. If you combine Dr. George Crabam's suggestion
with Senator Rart’'s proposal, you can raise over 901 of the funds
needad to finance the Universal School Lunch Program. And {f the
progran is ouxly extended to elemunzary schools it would not be
necessary to lower the tax deductios on businese luncheons and
entartainmant expenses to 705. Sufficient revenuse could ba
rafsed by lowering the deductica to spproximstely 80T.
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The declaratiom of polfcy in the Natfonsl School Lunch
Act has not been amended since it was enacted soms 37 years ago.
Since that time & oumber of significant changes have been made.
Most {mportanctly wae the change enacted {n 1971 providing
addirfonal, or special federsl assistance, in order to provide
free and readuced price msals to poor children. It was & change
that ASFSA strougly supports. .

Witk enactmsnt of the fres and reduced price lunch
program che afssion of tha Natfonsl School Lunch Progras was
enlarged from & health and nutricion progras to include an incoma
sacurity component. Concomitantly there has been an increase in
verification requirsssnts, an increase in documentation requirs-
mants and less sensitivity to protecting poor childvem from overt
tdentification and discriminatica. In shore, the Nacfionsl School
Lunch Program {» currsntly facing somwthing of an “idencicy
crisis™. Is it a welfare program, or is it & nutrition program
for all children?

A universal school lunch program for sll children would
get schools out of the business of having to docunent and verify
the income of people within the school. These activities are
better laft to the experts at IRS., Second, it would refocus the
program on its {nictisl goal of providing nutritious meals to all
children throughout the natiow that wish to participate in the
program --— ragardless of {ncoma. Third, ir would aliminsce sll
problems assoclated with identifficatiom of poor children and
dtscrinination.

Mr. Chairmen, we have been aware of the advancages of a
wmiversal free school lunch progrsw for many years. W have not,
however, explorsd the various options that may be available for
financing such & progrmx. We thersfore requast that the Congress
require & pilot: project or st least & faasibility study co
ascexvain che varfous methods of operacing a self-financing
school Immch program for all children. We are most pleased that
H.R. 7 contains such & requiresment and hope that this Coumittee
vill support such & provisioun.

Thank you vexy much Mr. Chafrman asnd Members of the
Commictee. We axe ready to answer any questions that you may
have. Thank you very much for this opportunity.
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StaTemenT or Heixx Buank, Rerazsenting Cuid Nutrimon Forum

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committoe, I am Helen Blank, Director of Child
mmmwmwm&mmwu:mm&

charity created to amnm systematic voice on behalf of the na-
tion's children. We are into four program areas: education, child health,
child welfare, and child care and family services. We address theso issues
through research, education, of federal and state administrative

families but would also remove a major resource which has heen largely
for strengthening family day care systems in America.

By.IS"“ at least half of all preechool children—11.5 million—will have mother in
the labor force, as will about 60 percent—17.2 million—of all school-age children,

MOTHERS WORK OUT OF ECONOMIC NECKSEITY
(.ﬂmewmeﬁnhdnufamiiieswithebﬂdmnundummofmmhl?ded%
ve wi

women, with no hushand t. Among Macks, 44 percent of children

their mother only. These female heads of households are the principal sources of
support for their families. Married women are also essential B of family
income. Among married women who work outside the home, 2i t have hus-

bands who earn less than $10,000, 51 percent have husbands who carn less than
$15,000, and 73 percent have husbands who earn less than $20,000.
m’;‘lhc average single mother with children is far worse off earning only $9,495 in

LACK OF AFFORDABLE CHILD CARE IS A MAJOR FACTOR IN KEEPING WOMEN AND
CHILDREN IN POVERTY

A recent Census Bureau su asked women who were not in the labor force
whether they would work if child care were available at a reasonable cost. Forty-
five percent of single women r&gﬁ yes a8 did 36 percent of low-income women
with family incomes under $15.000. The U S. Commisaion on Civil Rights notes that
the inability to locate affordable child care restricta not only women's employment
and training opportunities but slso their ability to mm in federally supported
education programs. A number of studies have that s ly one of
every five or six women is unemployed becsuse she is unable to make satisfactory
child care arrangements The unemployment rate for single mothers with children
under aix is nearly 20 percent,
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A mother in Massachusetts talks about the importance of child care to her ability
to work:

“Things are very difficult for me financially right now, but I'm glad I have not
lost mydnycamtaally.asuhag:mightatompointlmmr.lneeddaycare
s0 1 can work and attend school. though the incentive is not there to work, I
felt trapped in the welfare system. Day care has gi me the freedom to get an
education so that I can get employment and some get totally out of the welfare
system."

Secretary Margaret Heckler shares this mother’s sentiments: “Availability of ade-
guau- day earei:anemential element if welfare mothers or others with young chil-

ren gre to work”.

FAMILY DAY CARE IS THE PRIMARY SOUECE OF CHILD CARE FOR WORKING FAMILIES

Over 50 percent of children are cared for in a home setting including the mgjority
of infants and toddlers. Parents often prefer to have their younger children cared
for in & hotue as opposed to a more formal setting. The extraordinary high costs of
center based infant care further deters most families from seeking this option,

Average casts for child care are high.

Average child care costs

Infant (under 2 years)
Group or center: £3,000-85,000 per year.
Family day care: $1,800-$3,500 per year.
Child (3-5 years/
Group or center: $2,200-$2,200 per year.
Child (school age/)
$10-850 per week.
The cost of family day care is usually below that of center care. Fees in family
day care are more likely to be adjusted according to parents work schedules, further
ucing the cost. Because of the cost differential, family day care is the major
source of child care for hard working families. The National Day Care Home Study
revealed that the average annual income of parents using family day care was
$12,000 to $15,000. A survey of CCFP conducted last year by the west State
Child Nutrition Directors and Child Care Food Program Coordinators found that 69
nt of the children enrolled in family day care and using the Child Care Food
am were from biue collar families. It also revealed that the availability of
CCFP funds has enabled many providers to remain in operation and to keep their
fees at an affordable level. The accessibility of family day care has free may fami-
lies from low-income status.

FAMILY DAY CARE OFFERS THE MANY PARENTS WHO WORK ODD HOURS, FLEXIBILITY THAT
CENTERS CANNOT PROVIDE

An umbrella sponsor in Louisville, Kentucky highlights why such flexibility is im-
portant to working parents:

“Last year, 4-C sssisted a distraught parent in finding child care to fit her nurse's
training schedule. She was a single parent needing care beginning at 5:30 a.m. for 6-
week shifts which alternated with 6-week shifts scheduled from 12 noon to 8:00 p.m.
She stressed that she would have to drop out of nurse’s training if affordable child
care that could accommodate her schedule could not be found. A family day care
home under OCFP sponsorship was able to provide the flexible care she needed.
aodu_v. she is a registered nurse working at a locs! hospital, earning over $10.00 an

wr

“Family day care provides before and after sciicol care, ensuring thut children get
to and from school safely. These children have care avasilable when schools are
closed for holidays or bad weather. In Louisville, children attend half day kindergar-
ten sessions, either in the morning or afternoon. The family day care provider is
especially important to these families. She makes sure the children are picked up
and delivered by the school buses according to schedule. She also arranges to serve
lunches at different times to accommodate children leaving at 11:30. and arriving at
12807
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THE CHILD CARE FOCH PROGRAM HELPS FAMILY DAY CAKE PROVIDERS BECOME SELF-
SUFFICIENT TAX PAYING CTTIRENS.

Family day care providers, work usually by themselves, 12-14 hour days
fwdudrm&ﬁdaysamhﬁbhsmdm&wm
mmuyummmmmm”mn tof&mﬂydnym eamn

the minimum wage. These woemen, operating a which
utilizes their skills in caring for children. ltlsonlybammeoldlemthntmany
mmmnmmmmmwﬂmmmmmm
ulatory requirements in order to inthepngmmﬂefmv i
the food program, many family homes operated “underground
did not pay taxes or make social security contributions. Ironically, thesum

the food which helps women operate their business
an welfare helps them avoid such in their retirement years

earn vital social security credits if mmmm ngmone
family day care above ground is also to parents an increased
number ted providers also expand access for families seeking child care.
Information and referral cannot refer parents to family day care unless it

is licensed or registered. Finding family day care still continues to be difficult with
approximately 75 pementoltbemwmundemmmd

THE CHILD CARE FOOD PROGRAM HELPS TO IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF FAMILY DAY CARKE

Participation in the food is not only important because it insures that
child care is more available to families and that the women providing this care are
helped to move toward self-sufficiency but also because it means that children are
receiving better care. The Child Care Food Program helps to insure quality child
carebycarefully moni §a!l paniclpat:mbomestwowthreeumesperyesr
With increased numbers of women entering the family day care profession but
fewer dollars and less staff available to monitor day care homes, the visits made by
sponsors to the homes are an important way of assuring higher standards. In addi-
tion, CCFP has been largely responsible for upgrading the quality of care to chil-
dren by offering training and technical assistance to providers enrolled in the pro-
gram. This is particularly important in light of federal and state cutbacks in train-
ing funds for child care.

Training in early childhood education has been strongly associated with more
positive and stimulating behavior on the part of caregivers. The valuable contribu.
tion that the umbrella sponsors have made in improving family day care services is
well documented. The National Day Care Home S udy, a four year nationwide study
of urban fumily day care concluded that day care systems such 28 the ones spurred
by the food program should be promoted—a sentiment widely shared by the child
care community. 'l‘h:s study found:

“That day care ms play an important rule in promoting quality care for
maintaining desi enrollment levels, monitoring regulal compliance. training
caregivers, providing technical assistance . . . (further) the child benefits from im-
proved nutrition in programs subsidised under the CCFP and from the skilled care
of a training caregiver.”

THE CHILD CARE POOD PROGRAM HAS BEEN SUCCESSFUL IN INPROVING THE NUTRITION AL
STATUS OF CHILDREN AND FAMILY DAY CARE

A study commissioned by the Department of Agriculture and conducted by Abt
Associates in 1982 found that “the results indicate quite clearly that the OCFP is
meeting its goul of providing nutritious meals to children in day care”. The Family
Day (are Study conducted by the Northeast State Directors concluded that the pri-
wmary goal of the program is to provide nutritious meals and snacks to children in
day care, has been schieved in “a dramatic and successful manner’”.

Parents alvo benefit from the success of the program in meeting its goals av a
child's eating patterns in day care often carry over to his/her home life.

The dollars from the Child (are Food Program that are utilirved in family day
cure represent a8 sound investment. They help lower-income women to run a small
business in their ownt homes without necessitating the costs or setting up large fa-
cddities to eare for children Finally and most importantly, they help women to find
and afford care so that they cun work while their children are cared for in a sup-
portive, family like setting
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A MEANS TEST WOULD HAVE EXTREMELY NEGATIVE CONBEQUENCES FOR FAMILY DAY
CARE AS IT WOULD PORCE MOST PFROVIDERS OUT OF THE SYSTEM

Nancy Van Domelen, an umbrella sponsor, testifying before the Subcommittee on
Nc:‘t‘r.iltion highlighted the administrative problems that a means test would
entail:
Paperwork problems

Income eligibility criteria will require income certification documentation from
76,700 families annually. This process increased dromatically the level of
for sponsors. Senate Bill 1994 makes no provision for increased administrative fund-
ing to cover this cost.

Recruitment problems

Provider turnover maadates the replacement of homes to maintain the needed
participation level required for a viable sponsorship. Since most rrwiders have chil-
dren fmnabmdcmmimdmimkﬂadgmm t will be very diffi-
cult to target potential recruitment areas. Also, it was proven from 1976 to 1980,
when income eligibility was required for family care providers on the OCFP,
that providers receiving low reymbursements would not participate in a program
which mandated higherfmdcoﬂsandﬂwndidmtmchsewmrinsﬂme
costs.

Confidentialsty problems

Confidentiality of parent income information is an extremely sensitive issue in an
informal family day care home setting in which the provider and parents often are
friends and live in the same neighborhood. Sponsors participating in the OCFP
before May 1980 when income eligibility was a part of the program reported that
two major factors limited program participation:

Low reimbursement to the .

Provider reluctance to gather income eligibility documentation fra parents.
Iiscrimination problems

The most devastating effect of income eligibility criteria would be in the possible
discrimination to which a provider would be forced in order to maintain a high
enough reimbursement to cover even a portion of her food costs. At a time when t
demand from parents of all socio-economic levels is increasing for famil& day care,
particularly infant and toddler care, providers would be compelled to shift their day
care slots to low-income children in ovder to obtain the subsidy they so desperately
need in their low-paying profession.

An area means test such as the one proposed by the President's Commission on
Hunger would not alleviate these problems. It would neither be applicable in rural
areas nor smaller or middle size cities which are more likely to have census tracts
which include mixed socio-economic populations.

The Child Care Food Program nmmmmfedamlmmofmppon for
fumily day care since the bulk of the funds targeted to child care under the Title
XX Social Services Block Grant are utilised for center care. The $50 million
that might be saved by the implementation of a means would be a very high
price to pay Kiven the negative consequences which would ensue for families, chil-
dren. and low-income providers,

When we look at the value of this $50 million to these families and their children,
we must also look at other chaices we have as & country in terms of nding and
revenue raising. Title 11 of The Children's Survival Bill includes a number of provi-
sions which if passed would more than compensate for the very small amount of
support that the federal government offers to family day care. For example:

e liquor tax of $10 50 per gallon has not been changed since 1951, Doubling it
to $21 would raise an estimated $3.5 billion in FY 1985,

A ten percent excise tax on the sale of all recreational boats would generate an
estimate $100 million in revenue.

If the armed forces were required to send low-priority messages by mail rather
than teletype. we could suve an estimated $20 million

The overall federal commitment to child care is extremely limited in contrast to
the enormous need for support to working families and their children. Growing
public interest is now focusing on the gap between the need for child care and the
supply After holding a series of hearings on children and family issues across the
country. the Select Committee on Children, Youth, and Families made a bi-partissn
dexcinion to take an in-depth-look at the child care dilemma faced by Amverican fami-
fess. It would be counter-productive and shurt-sighted given the tremenduits gap in
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child care services to cut back a single federal dollar targeted to child care at a time
when it is most unlikely that new initiatives will be put in place.

STATEMENT of Eowarp M. Coonxy, Foon RERRARCH AND ACTION CeNTER, ON BEHALF
oF THE STEERING CoMMITTER oF THE Criso NuTRimion Fortm

Mr. Chairman: [ would like to thank you and Senator Huddleston for the opportu-
nity for ;pmrinimm this committee. | would like to take a8 moment to give you
a sense of the goals of the Child Nutrition Forum.

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The Child Nutrition Forum provides a platform from which organizations with
widely divergent purposes and interests can express in a unified voice their support
for efgecu‘ve and tely funded federsl nutrition programs for children.

Specifically, the Forum embraces the chief objectives of the National School
Lunch Act of 1946 and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966. These are “to safeguard the
health and well-being of the Nation's children, and to encourage the domestic con-
sumption” of nutritious agricultural foods.

The Forum believes that these objectives will be achieved through adequate fund-
ingfortheprugmmmmorimdbythmtwolammdopmanyattemptw
reduce federal support for them.

The Forum maintains no membership list, rigid governing structure or list of ob-
jectives beyond thoee expressed above. A I and informal steering committee
composed of representatives from the religious community, agricultural producers,
abor, education, the health professions, food service officials, state afd local

1overnment, and consumer and advafacy groups, meets larly to share informa-
-ion about national child nutrition policy developments. From time to time, it will
recommend that organizations join with the Forum to operate as a coalition in en-
dorsing a position or statement that reflects this statement of purpose.

I would like to share with you some ideas recommended by the steering commit-
tee und contained in 8. 1913 which we believe will strengthen child nutrition pro-
Krums.

Schaod Breakfast Program

We understand that one of the provisions the Committee is considering is the ad-
dition of 3% million dollars for the purpose of providing a meat-meat alternate com-
ponent in the schoul breskfast am thereby allowing for the improvement of
the nutritionsl quality of the wmrbmkfut meal pattern. This could be accom-
phished by adding 6 cents to each breaskfast reimbursement.

We heartily endorse this provision for a number of reasons:

11 A recent nationwide study shows that the nutritional quality of school break-
fasts can be im . Let me give you a little background. In 1974 the Senate
passed 1 resolution, commonly referred to as Senate Resolution 90, which asked a
number of questions about the impact of aschool meals on children and their fami-
lies A number of studies were inttiated in response to this resolution, but one of
them specifically looked ut the nutritional impacts of the School Lunch, Breakfast,
and Special Ml'{ Pragrams. It is called the National Evaluation of School Nutrition
Programs, and was completed in Apeil 1983,

This study reported two major findings concerning the School Breakfast Program
First, the program was shown to increase the likelihood that children will eat
breskfast As the study points out, this is & major nutritional benefit in that chil-
dren who ent o breskfost are substantially better nourished than those who skip
breakfust Projections made from this study's data show that over 600,000 students
who currently skip breakfust would eat it if the program were availuble in their
s¢hoals

Sevond, the school breakfast is superior in cafcium and magnesium levels to
breunfants children eat clsewhere, but contains less vitamin B6, vitamin A and iron
Jnterestingly enough, however, over a 24-hour period the intake of theve nutrients
s simibiar for school breakfast participants and those who ent breakfast elsewhere.
Therr intake v made up during the remainder of the day ) Since vitamin A, vitamin
Bt wnd iron are nutrients for which large proportions of children do not obtain their
Recommended Dictary Allowances tas pointed out in USDA's National Evaluation?,
1 mutkes sense to smprove the nutritional quality of the Breakfust Program in such
a way that the consumption of these nutrients is increased; and the breakfast eaten
At school ss closer in nutnitional quality to breskfasts eaten at home,
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In fact, the National Evaluation final re recommends that “the School Break-
fast meal pattern should be examined and improved.”” It was suprising to all of us
when USDA's original response to this recommendation was to terminating
School Breakfust as a categorial program and placing it in a bloc! t with re-
duced funds. Obviously this legisiative recommenda conflicts with the findings

of the report.

The National Evaluation resuits do not tell us which foods made the nutritional
difference between the school breakfasts and those caten elsewhere. However, it is
likely that it was the meat/meat alternate. First, bacause the School Breaekfast meal
pattern does not require the service of a meat/meat alternate. It does reg:;:d
cereal or bread product; juice, fruit, or vegotable; and one helf pint of milk. 2
because cheese and are good sources of vitamin A, and meat, poultry, fish, and
peanut butter are sources of iron and vitamin B6. The addition of these meat-
meat alternates to the meal would improve the nutritional quality of school break-
fasts. «

Pa l’nrticigmkm in the Breakfast Program by students and schools will probably
increase with this provision because it will incrense the variety and appeal of the
Breakfast Program and will increase reimbursements to schools. This increase in
participation bf' students and schovls is very important, especially considering two
of the National Evaluation's findings: that the preser.ce of a School Breakfast Pro-
gram increases the chances that children will eat breakfast, and that the Program
is found predominantly in schools located in low income areas and serves primarily
i:oor children. In fact, 84 percent of the children whe grticipate in the Breakfast

‘rogram ore from families eligible for free meals, and 89 percent from families eli-
gible for free or reduced price meals.

1) Breakfast is a very important meal for children, as you all know well a:‘gar-
ents and as legislators on the Senate iculture Committee. We have two kinds of
evidence to show that this is the case. First are the studies of the im of break-
fast, or the luck of it, on children’s learning ability. Dr. Ernesto Pollitt in a 1978
review of the literature on the impact of school feeding programs on education sums
up the evidence on breakfast as follows:

“The studies that focused on the short-term effects of hunger or morning feeding
suggest that the provision of breakfast may both benefit the student emotionally
and enhance his/her capacity to work on school-type tasks.”

A recent cavefully contml{ed study by Dr. Pollitt (1951) of the impact of skipping
break{ast on thirty-four well-nouv'is{ledv nine and 10 year olds showed an adverse
effect on the nccuracy of responses on problem-solving.

The secund kind of evidence s what we call . and that is the reports of
superintendents, principals, school nurses, and teachers. They tell us again and
aain, each time a new breakfast program starts, how children’s reading scores in-
cteases, how relationship between students of different ages improve in the morn
ing. how students have less stomachaches, and how much better children pay stten-
tion 10 chass Farlier this year | was in West Virginia and was told by a long-time
school principal that starting a Breakfast Program in her school had more positive
effects than any other one thing she had accomplished. We should remember, as |
wits remined during my West Virginia trip, that there are many children to whom
the breakfast provided at school is essential, and that this is true now more than
ever with continuing higrh employment in stotes like West Virginia.

Chidd Care Fousd Program

Anather program upon which may low income families depend is the Child Care
Food Program (CCFP? for preschool children in family dsy care homes and day care
centers Unfortunately children who stay at a day care center all day only may e
cerve twa meals and one snack because of cuts made in federal support for the Child
Care Food Program We understand that one of the provisions you are considering
would add i et unu a shack ek to the Child Care Food Program, and we unge
vou ta adopt st Lot me tell vou why

First. the nutnttonsl evidener Before the changes occurred in the number of
meanls that could be served. USDA carried out un evalustion of the nutritional
impact of CCFP through Abt Associates in Massschusetts, which showed highly
positive effects In Lt their report stated

“The differences hetween participating and nonpartic.pating day care cente - (i
et quaslite] are striking For every megsure examined. participating centers have
statistically siganficantly higher levels of meal quality :Kﬁn nonparticipating cen-
ter~ Equally striking s the findings thut participating family day care homes also
serve meats of superior patritional quality, and that these meals generally contatin
toewds of hiher quabsty and varety ttum thost served by non-participating centers ™
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‘To be more specific, day care facilities *hat participated in OCFP provided a
higher rtion of the Necommended Dietary Allowances than non-participati
center. superior food ion, handling, and sanitation techniques, se
signxﬂgantl{ more food rich in vitamin A and C and iron, served fruits, w
and juices 129 percent more often, wholemg:n ucts 50 percent more . and
mitk more frequently at snacks and Iu . also served significantly fewer
concentrated sweets and sweet dessert foods and caregivérs who talked more
often to children about nutrition end encou children to try new foods.

The results of this report are corroborated and elaborated upon by a survey of
OCFP sponsors in the Northeast region carried out by the Connecticut Department
of Education, which will diso be referred to in today’s testimony before this commit-
tee by the Children's Defense Fund. The survey found that the quality and quanti-
ties of foods served in day care homes improved with their participation in CCFP,
because of the funding for food and because of an increase in the availability of good
nutrition information that comes with the . As the New England state di-
rectors point out in their survey repost, “This knowledge becomes twice as impor-
tani when you realize that the imformation is often passed on to the parents of the
children because of the close relationship and contact that is possible in family day
cars '

They also L).oint out anotheg benefit of OCFP in their report:

“The availability of CCFP funds has enabled many iders to remuin in oper-
ation and to keep their fees st an affordable level. accessibility of affordable
da{ care has freed many families from low income status.”

his is not surprising when one considers e make-up of the parents using the
day care homes participating in CCFP in the Northeast region—69 purcent held
bluecollar or unskilled jobs and 40 percent represented one-parent families.

The impact of the cuts in the number of meals from three to two and number of
snacks from two to one have been quite negative, as evidenced by reports coming in

from 'd the country.

Ir . y 1983 the California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation surveyed 64
chit- . ‘nsors (representing over 9,354 children) in ten San Francisco Bay Ares
coun der to measure the longer-term imﬁd of FY 1982 cuts In
their Jr ... - J re “Cutting Costs in the Child Nutrition Programs: v Longer

Range Impact of Federal Budget Cuts and How Programs are Coping,” the founds-
tion stated that forty-one percent of the surveyed day care ms have been
forved to substantially reduce the number of mesls served to the children they care
for Another ¥ percent have turned to deficit spending rather than cutting back on
the meals they serve. This means borrowing from educational muterials funds, stufV
salary funds. etc.. to make ends meet; resulting in less service available to the chil
dren averall and an overworked staff Finally. thirty-four percent have significar<'v
cut back on the variety and cuality of foods served.

The Hunger Watch US A. report releassed by Bread for the World last year re
ports the local effects of bu cuts in federal food assistance programs as catalo

ed by their members in different parts of the country. They report fewer meals

ing served te children. because of decreased federal support, in Wake County,
North Carolina; Jamestown, North Dskots, Albuguerque, New Mexico, Topeka.
Kansas, LaCrosse, Wisconsin: Charlottesville, Virginia; Springfield. Vermont; and
Nashville. Tennessee.

Last January, the Children’s Defense Fund in collaboration with the Association
of Junior Leagues launched Child Watch in over 10 communities nationwide to
monitor the impact of federal budget cuts on needy children and families. In Massa
chusetts, the Child Wetch group found that ms across the slate had to curtad
the amount and variety of food served. The Minnesota group reported that the qual
ity and expertise of cooks and staff had to be reduced. worn-out equipment could not
b replaced. and deficits were faced In Maryland meny centers reported n decreass
i the variety of meals served and the number of meals and snacks provided

These changes are occurring at the same time that ﬁ.menta are depending more

nd more . day cure facilities to help them stay on the job and ensure nutritious
meals for ther children in spite of smaller home food bu . These cuts are also
aceerring at the same time as other cuts have made day care programs harder to
mauntain - reductions in Title XX, CETA, and compensated &ild Care costs in
AFIX All three of these ams have ided a great desl of support for child
care for low income working families in the past. The Children’s Defenbe Fun.d hi
relensed u report titled Children and Federsl Child Care Cuts, which surveys the
smpact of federal Titie XX cuts on state child care systems They found that reduc
tions tn Title XX funding have trigzered cuts in state child are systems throughout
the cauntry. including such prastices s making fewer low-income working families
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elynble for Tithe XX Child Care, increasing fees for child care, reducing funds for
traininy chidd core workers, lowering child care standards. and cutting back on
staff. Obviously the states would be hard put to make up for meals kst when they
cannot even pay for staff Finally, these cuts are happening in the fuce of an ever
increasing need for child care Almost 36 percent of mothers with children under
three are in the labor force, and almost 57 percent of mothers with children ages
three to five are working

It should be remembered thut many of these mothers work long hours, and two
measts and g snack sre not enough food for thetr children during thetr working day.
As anyone who has lived with preschoolers knows. they eat a number of smull
menls during the day In fact, nutritionists and health professionals recommend
smusll frequent feedings for this age group in order to ensure that their nutritional
needs are met. Becouse of their short attention span, increased exploratory activity,
high level of physical activity, and susceptibility to illnesses, small. frequent feed-
gk sre essential for ; reschoolers For all these reasons, it would be reasonable and
wise soctal and hesltn policy to retnstate the provision to thewe children of the
amount of food they require over a long day in child care  three meals and two
snacks  as they were provided previous to fiscal year 1952

Scbumd fuach and nutritton education

We also suppurt additional funding for the Nitional School Lunch and NET Pro-
grams In the fall of 1982, FRAC issued o report titled “The Impact of Child Nutr:.
tion Budget Cuts: A Look At the States and Selected School Districts © We asked
state and loviedl school food officials what the principas! reason was for children drop-
g out of the school meals programs A significant number of officials indicated
that Jegislative changes lowering eligibility and raising prices for lunches and
breaktasts were leading factors in fewer children being able to participate in school
nutrition programs Therefore we urge the committee to raise the eligibility for re-
duced price lunch from ING to 1959 and lower the student charge for school lunch
trosm U0 cents to 20 cents and the charge for school breskinst from 38 cents to 15
cents

The Admunietration has pointed out that more than 707 of the benefits in § 1413
would go to ftamnshes with meomes over 1309 of the poverty ine [t failed to point
aut that approximastely 700 RO of the benefits would go to famshies with incomes
telow 15077 of the poverty hine The bibl s intentonally targeted to benefit the
worksme poar, and properly so According to the Amercan School Food Serviee Asso
chsfian, liw budget cuts enacted us part of the Omnibus Reconcibation Act of 1981
have dramatwalby pxduced participation in the reduced price lunch cdegory The
following vhart represents some exgmples The chart is not meant to represent o
~Gitst ety saund natemnal ssmple, but the examples are instractive
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principles of nutrition education. Thus, as Katherine L. , Past President of
the Society for Nutrition Education said in testimony before Subcommittee on
Nutrition of the Senate Agriculture Committee (February 1982):

“The NET Program not only teaches the co of food ss it relates to nutrition,
but actually puts these axnceﬁ into ice in Junchroom.”

Also, it should be noted t evaluations of the NET program by USDA have
fwndthatﬁwmnminﬁwmiaamlNebmskademandg.itemﬁvem
gram effects on student nutrition knowledge (USDA, May, 1982). Our recommenda-
tion is to add $3 million to the current $5 million authorization level of NET so that
$8 million can be made available to states.

There are several areas of disagreement and concern over the Administration ai-
tempts to cut or terminate child autrition programs. 1 would like to share these con-
cerns with the Committee.

The President s private sector survey on cost control (Grace Commission)

The Grace Commission recommended that School Lunch, School Breakfast, Child
Care Food and Summer Food Service benefits be included as income when “deter-
mining food stamp eligibility and entitlement values”. We oppose this recommenda-
tion beceuse:

Currently these (in-kind) food and nutrition benefits are not counted as income for
pu;ﬁses the FSP,

FSP is not designed to meet all of a households’ food needs; it i a supplemen.
tal assistance program. For manr low income households, these in-kind benefits are
essential if they are to obtain all of the food that is needed to obtain a good diet. A
recent USDA study shows, for example, that school lunches for low income families
do not replace other food, but mercly supplement it.

It would be administratively difficult to count such in-kind benefits as income be-
cause assigning a dollar value to these benefits is difficult, if not impossible. In its
report on the 1977 Food Stamp Act, the House Agriculture Committee reported that
state food stamp administrators were “virtually unanimous in recommending that
in-kind benefits not be counted us income. . . . . {Such a proposal] would create an
administrative nightmare.”

Families whose religious beliefs require that they send food from home, children
with allergies that cannot be accommadated by the school lunch program, and chil.
dren who sre home sick from school would be penalized by these recommendations
because their families would be deprived of food stamp benefits.

The Survey’s propesal is similar to that proposed by the Reagan Administration.
The Rengan proposal would have cut a family's food stamp benefits by about $10-
$11 & month for every child in the family eligible far free school lunches. The
Survey ! would cut benefits about S'K—SH a month io- every child eligible for
free school Junches

The an proposal was defeated 14-3 in the Senate Agriculture Committee,
with a solid magority of both Republicans and Democrats opposing it.

The proposal was rejected because it would take food away from many of the
pourest families in the muntrﬁ. Analysis done by the Reagan Administration’s own
appointees in USDA showed that 3% of all families with gross incomes below H0%
or the poverty hne the poorest of the poor—would lose benefits under this propos
u}

Congress has long recognized the complementary relationship between the food
stamp and the other food assistance programs. The fact that more than one pro
pram exists s no accident. Food stamp benefits have never provided nutritionally
sdequate diets, and Co has fong recogxized the value of food programs for
groups acknowledged to be specislly vulnerable the elderly, the growing child, the
pregnant or nursing mother Proposals such as this have long-term heaith and nu.
tritional implications, and should not be curelessly adopted to meet arbitrary cost
cutring gouls

The Prescdent's Task Furce on Foexl Assistance

The mujor recommendation of the Tusk Force is that all of the Federal food pro
xrams be consolidated in a block grant to the states States could chouse how to
spend the food assistance funds. and uniform national eligibility standards and ben
efit levels would be eliminated

We appase this recommendation because

Contrary to Task Force assertions. the block grunt would be unable to respond
rupidly to changing economic circumstances within a state, and states would not be
guarantecd adequate federal funds to meet the nutritional needs of their residents

Pust experience with the Food Stamp Progrum ard present experience with the
AVDC program demonstrate that extensive state flexibithty mvariably results s
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rious gaps 1n covernge and resuitant hardship for the poor. Without national entitle-
ment status for federal food assistance, geography, rather than need, could deter-
mine nutritional status.

No witnesses at any of the public hearings requested or suggested that federal re-
sponsibility for food assistance be turned over to the states. This recommendation
has been opposed by the National Governors Association, the National Association
of Counties. and the U.S. Conference of Mayors as well as over forty national orga-
nizations. Three Task Force members voted against this recommendation.

Food program block grants have been repeatedly rejected by both houses of Con-
gress.

We also oppose the Administration’s block grant for the Child Care Food and
Summer Food Programs because:

CCFP was cut 30% or $130 million in F.Y. 1982, SFSPC was cut 40% or $30 mil-
lion in F.Y, 1982,

The administration’s block grant would allow current services funding for these-
programs but eliminate the federal features of entitlement status and automatic in-
creases jn reimbursement for rises in the price of food. The Congressional Budget
Office estimates that elimination of these features would reduce funding by 20% or
$80 million by F.Y. 1987.

Both CCFP and SFSPC have national nutritional standards for children. We as a
nation should be concerned about the nutritional status of alt children. A ghild's
nutritional status should not be dependent upon the adequacy of the tax base of the
state in which he or she happens to reside.

The adminwsstration's fiscal year 1985 cuts

I have previously addressed several of the Administration’s F.Y. 85 budget cuts
but one area of particular concern is the US. Department of Agriculture’s proposal
to withdraw from the administration of child nutrition programs. Prior to October
1, 1980 any state agency which did not choose to administer a child nutrition pro-
gram cvuld “turnbeck” the administration of the program to USDA, which by law.
wus required to accept the administration of the program, thereby insuring the ben-
efits would be received by program participants in the States. Several state agencies
did turnback program administration in OCFP. SFSPC and the Special Milk Pro
gram (SMP) Several States have state laws or policies which either prohibit or dis-
cournge the State Educational Agency from admmistering non-school programs or
programs for private schools. Therefore, these States wanted USDA w0 administer
these | - wrams. Subsequent to October 1, 1980 some of the States decided to accept
the ad  -tistration of the nonschool programs and assign them to an Alternate
State Agency. an agency separate from the State Department of Education. Howev-
er. USDA still administers the Child Care Food Program in nine (91 states (Colorado,
Hawaii, Missouri, Nebraska, New York, Oregun, Teanessee, Virginia, and Washing
ton' und the Summer Food Service Program for Children in 17 states (Alaska, Cali-
fornia. Georgin, Hawsii. Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska. New
York. North Dakota. Oregon, South Caroling, Tennessee, Virginiu, Washington and
Wyoming' If USDA is able to get Congressional approval for withdrawing from ad-
ministering these programs, program participants will have to rely on States 1o
hamee thetr constitutions, statutes and or policies and sccept the administration of
these programs or fuce mass child nutrition program termination Currently.
%7514 theusand chitdren participate in COCFP an the 9 states cited nbove and
v thousand children particpate i the SFSPC i the 17 states cited above
Hlenane seer Chart 1 the appendix

This propmit will also have an advense effect an private schools and astitutions
which prrtierpite i the Nationnl School Lunch Special Mtk and the Residential
Cindd Care Institution programs Chart 1o the appendix indicates which states
hive consUtutonal profibetions or luws or pohicies which inhibit or preclude using
st tesaurces far privite schoots Chart 11 provides datic on how many studernts
and institations coudd be dropged from thas program
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school

hand, students from wealth &miliesiumimmiﬁu
spbligqchoolsremninqud'nedtomimac lunch benefits. This i# unfair and
imerimi ,

In 1981 the Administration and the Congress took actions to reduce Federal
e:pemﬁtumintheamofchﬂdnutﬁﬁmhninnmmwhidtmldmﬁdu
mmmth?m?ambn{ﬁml?;ﬂhmdmg%m
targeted amily income. This resu in proportiona gres uctions
subsidies'zr "fullypaid" or “reduced * lunches rather than the “free” lunches

5

which have been historically ided to the poor. If such reductions are necessary,
we consider this a reasonable a h. It would impact on higher income families
without regard to where they to send their children to school. Such an ap-

th retains the princi of fairness and equity which have guided this program

or so many years. On other hand, by targeting private institutions, a public

school bias is built into this program which is contrary to what both the Adminis-

tration and Congress state as their intent, and which arbitrarily disqualifies lower

income nonpublic school students from parsticipation. Consequently, we urgently re-
uest that the tuition limitation provision be eliminated from the National School
anch and Child Nutrition Acts.
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Finally. we are very concerned over a proposal by the Department of iculture
in its 1985 to eliminate the Department’s authoriy to administer the school
lunch and child nutrition in private schools in s.ates which are prohibited

bz law from doing so. If the rtment discontinues adnu. vistering these wos"rmns
175,140 chikdren, at a minimum, in 684 private schools could abruptly be excluded
from participation. We urge you to take necessary action to prevent the Department
from eliminating its responsibility for children attending private schools in those
ell‘c;:n states which are prohibited by law from administering these programs for
t .

Mr. Chairman, we respectfully request that this letter be entered into the record
of hearings on child nutrition which are being held by this Committee.

Thank you for your concern and consideration.

Sincerely.
Rev. THoMAs (i. GALLAGHER,
Secretary for Education.

1558
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98t CONURESS
IS8T SENSION ° 19 1 3

To provide for improvements in the school Junch and cerwain other child nutrition
programs.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

SErTEMBER 30 (legislative day, SEFTEMBER 26), 1983

Mr Hovpreston dor himself and Mr. Cocuzan, Mr. Boggn, Mr. ANDREWS,
Mr Eacrevos, Mr Hovrinas, and Mr. PrYoR) introduced the following
tll. which was read twice and referred to the (‘ommittee on Agriculture,
Nutrition, and Forestry

A BILL

To provide for improvements in the school lunch and certain

other child nutrition programs.
i Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
9 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That the National School Lunch Aet is amended by -

$ (1) in subsection (¢) of section 6
e (A) mserting (1) after the subsection desig:
t nation; and
1 (B) adding at the end thereofl s new para.
N graph (2) s follows:

Q e
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2
“(2) Each fiscal year, the Secretary shall make

available to the States for the transportation and stor-

rge

of commodities donated under this section an

amount equal to 3 percent of the value of such food.

The

States may not charge recipient agencies for the

distribution of such commodities an amount that is in
excess of the State’s direct cost of transporting and
storing such commodities for recipient agencies minus
the amount provided by the Secretary to the States
under this subsection.”;

LR )

(2) in section 9(b)—

(A) in the second sentence of paragraph
(1XA), striking out “For the school years ending
June 30, 1982, and June 30, 1983, the' and in-
serting in lieu thereof “The";

(B) striking out the third sentence of pars-
graph (1XA);

(C) adding at the end of paragraph (2XC) a
new sentence as follows: “The requirement im-
posed on local school food authorities in the pre-
ceding sentence shall not take effect until the pilot
study uader sm;tinn 803(c) of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1981 is completed and ana-
Ivzed and a report of the Department of Agricul-

ture's findings from the study is submitted to the

190



3
1 Committee on Agriculture of the House of Repre-
2 sentatives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
3 trition, and Forestry of the Senate.”: and
4 (D) striking out the last sentence of para-
5 graph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof a new sen-
6 tence as follows:

17 “Income that is used for unusually high medical ex-
8 penses that cannot be reasonably anticipated or con-
9 trolled by the household shall be excluded when deter-
10 muning eligibility for free or reduced-price meals.”;

it (3) in section 11(a}2)—

12 (A) striking out ‘40 cents” and inserting in
13 lieu thereof “25 cents’’; and

14 (B) adding at the end thereof a new sentence
15 as follows: “The price charged for a reduced-price
16 lunch shall not exceed 25 cents.”;

17 (4) in section 11(), striking out “section HbX3)"
I8 and inserting in lieu thereof “section 11(aX2)";

149 (5) in section 12(dX5), striking out **, except pn-
20 va . hools whose average yearly tuition exceeds
21 $1.500 per child”; and

s (6) in section 17(IX2XB), striking out “two meals
23 and one supplement’ and inserting in lieu thereof
24 “three meais and two supplements”.

%1913 18
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4 :
2. The Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended

(1) in section 3(a)—

(A) adding after the first sentence a new sen-
tence as follows: ‘“Notwithstanding the preceding
sentence, the special milk program shall be avail-
able to all children in kindergarten program oper-
ating through nonprofit schools.”; and

(R) striking out the last sentence;

(2) in section 4(bX1}B)—

(A) amending the secord sentence to read as
follows: “The national average payment for each |
reduced-price breakfast shall be 15 cents less than
the national average payment for each free break-
fast, adjusted to the nearest one-fourth cent.”;
and

(R) adding at the end thereof a new sentence
as follows: “Notwithstanding the preceding sen-
tences, an additional 6 cents shall he provided for
each Lreakfast served under this Act and section
17 of the National School Lunch Act, to be used
to improve the nutricnt content of breakfasts.”’;

(3 in section HBHINC), striking out 30 cents”

and inserting in lieu thereof 15 cents’’;

S 19E N

(4) in section 4(bX2XB)- -
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b

1 (A) inserting after :mh free breakfast shall

2 be” “G)"";

3 (B)su'ikingt;m"(i)"mdhmﬁnginlieu
4 theveof “(D""

5 (©t g out “G)” and inserting in lieu

6 thereof “(II)”"* and

7 (D) inserting before the period st the ead

8 thereof 8 comms and a new clause as follows:

9 *(i) plus an additional 6 cents for each
10 breakfast served under this Act and section
11 17 of the National School Lunch Aect, to be
12 used to improve the nutrient content of
13 breakfasts’’;

14 {5) in section 4(NINC), sriking out “thirty
15 cents’ and inserting in lieu thereof *15 cents™;

16 (6) in section 15(cXA), striking out *, except pri-
17 vate schools whose average yearly tuition exceeds

4 18 $1,500 per child”; and

19 (7) in section 19()—

20 (A) striking out the subsection designation
21 “)"” and inserting in lieu thereof “()";

22 (B) striking out paragruph (1);

23 (C) redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) as
24 paragraphs (1) and (2), réspectively; and

81913 I8
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6
1 (D) amending paragraph (1), as redesignated,
2 by —
8 () striking out “For the fiscal year
4 ending September 30, 1980, and for esch
5 fiscal year ending on or before September
8 30, 1984, there” and inser.ing in lieu thereof
7 “There”; and
8 Gi) striking out “f 15,000,000 for fiscal
9 year 1981, and not inore then $5,000,000
10 for each subsequent’ an inserting in lieu
1 thereof “$8,000,00) for 2ach’.
12 Skc. 8. (a) The Secretary of Agricalture shall issue such
13 regulations as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of
14 this Aect. -

15 (b) All amendments made by this Act shall become ef-
16 fective upon enactment, except for the amendment made by
17 section 1(2XD), which shall be implemented no later than
18 July 1, 1984.

S 1913 18
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Orwice or THE SECRETARY,
Washington, DC, July 2. 1984
Hon. Jessx HrLms,

G&am Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry, U.S. Senate, Washing-
DeAR M&. Ci1aimman: This is in response to your letter requesting a report on 8.
lqt&“rowwﬁg'brimmwmthemwmmouwrd:ﬂdnu-

to the neediest schoolchildren. As the Congress the Administration work togeth-
er to reduce deficits, wo cannot ¢ the use of scarce Federal resources
! auﬁuumm

to finance the su tax ' costs

by §186 million Fiocas Yoor 1 %, ar by §1 billion over Fiacal Years 165-1%69
mpmmmm Wag&ﬁm more detail.

S. 1913 increases i for byl&cents.'l‘hisseslofa

1981 reform expands benefits to children families of four with annual income

up to $IN.315. These students already receive a 92cent subsidy for each lunch

served. This in no benefits to the needlest recipients and
would cost $7 t_uillioninmw%arm

Ihehu-hommmmemaﬁdd{nbysmu-awmim the
nutritional of the meal. The hike Mwﬁdq;;“:nu
meals, including served to ncome students. This provision 8 unneces-
sary. Schools are already to go beyond the minimum meal pattern. The
m'ldmmtlhutboth h“;ne vailabie.'l‘h.isp:'ovﬁo:d Id o uz'"ild

ildren y w a wotld require mil-
lion in Federnl funds in Fiscal Year 1985,

The provision subsidiring & third meal and second snack under the OCFP would
provide additional assistance to middle-income families and abrognte all family in-
volvement in ring meals for their children. These extra fes would cost
$25 million in Fiscal Year 1985.

As a result of a 1981 reform, the SMP operates only in schools which do not par-
ticipate in another child nutrition program. 8. 1913 ta kindergartens in
schools with a lunch or breakfast program to receive subeidies ss well. Since
the achool programs serve milk as of their meals and since such meals may be
made available to kindergarten children, the Department sees no need to permit du-
Fidy level for thewe Kindernttena: Thio provision: weusd wost $16 soilion 1 Fioee
sidy or t i jon would cost m in Fi
Year 1985, almost doubling the size of the SMP.

States currently receive $44 million in State Administrative Expense funds to op-
erate the child nutrition programs. The Department believes that these funds pro-
vide more than adequate assistance to States for storing and distributing commod-
ities donated under the National School Lunch Act. The 8. 1913 provision creating
glditgmyal S:g:;, administrative funding for this purpose would cost $15 million in

iscal Year 1985

The bill establishes a deduction for high medical expenses for purposes of deter-
mining income eligibility for free and reduced price meals. This provision compli-
cates the application and verification process as well a8 increases the potential for
error. It rescinds. in part, the reforms enacted in 1981 which eliminated special de-
ductions for high medical and housing costs in favor of incressing the eligibility
m@lines for free school meals. The provision would cost $6 million in Year
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S. 1913 reverses a 1981 reform by permitting all private schools, regardless of the
tevel of tuition charged. to receive Federal meal subsidies. The Department main-
tains that families who are able to pay costly private school tuitions should be able
1o finance their children's school meals without hardship. Subwidizing these well-off
fumilies would cost $6 million in Fiscal Year 1985,

The bill increases NET Program funding to $8 million The purpose of the NET
Program has been to provide an initial Federal investment in nutrition educution
and iay a foundation on which States and localities could build. States have now
developed sound nutrition education currricula and these micro grants are no
longer required. This provision would increase costs by $3 million annually,

S. 1913 delays the requirement to verify the income of a sample of those receiving
free and reduced price meals until the verification pilot study is completed. This
provision is no longer relevant. The pilot study report has been issued and schools
and institutions have already implemented the verification requirement.

The bill terminates the link between income eligibility standards for free school
meals and food stamps. Currently, both are set at 130 percent of gross income. Abol-
ishing this link increases the administrative burden and expense for'local officials
who otherwise would be able to take advantage of the identical standards to expe-
dite the processing of free meal applications and to verify eligibility with food stamp
offices.

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is no objection to the
presentation of this report, and that enactment of S. 1913 would not be consistent
with the Administration's objectives.

Sincerely,
Ricwarp E. Lyng,
Acting Secretary.
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Ocroser 25 (legisiative day, OCTOBER 24), 1963

Mr. Herus introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred to
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

A BILL

To amend the National School Lunch Act to reinstate income
eligibility criteria for family or group day care home partici-
pants in the child care food program.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
3 That section 17(f) of the National School Lunch Act (42
4+ UL.S.C. 1766() is amended—

5 (1) in paragraph (2)—

6 (A) by striking out *“, other than family or

-1

group day care home sponsoring organizations,”

N in subparagraph (A); and
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2
(B) by striking out “, or to family or group
day care home sponsoring organizations under
paragraph (8) of this subsection,” in subparagraph
(B);
(2) by striking out paragraph (3); and
(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-

graph (3).
(@)
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