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CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS:
REAUTHORIZATION AND BUDGET ISSUES

THURSDAY, MAY 2, 1985

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

The subcommittee met, at 9:40 a.m., in room SR 328-A, Russell
Senate Office Building, Hon. Rudy Boschwitz presiding.

Present: Senators Helms, Hawkins, Boschwitz, Harkin, Dixon,
and Melcher.

Also present: Senators Wilson and Zorinsky.

STATEMENT OF HON. RUDY BOSCHWITZ, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
MINNESOTA

Senator Boscrwrtz. I am pleased to be chairing this Nutrition
Subcommittee hearing this morning. Although the Senate Agricul-
ture Committee has a full agenda this year, I feel it is important
that we fulfill our responsibilities to these programs that are due
to be reauthorized as well.

The child nutrition programs which must be reauthorized in-
cluce the WIC Programs, the Special Supplemental Summer Food
Program, the State Administrative Expense Program, the Commod-
ity Distribution Program, and the Nutrition Education and Train-
ing Program. We also have to spend some time today hearing testi-
mony, of some of the child nutrition programs that are permanent-
ly authorized, including School Lunch and the Child Care Food

rograms.

A hearing on child nutrition programs cannot ignore the budget
proposals which would make comprehensive changes in these pro-
grams as they are battling away over there on the floor. As a
member of the Senate Agriculture Committee, I joined the Nutri-
tion Subcommittee in 1983 purposely because of my interest and
concern about the issues of nutrition and hunger and the Federal
role in addressing those problems. I came to the Senate on the

romise of controlling the growth of Federal spending. We are
aced with the difficult task of restraining the growth of the Feder-
al budget so we can ensure that our children and grandchildren
are not left with a legacy of debt, while at the same time, we have
to ensure that thcse who are truly in need of Federal nutritional
assistance continue to-receive help.

Our first witness this morning is John Bode, Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Agriculture for the Food and Nutrition Service.
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Come on, John, sit over here if you will.

Then we will have two panels.

Ms. Gene White will be in the first panel. I believe she has been
here before, as well, if I am not mistaken; Mrs. Rita Hamman and
Dr. Louis Smith; and then the second panel consisting of Kevin
Kill, Patricia Rife, and Ed Cooney.

We are restrained by thr: rules of the Senate this morning. The
majority leader has stated that hearings shall not go beyond 2
hours after the Senate comes into session. I believe we are sup-
posed to come into session at 9:30 this morning. I do not see that
we are in session, however. Are we going in session?

In any case, we will conclude, &s a good discipline, the hearing by
11:30 in any event.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN BODE, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY, FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE, ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE BRALEY, DEPUTY
ADMINISTRATOR FOR SPECIAL NUTRITION PROGRAMS

Mr. Bope. Thank you, Senator Boschwitz.

It is good to be here. In light of our time constraints, 1 will be
pleased to summarize my statement.!

Senator Boscuwitz. Yes.

Mr. BopE. Thank you for the invitation to be here to discuss the
administration’s budget and legislative proposals for fiscal year
1986. We look forward to working with you in the coming months
as we undertake the necessary and challenging task of maintaining
vital services to the Nation’s less fortunate while restraining Fed-
eral spending so that our enormous deficit can be reduced.

I am accompanied by George Braley, our Deputy Administrator
for Special Nutrition Programs.

Before describing our proposals for fiscal year 1986, some com-
ments about our recent experiences are in order. During fiscal year
1984, the School Lunch Program provided more than 3.8 billion
lunches to students. Of these lunches, 49 percent were served to
nonneedy students, 6.5 percent were reduced price, and 44.5 per-
cent were served to free category students. The cash reimburse-
ment and commodity entitlement to schools was almost $3 billion.
In additicn, these schools received almost $440 million in bonus
commodities.

Senator BoscHwiTz. Pardon me.

Senator Hawkins, do you have an opening statement?

Senator Hawkins. I certainly do. I would like to submit it for the
record. I am conducting a hearing at 10 o’clock.2

Senator Boscuwitz. If you would like to make the opening state-
ment or submit it for the record, Mr. Bode has just started.

Senator Hawkins. I apologize for interrupting.

Senator BoscawiTz. We are pleased to have you.

1See p. 49 for the prepared statement of Mr Bode
2Gee p. 48 for the prepared statement of Senator Hawkins
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STATEMENT OF HON. FAULA HAWKINS, A U.3. SENATOR FROM
FLORIDA

Senator HAwWKINS. I want to thank you for holding this hearing.

Senator Boschwitz has a great reputation for bis interest in child
nutrition. I firmly believe that adequate child nutrition is a build-
ing block upon which a child’s development depends, and I will be
offering an amendment in the next few days to restore the School
Lunch Program to current services, and I hope all Senators will
read the testimony that your witnesses are going to deliver today
before they make their minds up on how they will vote on the res-
toration of that nutrition money.

I want to thank you very much for holding this hearing, Mr.
Chairman.

Senator Boscuwrrz. So, Mr. Bode, about half the students were
nonneedy and 44.5 percent were served free, 6.5 percent served
with a subsidy or reduced price rather, and the total cost is about
$3 billion.

Mr. Bope. Plus an additional $440 million worth of bonus com-
modities, Senator, and that is an area that we have expanded
greatly, where surplus commodities are made available to schools
in as great a quantity as they can use withou* waste.

In addition to these activities, the School Breakfast Program, the
Child Care Food Program, the Summer Food Service Program and
the Special Milk Program continue to operate at a high level. Total
Federal child nutrition funding in 1984 was $3.9 billion, not includ-
ing donationus of bonus commodities. Under current law we expect
Federal funding to be $4.2 billion in 1985 and $4.5 billion in 1986.
Our fiscal year 1986 proposals would reduce anticipated 1986 Fed-
eral funding by $686 million.

I would like to describe now some of the features of the adminis-
tration’s fiscal year 1986 budget and legislative proposals. Before
doing so, however, I must point out that the Senate leadership’s
compromise with the admimstration, if adopted, would supersede
in some respects the earlier proposals I am about to describe. The
compromise would discontinue the cash portion only of the paid
category meal subsidy, and it would limit <he cost of living adjust-
ments to 2 percent for each of 3 years. Like the administration’s
original budget, it would require a means test for family day care
homes.

The February budget request proposes tc forego the cost-of-living
adjustment for all child nutrition programs in 1986 in order to slow
the growth of the programs and restrain Federal spending. S ace
the cost of producing meals in the child nutrition program. has
grown slower than inflation in recent years, schools should be able
to absorb the costs of this l-year freeze without hardship. Data
from several studies of the child nutrition programs indicates that
the cost of producing a meal increased 7 percent between 1979 and
1983, while during the same period the subsidies for free meals in-
creased by 21 percent from $1.09 in the fall of 1979 to about $1.32
in school year 1983-84.

This change will account for only 5 percent of savings, or $38
million in 1986.
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Since child nutrition subsidies go directly to institutions and not
to individuals, needy children will not be affected by the 1l-year
COLA freeze and will continue to receive free meals. Changes, if
any, to the reduced price category would be small since, on an av-
erage, reduced price students now pay 37 cents for their meals, and
the 40 cent cap on reduced price charges would remain.

WIC, however, will be exempted from the 1-year freeze policy.
We propose tn support WIC Program participation at the current
services level of about 3 million persons per month in fiscal year
1985 and thereafter. This stabilization in participation is important
following a 60-percent growth in caseload since 1980. For example,
one in five infants now receives WIC benefits. However, over half
the WIC caseload is composed of children ages 1 to 5 for whom the
nutritional benefits of WIC are not well documented.

The administration is proposing reauthorization of the Summer
Food Service Program, the School Breakfast Program, the Child
Care Food Program, the WIC Program, the Food Distribution Pro-
gram, the State Administrative Expense Funding, and the Nutri-
tion Education and Training Program.

We believe the Federal responsibility for nutrition aid should be
primarily extended to ensuring access to adequate nutrition for the

r and near-poor, rather than giving generous meal subsidies to
oisieholds which can easily afford to finance their children’s
meals.

Therefore, we are proposing to focus program benefits on lower
income children by giscontinuing the cash and entitlement com-
modity subsidies to schools and institutions for meals served to par-
ticipants from nonneedy families in all child nutrition programs.
This would save $648 million in fiscal year 1986. In the case of the
Child Care Food Program, we would reintroduce a means test for
households with children in family day care homes. This would be
about $150 million of the savings is fiscal 1986. At present, about
65 iercent of family day care home participants come from families
with incomes above 185 percent of poverty, yet they receive free
meals. OQur proposal would restore the means test that existed
prior to 1980. Since then, family day care homes have shifted dra-
matically toward serving upper income children. This change
would restore equity between day care centers and homes since
meals served to nonneedy children will not be reimbursed in cen-
ters. Since day care home providers already must pass a means test
to qualify their own children for the program, this ‘vould not be a
new and unfamiliar requirement to implement.

Currently, the law requires the Federal Government to pay
schools and child care centers 24 cents in cash and commodity sub-
sidies for each lunch served to participants from households with
incomes exceeding 185 percent of poverty, nearly $20,000 for a
family of four. We propose to eliminate these subsidies for such
hcuseholds. Institutions would, however, continue to receive about
10 cents worth of _onus dairy commodities for each meal served

I want to emphasize, Mr. Chairman, that no child eligible for a
free lunch would be affected by our proposal. Students from unper
income households, of course, would still be able to purchase a nu-
tritious lunch meeting Federal standards. Even without the Feder-
al subsidy, the school lunch will be a bargain, costing on the aver-

8
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age only slightly more than a dollar. As I indicated earlier, the re-
duced price charge cannot exceed 40 cents by law.

We are not impressed with such predictions of catastrophe that
have been made about this proposal. These claims were made in
1981 but did not materialize. In part, we are not impressed because
they ignore the facts of the present situation and the effects of the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981.

What actually happened?

To begin with, there were school and student participation de-
clines, which had absolutely nothing to do with the subsidy reduc-
tions made in 1981. School enrollment declined by 4.4 percent from
September 1980 to September 1984. Because of this, we would have
expected a decline in participation of about 1.1 million children
even with no legislative changes in 1981. Furthermore, because of
declining enrollments, some schools either closed or were consoli-
dated, resulting in the termination of some school lunch programs.

We submit you should not be misled by those who claim that
these declines in participation were caused solely by the 1981 subsi-
dy reductions.

There were between 50,000 and 100,000 participants in the high
tuition private schools which were excluded from participating in
the school lunch programs as a result of legislative changes in
1981. This, combined with the 1.1 million reduction in participation
as a result of declining school enrollment, resulted in a decrease of
1.2 million participants.

Our data show that average daily school lunch articipation in
fiscal year 1981 was 25.8 million. After a decline in fiscal year 1982,
g‘%x;teimpation in fiscal year 1985 has recovered to about 24 million.

is is a decrease of about 1.8 million participants compared to
fiscal year 1981. As we have already indicated, 1.2 million of this
decrease can be due to declining school enrollment and the exclu-
sion of certain private schools. That leaves approximately 600,000
lunch program dropouts.

The implementation of income verification techniques which
studies indicate lowered erroneous free and reduced price participa-
tion from roughly 25 to 12 percent, has also affected the mix of
free, reduced price and paid participants. This dramatic reduction
caused as many as 1.6 million participants who received free or re-
duced price lunches to change their participation status. These
changes were reflected in the following shifts:

From free participation to reduced price, paid or nonparticipant
status and, s2cond, from reduced price participation to paid or non-
participant status.

Particularly with respect to free and reduced price category de-
clines, we believe most, if not all, of the heretofore unexplained
participation declines are due to the shift of those who previouslg
were receiving free and reduced price school lunches even though
they were not eligible because their family income was too high

Based on this analysis, we believe that only a portion of the re-
duction in participation since 1981 is due to OBRA. We further be-
lieve that this slight reduction which can be attributed to OBRA
was caused primarily by the exclusion of high tuition, private
schools and the deterrence of fraudulent participation by families
with incomes over 185 percent of the poverty line.

ERIC 9
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We would emphasize that Federal subsidies for lower income
children account for 25 percent of current school lunch expendi-
tures, $2.7 billion in fiscal 1985. Under proposed legislation, school
food service operations will continue to receive considerable income
from Federal nutrition programs. Also schools will continue to re-
ceive bonus commodities, which account for about 30 percent of the
current subsidy to institutions for upper income and middle-income
students.

Let me give you some examples. A school with 50 percent paid
and 50 percent free participants will retain 87 percent of its
present cash subsidy as well as entitlement and bonus commeod-
ities. A school with 80 percent paid and 20 percent free partici-
pants will retain 56 percent of its present total subsidy. For local
officials in schools with these low proportions of free participants
to close the School Lunch Program because of the elimination of
the upper income subsidies would require not only moral callous-
ness but economic stupidity. To forfeit such large Federal subsidies
would be politicallg hazardous as well.

Turning to another of our progosals, we continue to be distressed
by the inappropriateness of our Federal regional offices administer-
ing child nutrition programs simply because the States choose not
to do so. We believe that it makes sense to require States to admin-
ister these rOframs unless they are prohibited by law. If a State is
prohibited aw from administering these programs, we propose
to give the S)c;cretary authority to centract out their administration
using a proportional share of the State’s administrative expense
funds to pay for the contracts. Regional office program administra-
tion drains scarce Federal manpower and is not an appropriate
Federal role. It has long been a State responsibility to make these
programs available to its citizens.

That concludes my formal statement, Mr. Chairman. Of course, I
would be pleased to try to answer any questions that you or Sena-
tor Melcher have.

Senator BoscHwITz. Do many States prohibit their own people
from administering such a program?

Mr. Bopk. There are several programs affected, Senator. We have
a total of 22 States that do not administer. The prohibition——

Senator BoscHw1Tz. One program?

Mr BobpE. One program or another.

In the child care area, 10 States; in the Summer Program, 16
States; in the School Lunch Program which is primarily private
schools, 16 States and——

Senator BoscuwiTz. School?

Mr. BopE. But that is private schools primarily. So a total of 22
different States do not administer one or more.

There are some States that feel they are };;rohibited by law, but it
is not real clear. Others, one or two, feel they have a State consti-
tutional prohibition. We think the State should administer it. If
there is a question about their ability to administer it, it is appro-
priate for the Federal Goverament to contract, to have the author-
ity to contract for the provision of those services using State ad-
ministrative expense funds.
be?enat,or BoscHwirz. I am curious. I thought I had not heard that

ore.
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Senator Melcher, you came in just in the midst of the testimony.
Do you have an opening statement you would like to make?

Senator MELCHER. No; I have no opening statement, Mr. Chair-
man. I do have some questions of Mr. Bode.

Senator Boschwirz. Before we get to your questions, Senator, let
me ask Senator Dixon if he has an opening statement.

Senator DixoN. Mr. Chairman, I have a very brief statement. I
just ask leave if I may &}ace it in the record.!

Senator Boscuwrrz. Without objection.

Serr:latl:or Dole also has a statement and it will be inserted in the
record.

Senator Melcher, in that case why do you not proceed with your
questions. We have a relatively limited time because the majority
leader says that we should conclude all hearings within 2 hours of
the outset of the Senate. I suppose we will be goini in there pretty
oronto. So, I think we will gave adequate time, but I just make
that caution at the outset.

Senator MELcCHER. My questions will be very brief. The question
is whether the witnesses will be very long in answering.

Mr. Bode, does it not seem a little bit embarrassing to be part of
a budget re‘}xu%t that says we do not want any inflation increase
per kid in what he has to eat, but we do want an inflation increase
plus 3 percent for national defense?

Mr. Bope. Not at all, Senator. The COLA freeze proposal affects
the subsidies provided to institutions, and it is because those subsi-
dies have gone up more quickly over the last several years than
the actual cost of providing meals that we think it is particularly
appropriate for the COLA freeze to be applied to the school food
programs as well.

Senator MELCHER. In other words, the cost of food and the cost of
preparing that food has gone up by a lower rate of inflation than
those extraneous washers an p{iers and hammers and other
things that cost exorbitant amounts?

Mr. Bopk. The costs are provided——

Senator MELCHER. Those very expensive things are coming down,
is that the point?

Mr. Bope. I guess the point is, Senator, the studies that have
been done indicate the cost of providing a meal has gone up slower
than the subsidies that have been provided for the free meals and,
of course——

Senator MeELCHER. And less than the cost of the weapons have
gone up, is that it?

Mr. Bobk. I guess 1 would like to make one other point about this
lunch program and that is, of course, that children from low-
income families are goins to continue to receive their school
lunches free of charge, and the reduced-price category, those chil-
dren from families with incomes between 130 and 185 percent of
the poverty level, up to about $20,000 for a family of four, will con-
tinue to pageno more than 40 cents per lunch which, of course, is
clearly the best bargain in town.

Senator MELCHER. Indeed, it is the best bargain in town.

! See p 47 for the prepared statement of Senator Dole, and p 49 for the prepared statement
of Senator Dixon
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What restrains people from participating in it is the means test
that has been placed in the law. There has been a dramatic in-
crease in children in the poverty group of families. My people in
Montana tell me, .nd I do not f(]mw whether we are typical and
maybe you know better, maybe we are not typical, that numbers
are dropping off and they think it is because of the means test. It is
a pretty harsh thing for a lot of families to identify the..selves as
being in poverty. I would suggest that we are probably entering a
time when school enrollment in some areas is going to increase, if
not nationally, in some areas dramatically increase. I just read an
article where they predict a 19,000 teacher shortage within a
couple of years in this area. So this must be one of the areas where
school enrollment is not on the decrease; it is increasing.

Mr. BopE. Senator, I am eager % understand your concern. Free
participation is declining this year in Montana? Is that what I un-
derstand?

Senator MELCHER. You did corrcctly understand me, and they Ye-
lieve it is because of the means test. People who are on unemploy-
ment checks do not want to admit that they are now in the ooverty
level. I understand that. I think you do too, Mr. Bode.

Mr. BopE. Senator, I believe this is the third year of basically the
same income verification activities, and the only change in the
means test or the most recent one was in 1981  Of course, that
went into effect for the 1981-82 school year. So I do not see any
chanyes in the program that would account for that kind of change
in participation from a free category this year. I hope the economy
is improving in Montana.

Senator MeLcHER. Well, it is not. And what is ha pening is that
people run out of those unemployment checks and *4eir savings,
and their situation is much worse. I cannot vouch for the country,
but I will say that Muntana and the surrounding States are of a
nature, that there is an increase in the number of people who are
eligible for the 185 percent means test. But there is a dropoff in the
number of people participating in school lunches because there are
a lot of people that do not want to admit that they do not have the
cash. The{ Just do not want to say they are in the poverty group.
That is all.

My last poin. was covered by that. It relates to your statement
that “You should not be misled by those who claim these declines
in_participation were cauced solely by the 1981 subsidy reduction.”

ell, how much? How much for this reduction? How much for
other reasons? Nevertheless, the outcome is bad. When these chil-
dren are not eating school lunches, I have to assume in weneral we
are losing ground in the fight for nutrition for children.

Mr. Chairman, thank you, and that is all | have.

Senator BoscHwiTz. Senator Zorinsky has arrive . Senator, do
you have an opening statemen:”

Senator Zorinsky. I have no comments.

Senator BoscHwITz. You have no opening statement.

Senator Dixon, do you have some questions?

Senator DixoN. May I pursue just a little bit if I may with you,
Mr. Bode?

This statement on page 5—I apologize for not having been here
when you gave it—could you elaborate more completely on this?

RIC i2
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; You say what you are going to do is save approximately $650 mil-
| lion in the next fiscal year by applying the means test, I take it,
again on these programs for meals served to participants from non-
needy families in all child natrition programs. That would be a
ﬁgulre? of 185 percent of the poverty level? Is that the test you
apply?

Mr. Bopk. Yes, sir.

If I may also add, what is being described here is the February
proposals in the President’s budget and those have been modified
somewhat by the administration and the Senate leadership budget
compromises now being considered.

Senator DixoN. 172w have they been modified?

Mr. Bopk. First let me describe the February proposals in gener-
al and say how they have been modified.

In February, we proposed the elimination for reimbursement of
the Federal entitlements for meals served to children from families
with income above 185 percent of the poverty level.

Senator Dixon. That is $20,000 a fyear for a family of four?

Mr. Bobk. A little less than that for a family of four.

Senator BoscHWITZ. A little less than $19,000, I believe, or within
that range.

Mr. Bopk. $19,600 for 1986. It 1s always a little difficult with ali
the numbers floating around these issues. We are trying to use the
same fiscal year numbers throughout. So a reduction in those enti-
tlements, the bonus commodities that make up a third of that as-
sistance at present would be maintained, but the entitlement would
be discontinued.

Senator DixoN. Please elaborate.

Mr. Bobe. Half of it is provided in cash and half is provided in
entitlement commodities, and we proposed in February the elimi-
nation of those. The compromise being discussed would eliminate
only the cash half of that assistance and maintain the commodity
half. Additionally, in the family day care homes——

Senator Boscuwirz. There was an inflation increase that you
wanted to forego that has also been modified.

Mr. Bobpk. Yes, sir.

Senator BoscuwiTtz. About 2 percent.

Mr. Bopk. In the family day care homes, there is alsv the upper
and middle-inconie subsidy issue, and we propose a means test at
the same eligibility limit, 185 percent of poverty, so that subsidies
provided for upper- and middle-income families would be discontin-
ued there as well. That is incorporated in the Senate proposal.

You see, in family day care homes now about 65 percent of the
subsidies provided through that program go for the above 185 per-
cent of the income level category, so we feel the program has come
to be very poorly targeted and has grown quickly.

Senator DixoN. You mean that is true in the big cities like Chi-
cago and New York?

Mr. BobE. Yes, sir.

We would be pleased to provide that information to you. The
study is a very solid one. Let me say that the character of family
day care, of the child food program in the family day care homes
has changed. There has been a good deal of growth in this pro-
gram, particularly with the above 185 percent of the income pover-
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ty level income category. So if you are surprised, it is based on ex-
perience and observations from several years ago. I think that is
more understandable because we have had a good deal of growth in
this particular aspect of the program.

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

[Exeerct from Evaluation of the Child Care Food Program, Final Report on the Congressionally Mandated Stud-
;esissgl)ume I Participation, Administrative and Food Service Costs, Meal Quality Abt Associates, Inc, Aug

ELIMINATION OF INCOME ELIGIBILITY CATEGORIES AND SEPARATION OF
ADMINISTRATIVE CoST REIMBURSEMENT FROM PROVIDER REIMBURSEMENTS

Because these changes occurred simultaneously, it is impossible to separate the
etfect of the removal of the income eligihility categories for reimbursement from the
establishment of a separate reimbursement rate for sponsors’ administrative costs.
Together, these two changes increased the amount of CCFP reimbursements going
to family day care providers, especially those serving middle-income children.
Family day care providers would not be paid an amount “adequate to cover the cost
of obta.ining and preparing food . . . without a requirement for documentation of
such costs.” 2! These changes not only provided FDCHs with a sufficient monetary
incentive to participate in the program, but also provided sponsors with an incen-
tive to sponsor homes serving middle-income children. The sponsors’ reimbursement
for administrative costs would not be based upon the number of homes sponsored
;nd would no longer come at the expense of reimbursements to the individual

omes.

TABLE 3.6—POTENTIAL INCREASE IN MONTHLY REIMBURSEMENT TO A FDCH UNDER THE MAY 1980
REGULATIONS BY INCOME ELIGIBILITY CATEGORY OF CHILDREN SERVED *

Number of chideen 1 each income eligibuiy category
2 free, 2 2 reduced-
Teduced. 4 reduced-

4 ¥ 4 pad
Tee o poce up?;d P
1 Total reimbursement generated under old method ® .o $14049  $12852  $11655  $7424  $3192
2 Sponsor's estimated administrative cost< ... .. . 3300 3300 3300 3300 3300
3 Net rambursement to FDCHY (1-2) ... 107.49 95 52 83 55 4124 (-108)
4 Total rembursement generated to FOCH under new method 15960 15960 15960 15960 15960
and rates
5. Potentral net mcrease i FDCH's reimbursement (4-3) 5211 64.08 7605 11836 15960
6 Food cost factor f B 8568 8568 5568 8568 8568

-w‘;nes that each child 1s served breakfast, lunch, moming and aftermoon snack each day in care, and assumes exch chid 1s n care 21 days
per mon
© Based on resmbursement rales n effect December 1979

{In cents}
e RROE g
Lunch 7950 69 50 30
Breakfast 402 32 1150
Snack 2375 1800 600

These reumbursements are mtended to cover both sponsor’s admimstrative cost and the FOC provder's cost of food and food preparation

<Thes is the esbmated average monthly admimistratve cost per home of 2n umbrella sponsor See Giantz, F, “An Examination of Food Program
Costs 1n Day Care Centers and Farwly Day Care Homes™ (Abt Associates Inc, 1982)

* Assumes sponsor deducts admunistrative costs before retmbursmg FDCHs

* Based on rates m effect May 1, 1980 Lunch 90e, Breakfast 48e, Snack 27¢ Sponsors administrative costs are rexmbursed separately under the
new system and are based on the number of homes sponsored

* Food cost factors are USDA'S estimate of the amount of money needed for food and food preparation The December 1979 food cost factors were
Lunch 455¢, Breakfast 25 Se, and snack 15 Se,

21pL. 95-627, sec. 17 (1X4)
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The impact of these changes on the level of reimbursement to homes and sponsors
is illustrated in Table 3.6. It is clear from this illustration that while all FDCHs
experienced an increase in reimbursement available under the new regulations,
homes serving middle-income children had increases two to three times greater
than homes serving low-income (free/reduced-price) children. For umbrella sponsors,
basing reimbursement solely on the number of homes sponsored not only provided
an incentive to recruit homes serving middle-income children,?2 but also provided
sponsors with a more predictable source of revenue. Sponsors reported that this fa-
cilitated planning and improved the administration of the program.

The most important factcr explaining the recent growth of the program is the
ability of sponsors to recruit homes serving middle-income children. The legislation
was not only a financial incentive for such homes to participate in the program, but
made the program less burdensome, since providers no longer have to obtain income
data from parents. The increase in the number of middle-income children served by
the program has markedly changed the income mix of children participating in the
CCFP through family day care homes. Prior to the implementation of the regulatory
changes in May 1980, only 32 percent of the chil?ven served in participating FDCHs
were in the paid income eligibility category; by January 1982 more than 60 percent
of these children were in the paid category (Table 3.7).

TABLE 3.7.—DISTRIBUTION OF CHILDREN ATTENDING PARTICIPATING FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES BY
INCOME ELIGIBILITY CATLGORY: MARCH 1980 AND JANUARY 1982

(Percent ¢f chidren]
January 1982°
Income ebgivity category March 1930 *
0 New
FIB® i o h i e s - . 443 ° 45 45
Reduced-price . . 238 136 11.1
Paxd e . 319 619 644
*Data from the August 1980 PRS Report on the CCFP The eligibahty cat et 3s Free t more than 125
mt ol poverty bvémkea?eedrhm mm between 125 andul‘%mpuolegn? '07 - Ieveim;’eamne gru{u tmsmvwent of pnovefty

*Data from Nabonal Telephone Survey of 444 randomly selected famibes of chikven enrolied 1n participating FOCHs Publc Law 97-35 changed
the mcome eﬁém categones {for center-based care) effectrve January 1982 The new cal are led 35 Free income not more than
poverty fevel Reduced-Prce: ncome between 130 and 185 percent of level Pad mcome greater than 185 percent of

‘Juhe'u%rrcn elgielity crtena 60 not apply to FOC The data reflect the distr.Sution of chiidren assuming the income ehigibiiity ontena for centers
)

Note- For January 1982, “new” income ehgibility cat represents the ncome guidelines enacted in the Reconcihation Act of 1981 (Pubrc
Law 97-35) These are the standacds that are currently 3‘3& .

3.2.2 ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTICES

In addition to the changes designed to foster growth, several regulatory changes
were made in 1980 that were directed toward the improvement of program adminis-
tration. The key changes affected the frequency of monitoring visits and training
sessions, and the timeliness of payments to family day care hcmes Sponsors were
required to: monitor each FDCH at least four times per year; provide at least one
training session each year; and pass through food service reimbursements to FDCHs
within 15 working days of receipt of these funds from the state

22 Previously, umbrella sponsors that sponsored homes with children in the paid category had
to rely on the income generated from the low-income FDCHs sponsored to cover the cost of ad-
ministering the middle-income FDCHs In one state this was done by allowing the sponsor to
pay the FDCH provider the lesser of either total reimbursement generated or the ‘“food cost
factor.” For FDCHs serving middle-income children, the food cost factor was almost certainly
greater than the total reimbursement generated by the home From Table 18 it is seen that
under such a system, an FDCH serving four children at the free rate would generate $140 49 1n
rein.bursement, from which the sponsor pays the FDCH the food cost factor, 38568 At an aver-
age monthly cost of adminstration of $33 per home, the sponsor of this home would have $21 81
to offset the cost of admimstering the program for an FDCH serving children 1n the paid catego-
ry.
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MONITORING VISITS

Prior to the implementation of the new reglations in 1980, there was no specific
number of visits to be conducted each year. Umbrella sponsors determined for them-
selves the approach that would be used to ensure that FDCHs under their aegis
were in compliance with the program’s requirements. This, coupled with the fact
that the allocation of reimbursement monies between the sponsor and FDCHs was
determined by the sponsor,?? resulted in considerable variation across sponsors in
the frequency and content of monitoring visits. Sponsors tended to fall into one of
two groups: (a) those that devoted considerable time and expense to the monitoring
function, often combining monitoring visits with training and technical assistance;
and (b) those that devoted relatively few resources to on-site visits, concentrating
instead on in-office record review and visiting when necessary. Across all sponsors,
the mean number of visits was 12 per year.

Senator Dixon. I held a hungry and homeless hearing in Chicago
recently, and the medical people from the Cook County Hospital
were there testifying about all kinds of shocking numbers of per-
centages of malnutrition in children. And when Cook County Hos-
pital in Chicago pr»ntioned—this is one of the figures that stands
out in my mind and has nothing to do with the day care centers—
but, Mr. Chairman, if my recollection of the testimony is correct,
and I have to refer to the record again, it was that among children
under 2 in the Cook County Hospital, over a third of them suffered
from various serious degrees of malnutrition. You know, I am not
trying to argue with you about what your statistics show, but let
me get back to the point: What are you saying the subject matter
here is now? In other words, there was the original budget request,
of course, in the State of the Union Message, which long since, as
everybody agrees, 'vas dead on arrival. Then there was the Budget
Committee’s resoli.tion which has been substantially altered by the
rose garden accord. I guess I am compelled to admit to you that 1
really do not know what the preseni maiic™ under congideration in
the Senate is. The resolution. now under consideration in the
Senate entails whet with respect to this program? Could you en-
lighten me on that?

Mr. Bobe. Sir, our policv proposals are represented in the Febru-
ary budget. Of course, with the Senate budget compromise adopted,
we will go along with that fully.

Scnator Dixon. But my question is: What is it now? This is the
third product we have——

Mr. Bope. It is now a proposed reduction, elimineation of the cash
assistance for school meals served to children from families with
income above 185 percent of the poverty level.
| By the way, the average recipient in this category is from a
family with $33,000 a year income for a family of four. Also, the
general cost of living adjustment proposal would apply to the
school programs as well, the 2-percent COLA, a matter which I am
sure you understand well. And, finally, the means test in the Child
Care Food Program for family day care homes, that proposal is also
included.

Senator DixoN. What is the total number of the two programs
you have just addressed in your answer to my question? What is
the encompassed savings by virtue of what you have just suggest-

23Prior to the separation >f administrative cost reimbursements there were no umiform guide-
lines as to the amount of the reimbursement that sponsors were permitted to retain to cover
administrative costs
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ed? In other words, you continue the commodities, as I understand
it. You eliminate the COLA and the cash aspects of those two pro-
grams.

Is that what your testimony is?

Mr. Bobpe. Yes, sir.

Senator BoscHwITz. That is not correct. The COLA is allowed to
rise to 2 percent, is it not?

Mr. Bope. I am sorry.

Senator BoscHwirz. Capped at 2 percent.

Mr. Bobpe. Capped at 2 percent.

Senator Boscuwrrz. As you know, Senator, without answering
the question, now there is a 24-cent subsidy for people over 185 per-
c~t of poverty, which is $19,600 for a family of four. Half of that
subsidy is paid from commodities and half is paid in cash, 12 cents
and 12 cents. The cash is being eliminated. The inflation increase |
is being capped at 2 percent. Is that a savings of $3 or $4 million? ‘

Mr. Bobpke. Senator, I am sorry. I was paying too much attention
to the numbers.

Speaking for fiscal year 1986, the COLA adjustment that was dis- |
cussed, as Senator Boschwitz accurately described, would save a
projected $28 million. The paid category for lunches would save in |
school programs approrimately $276 million. The family day care ‘
home means test would save approximately $148 million. The total
we project is $447 million. |

Senator Dixon. Distinguished from the numbers on pages £ and
6 here, that is the number now, a little under $500 million?

Mr. Bopk. Yes.

Senator Zorinsky. Mr. Chairman.

Senator BoscHwirz. Certainly, Serator.

Senator Zorinsky. I wvould like to find out the whereabouts of
the WIC study that was initiated several months ago, was it not?

Mr. Bobe. Years ago, Senator. It i= a very major study. Much
work and resources have been invested in it. The contractor for
that study, a gentleman named Rush, requested additional time.

The board of technical advisors recommended that additional time
be given. We approved some of that additional time and that is the
principal reason we do not have the report for you now.

Senator Zorinsky. How many years has that been going on?

Mr. BobEe. A total of about 5 years.

Senator Zorinsky. Was there a stipulation as to how much you
would pay for the study?

Mr. Bobpk. Yes.

Senator Zorinsky. I would have assumed in a contract that size
you would have had a completion date.

Mr. Bobk. It did have a due date, Senator.

Senator, sometimes on these studies—believe me, I share your
frustration—sometimes a delay can be shown and that is why the
technical advisors, the advisory board is important to us.

Senator Zorinsky. Initially, what was the termination date or
the due date for the study?

Mr. Bope. The end of last summer. The delay was because the
advisory panel felt and the contractor felt that the delivery could
afford further analysis and a better quality of work product.

El{[lc-.m 0-8-2 17
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Senator Zorinsky. If that is true, I think we ought to withhold
any changes in the program until we have an opportunity to
review the study.

Mr. BoDE. Senator, we have not proposed any changes in the
WIC Program?

Senator Zorinsky. No changes in the WIC Program?

Mr. Bopk. Yes, sir; that is the WIC Program study that we are
talking about.

Senator ZorINSKY. But last year you wanted to reauthorize the
program for 1 year predicated on the results of the study. Now, you
are telling me the study is not finished.

Mr. Bopke. Well, Senator, I share your concern. We have proposed
a 4.year reauthorization of the program. This year we are still
hopeful that study results can be provided, but I have given up on
giving dates.

Senator ZoriNsKY. Could you provide my office with the name of
the contractor and a copy of the agreement. I think we should do
all we can to put a stop to these delays.

You know, when I was in business, when you made a deal with
somebody, it was a deal.

Mr. Bobpe. Yes, sir.

Senator ZorINSKY. Even builders have been penalized for not
meeting a due date. Was there a penalty written mto the agree-
ment? I would like the exact cost, that is, the amount of money the
Government has expended.

Mr. Bope. We will give you a full figure.

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

Research Triangle Institute (F.TI) was awarded the contract on September 29,
1979 through a competitive procurement. At that time it was anticipated that the
duration of the contract would be 30 months, and the cost was estimated to be
$3,864,591. RTI subsquently subcontracted some of the work to the Research Foun-
dation for Mental Health in order to add to the project the expertise of Dr David
Rush as principal investigator.

Senator Zorinsky. Was there a penal‘y in the agreement for
being late?

Mr. Bopk. Yes, sir; penalty clauses are built in.

Senator Zorinsky. Have they been invoked?

Mr. Bope. Not in this contract.

Senator Zorinsky. Why not?

Senator Boscuwitz. Why does she not enswer? Stand up.

Ms. Scumipr: Sir, this contract——

Senator Boscuwirz. State your full name.

Ms. Scumipt. Christy Schmidt, Director of the Analysis Staff.

This was a negotiated contract conducted by the Contract Office
of the Food and Nutrition Service. There was no penalty clause, as
I recall, in this particular contract. However, since this experience,
we have had inserted penalty clauses in some other contracts and
would invoke those if a similar situation arose. In this case it was a
negotiated contract, and we were looking to get the final product.
It did not have the penalty clause.

Senator Zorinsky. Did it have a completion dete in it?
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Ms. ScamMiIpT. Yes; that was renegotiated and extended, given the
request of the contractor and the recommendation of the advisory
panel, which is a technical panel, reviewing our work.

Senator Zorinsky. We spent $4 million for a study that started
several years ago with a completion date, with no penalty clause in
it, and it has been extended beyond the completion date. How
many months?

Ms. ScaMipr. I am not sure. I would have to supply that for the
record.

Senator ZoRINSKY. Is it years?

Ms. ScHMIDT. Twelve months at least.

Senator ZoRINSKY. At least 12 months. I think that is a poor way
to do business.

I would appreciate your supplying the information regarding the
contract so that we can review it. How is it that we issue contracts
of that magnitude and allow them to continue to be extended with-
out the contractor being penalized in any way for continuing to ex-
acerbate an already difficult position?

Mr. Bopk. I appreciate your concern, Senator. We will, of course,
provide you the full statement.

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

The estimate of the duration of the evaluation was 30 months at the time of the
contract award. Early in the design phase of the evaluation it became apparent that
& number of technical changes were needed in the proposed methodology. To assure
the validity of the study, the Food and Nutrition Service modified the contract

statement of work several times. The final report is now expected this summer, and
the final cost of the contract is $5,856,765.

Mr. Bobpk. One thing is on some of the research, it is a littie diffi-
cult to predict how the work will be done because of the nature of
it. The research is exploring some areas that are new.

Senator Zorinsky. Why did you include a completion date then
in the contract?

Mr. Bope. As you know, if a deadline is not set, we never seem to
get things done.

Senator ZoRINSKY. By the time this study is finished, it will be
outdated, and it will be time to have a new study. And, of course, if
somebody cannot complete a timely study, then studies should be
eliminated entirely. Guesses or estimates are just as good as stud-
ies becausz they are free. The contractor can take his time if there
is no penalty for not completing this study on time.

I do not want to beat a dead horse. However, I would appreciate
your supplying the information regarding the contract.

Mr. Bopk. Yes, sir.

Senator Zorinsky. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Boscawirz. Mr. Chairman, Senator Helms, do you have
an opening statement that you would like to make?

The CHArRMAN. I would like to put it, plus a background paper
prepared by the committee staff, in the record.?

!See p. 45 for the prepared statement of Senator Helms, and pp £3-87 for a background
ggpel;oonﬂcl]lminatlon or reduction of Federal meal subsidies for nonpoor children submitted by
nator Helms.
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I would like to thank you' for holding this hearing. I have some
questions.

Senator Boscawirz. You have some questions. Go right ahead. I
will withhold mine. Please, you go right ahead. I will clean up.

The CualrMAN. Mr. Chairman, I mi%'ht mention that earlier this
morning I got the results of a request I made to my staff regarding
the mail that we have received on the budget package. We have
received several thousand pieces of mail, all of which are in favor
of balancing the budget ang reducing Federal snending. But, we got
almost the same number of pieces of mail from a variety of people
who also said we must balance the budget—but do not cut me.

I was struck by the fact that here are the revenue sharing
people, and all down the list, and they are saying, as Russell Long
so frequently says, do not cut me, cut that fellow behind the tree. It
is not going to work that way. I have two or three questions with
reference to the Nutrition Program. I support that program, but I
do l;1eot support it with some of the built-in negatives that I perceive
to be in it.

Let me, Mr. Bode, first verify, if I can, some figures that I have
scribbled down with respect to the school lunch subsidies.

As I understand it, there are three categories. Is that right?

Mr. Bobpk. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Free lunch, the children whose families are
below 130 percent of poverty, they get lunch free?

Mr. Bobk. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. And that costs the Government an estimated
$1.5£?a lunch, is that approximately correct? That is in the ball
park?

Mr. Bopk. Yes, sir; $1.47.

The CHaIrMAN. Then the second category is the reduced-price
lunch and that goes to the children in families that are between
130 and 185 percent of the poverty line, is that correct?

Mr. Bopk. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. And that costs the taxpayers $1 a lunch?

Mr. Bope. A little over that, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. A little over.

Then there is a third category that you call, I believe, the paid
category?

Mr. Bobk. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. In that, as I understand it, the average family
income of the children participating in that paid categorr, average
family income is $33,00(? annually, correct?

Mr. BopE. Yes, sir; the average for a family of four is $38,000.
'}Il‘ht;1 average for families over 185 percent of poverty is probably

igher.

The CuairMAN. But, nonetheless, it costs the taxpayers 24 cents
for those lunches, each of them, is that correct, in the ball park?

Mr. BobE. Yes, sir; by entitlement and, in addition, the Federal
Government provides a little over 10 cents a meal in bonus com-
modities for them az well. So the total level of Federal assistance is
around 35 cents per meal.

The CrAIRMAN. Let the record show there is nobody in this room
or ywhere else in this country, for whom I have any respect, who
war  any child to go hungry. I have three of my own and five
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grandchildren, and it is a cruel myth to suggest that anybody is op-
posed to children gettini nutritious meals. But the taxpayer de-
serves that we look at the cost of this 24 cents per lunch on the
paid category. I inquired and my figures show it costs $750 million
a year for that cataegor{l.

r. Bobe. Senator, the number I recall to mind is approximately
$500 million for that category in lunch.

Another related subject is the Child Care Food Program in
family day care homes where the taxpayers pay almost $150 mil-
lion in addition for upper- and middle-income subsidies in that pro-
gram.

The CHAIRMAN. So my information is $750 million and you are
combining yours for $650 million. |

Mr. Bopk. Yes, sir.

Thus, the $650 million reflects the total savings that would be
achieved by eliminating all these upper- and middle-income subsi-
dies in the programs, as well as the cost of living adjustment pro-
posal that we made.

The CHAIR*1AN. So you do not think anybody is going to starve to
death if we cut these?

Mr. Bopk. No, sir.

The CHairMAN. Now, am I correct in my understanding, Mr.
Bode, that 17 of the 50 States charge food stamp participants sales
tax when they take their food stamps to the grocery stores and buy
food?and the sales tax comes out of the food stamps? Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. Bope. That is correct, sir.

The?CHAIRMAN. So you are giving the State a little bit of a bo-
nanza’

Mr. Bope. In the Food Stamp Program, yes, sir. I believe that ac-
counts for a little over $100 million a year, in State sales taxes and
when local sales taxes for food are also included the total increases
to $149 million a year, that represents food stamp benefits that are
being converted, if you will, to State and local tax revenues because
of the tax on the Food Stamp Program transaction.

The CHAIRMAN. Food stamps and WIC in this?

Mr. Bope. I am sorry. The number I gave you, Senator, is the
food stamp number.

A similar situation exists for the WIC Program. I guess we do
not have the estimate on that right now. Of course, it would be a
good deal less because of the WIC Program being sm.iler. But the
same situation exists there. You are quite right.

The CHAIRMAN. But, ‘n any case, the 17 States are picking up
$100 million from the Federal Government in sales tax on what is
supposed to be a beneficial program for the poor?

r. Bope. Yes, sir; more than $10¢ million.

The CualIRMAN. Why do you not make the States reimburse you
for that?

Mr. Bope. We do not have the authOritX to do that, Senator.

The CuairMAN. Who has the authority? Congress? [Laughter.]

Mr. Bope. Yes, sir.

The CHaIRMAN. I will ask staff to get some legislation prepared.

Senator Zorinsky. I will cosponsor it with you.

The CuammMAN. Thank you, sir.




18

Third and Jast questioz, Mr. Chairman, and I apologize.

According t> the information } received from the Department,
most of the St.tes are not even iargating their WIC benefits to
pregnant women gnd infants. Is that correct?

Mr. Bope. Senator, they are suppos~d to be, under the regula-
tions anc all. Rigint now, about 20 percent, 1 little over 20 percent,
I believe, of WIC Program participants arc pregnant women.

The CHAIRMAN. Twenty percent?

Mr. Bope. Twenty percent.

An additional 30 percent or so accuunt fu. infants, children
under 1 year and postpartum women, women who are breast feed-
ing the infants, generally speaking.

The CHAIRMAN. So 20 and 30 make——

Mr. Bopk. Fifty percent.

The CuairmaN. Fifty percent are neither infants by efiniiion
nor pregnant women, is that correct?

Mr. BopE. Yes, sir; those are the other participants who are the
lower priority.

hThg?’ CHaIRMAN. What does the law say about targeting, if any-
thing?

Mr. BobE. I cannot say—the law specifies that a pric ity system
be developed. The regulations specify what that system 1s.

The CHAIRMAN. What do your regulations say?

Mr. BraLey. Regulations require that the competent professional
authority at the local agency fill vacancies which occur after the
agency has reached its maximum caseload by applying ¢ -riority
gystem. The priority system, based primarily on nutritional risk
condition, is intented to direct benefits first to the most needy
when the demand exceeds available benefits. The priority system
groupings are based on the following generally accepted need p:in-
ciples: One, pregnant and breastfeeding women are a higher pricri-
ty than children, and two, persons with documentablt medical,
clinical, or biochemical conditions are a higher priority than those
solely with dietary inadequacies. Combining these principles re-
sults in six pricrities generally described as follows:

First, persons with documented medical, clinical or biochemical
conditions other than or in addition to dietary inadequacy: (a) Pri-
ority I: Pregnant and breastfeeding women and infants; (5) priority
II: Infants born of mothers who would qualify for priority I during
their pregnancies; (c) priority III: Children.

Examples: Anemia, failure to thrive, low birth weight, diabetes.

Second, persons with an inadequste dietary pattern: (a) Priority
IV: Pregnant and breastfeeding women and infants; (b) priority V:
Children.

Examples: Failure to consume or have access to a balanced diet.

Third, postpartum women who are not breastfeeding constitute
priority VI. At State option, high-risk postpartum women may be
placed at higher priorities.

Fourth, also, participants may be certified on the basis of the
possibility of regression to nutritional risk. These participants gen-
erally constitute a priority VIIL

The Cuairman. Targeting is not required?
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Mr. BrALEY. It is required in the sense that of the people that
apply, you serve the higher priorities first, but that is the extent of
it.

The CHArzMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BoscHwITz. Is it en entitlement Jor the others?

Mr. Bope. No, sir. We manage the program as a grant program.

Senator BoscawrTz. Not quite an entitlement, but it is treated as
an entitlement.

Is it treated as an entitlement?

Mr. Bone. With respect to higher priorities?

Senator Boscuwrrz. No; to the lower priority.

Mr. BrRALEY. Mr. Chairman, it is8 not an entitlement program in
any sense. It is a grant of funds that goes to the States. And when
they get the money, the money goes as far as it can and they work
through the previously discribed priority system to try to serve the
higl;est priorities first. It has never been an entitlement.

nator Boscuwrrz. All right.

Mr. Bonk. I misunders your question initially. Certainly food
stam%s.: operate as an entitlement. It is a limited entitlement. The
WIC Program does not in any way operate as an entitlement. The
States are responsible for managing tﬁ: caseload as in a pure grant
tyg:a3 program. I hope that is more responsive.

nator BoscHwirz. We are pleased also to see Senator Harkin
here this morning.

The interest in this program is illustrated by the fact that we
have had seven or eight Senators present.

Senator H irkin, do you have any questions?

Senator HARKIN. Thank you very much. I have had a long and
continuing interest in this program, and I served on the appropri-
ate subcommittee in the House Agriculture Committee for several
years and on the full committee for 10 years, and now on this com-
mittee. So I have been involved in this Food Stamp Program and
the WIC Program fur a long time.

In making cuts to moderate income %eople, those who have aver-
age income that permits them to get the 35 cent meal subsidy, we
found in Iowa, and throughout the Nation that when we cut that
down in the Reconciliation Act of 1981, a ot of these students, he-
cause of the increased cost of meals, dropped out. These cuts in-
creased the fixed costs for those students that were left. So, in
order to help the students who are getting the free and reduced
price lunches, by trying to attack the students and those families
that are getting that 35 cent subsidy, that, in effect, you are savin
some money on one end but you are not saving it on the other en
because it increases the fixed costs per unit or per student.

You follow what I mean?

Mr. Bobk. I see your point, Senator, but with all due respect, we
do not assess it that way.

Senator HARKIN. How do you assess it?

Mr. Bope. We believe the School Lunch Program for the paid cat-
egory is still a real bargain. The program is a bargain and partici-
pation in the paid category mﬁ remain strong. There are, of
course, some reductions in the paid category participation when
the increase in the price comes into effect. However, the fact that
the school lunch program still offers the best bargain around will
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result in some of that dropoff, some of those students coming back
into the School Lunch Program.

Further—ore, we do not see the responsibility as exclusively a
Federal one. We believe that the Federal commitment is appropri-
ately targeted on the low income student and that, of course, is
what we are proposing. Since such a large portion of the total Fed-
eral assistance in the lunch program is attached to the free catego-
ry, the level of assistance for schools will remain strong.

Senator HARKIN. You see what you are doing? You are skewing
this whole thing in trying to reach, and I airee ou ought to try to
reach, those poorer students to make sure they do get adequate nu-
trition through a free lunch.

But let us say you have a State where—and we will have some

ple testifying from Iowa, but I followed it in my own State, and
it is probably true in Senator Boschwitz’ State, that we are proud
of the fact that we do not have that many low income in our
Stat(is. A lot of moderate income and not a heck of a lot of rich
people.

But in redv~ing the subsidies to the moderate income, they drop
out of the program and you increase the fixed costs to the whole
program. You drive the States to try to reduce their budgets, and
the States that perhaps have a high incidence of poverty will get
more Federal help into the States. States like Iowa will get less,
but those r students still will not be assisted because of the
problems of the farm economy. We are bankrupt as it is.

When you are telling me it is not a Federal responsibility, that it
is a joint responsibility, I think the responsibility is still a national
one.

Mr. Bobe. We believe there is a strong joint responsibility, and if
I said otherwise, J misspoke before.

For the State of Iowa—and certainly we recognize the character-
istics that gou describe—under our proposal, the February budget

roposal, 73 percent of the total Federal support provided for the
unck program in Towa would be continued.

Senator HARKIN. Seventy-three percent?

Mr. BobE. Seventy-three percent.

Senator HARKIN. What is going to happen to the rest of the 27
percent?

Mr. Bope. For the 27 percent we feel it is apvropriate that the
parents of these upper- and middie-income children pay for a great-
er proportion of the meals those children are receiving.

nator HARKIN. The figure you used here was $33,000 for a
family of four. I thought it was $19,400.

Mr. Bope. I am sorry. Those are two entirely different numbers,
different statistics. The $19,600 is the fiscal year——

Senator BoscHwrrz. It keeps changing on us.

Mr. Bope. But it stays around $19,000; $19,600 is 185 percent of
the poverty guideline That is the eligibility limit for the line be-
tween reduced and the paid category. The $33,000 is the average
income level for a family of four for Sarticipants in the paid catego-
ry. So $19,000 is the bottom; $23,000 is the average there for a
family of four.

Senator HARKIN. Your family of four with an income of $20,000,
would they be eligible for the reduced price?
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Mr. Bobpe. In 1986, they would be eligible—no, they would not be
eligible for the reduced price. They would be just above the reduced
price line.

Senator HARKIN. Let me make this crystal clear because I do not
think this came up, a family of four in Iowa or Minnesota making
$20,000 a year would have to pay the full price?

Mr. Bope. They would have to pay an increased proportion of the
full price. We are still planning to continue one-third of the Feder-
al assistance that is now provided.

Senator HArkIN. Right now what does a family of four with
$20,000 have to pay for the school lunch?

Mr. Bobk. It depends on the school. Eighty to 90 cents.

Senator HARkIN. For a family of four making $20,000, in 1986
under the budget, that you are pushing, what will they have to

pay?

Kir. Bobe. About 25 cents more, 25 to 30 cents more.

Senator HARKIN. They will have to pay somewhere between $1.10
and $1.20, right, per meal, per lunch.

Now, for a family of four making $20,000 a ﬂyear, do you think
that is fair? Do you think they can really afford that for those
tkree kids that may be in school, or two kids in school?

Mr. Bobe. Sir, we feel that is more appropriate than continuing
deficit spending for the purpose of providing assistance for meals
served to students from upper- and middle-income families.

Senator HARKIN. How much money goes into this? What is the
bu&et figure that goes into it for the reduced price program?

r. Bope. The level of expenditure for reduced price subsidies?

Senator HARKIN. Yes.

Senetor BoscHwiITz. Perhaps you can express it in terms of the
savings. Would that be OK?

Mr. Bope. Senator, we do not propose to save a dime on the re-
duced price category.

Senator Boscuwirz. Fully paid and reduced price, between 130
and 185, I believe your question is directed at those above 185?

Senator HArKIN. No; those that get the reduced price. Those are
between 130 and 185 percent.

Senator Boscuwrrz. That would remain unchanged under all of
the proposals, and they pay, I believe, a maximum of about 40
cents.

Mr. BobpE. In the total level of Federal expenditure for those sub-
sidies, it is about $275 million in fiscal year 1986. The change is
focused, Senator, on the subsidies for meals served to children from
families with incomes above the 185-percent level. That is the
$19,600 per year for a family or four.

Senator HARKIN. That is the 185. I thought it was the 130.

A family of four, if it is above—the $33,000 figure was the aver-
age of all income for those who received some subsidy?

Mr. BobpE. No. It is the average income for a family of four in the
United States.

Senator HARKIN. Who paid full and who paid reduced?

Senator BoscHwirz. No. Those who will get :0 subsidies. The
proposal is that dpeOple over 185 percent of poverty will not get an
additional subsi f; The school presently receives 12 cents in cash
and there is another dime in a general commodity fund that comes
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in that also applies to their meals. The proposal is that the 24 cents
be eliminated under the President’s proposal. The Senate and the
new pro is that only the cash part of it, the 12 cents, be elimi-
nated. The person with an income above $19,600 is 1n that catego-
ry. If you average all the incomes of the people from $19,600 and
up, the average income is $33,000.

Senator HARKIN. All right.

Senator Boscuwirz. That had a hard time coming out.

Senator HARKIN. Again, I am just asking you how much savings
you are looking at by taking away the 24 cents or 12 cents, what-
ever you decide on.

Mr. Bope. It is approximately $500 million in the school pro-
grams, Under the President’s budget submission in February, that
would save af)proximately $500 million in the school programs. Of
course, that level of savings is now approximately one-half in .he
$250 million frame under the budget compromise being discussed.

Senator HARKIN. Again, wr. have some stories as to what the re-
ductions will be in those that will participate in the Sch..5l Lunch
Program and what that means in the per student cost that will g0
up to those that we all say we are trying to reach, the poor stu-
dents.

I think we have reached a point of diminishing returns. The
more you try to cut cut the moderate income ple from partici-

ating, the more it is going to raise the cost use you have a
ixed cost and you have got the kitchen there, you have got the
cooks and the helpers. They are already there to provide the school
lunches for the poor kids, and let us say you are feeding 50 kids
and you have got to cut out historically we saw it was about 7 per-
cent, eut out four kids out of that, and that increases the per unit
cost to the other ones. I de not know that you are saving anything.
You are really not saving anything when you do something like
that unless you say they have got to cut down on their kitchens,
but that fixed cost 1s already there.

Mr. Bobe. Senator, the savings, of course, are very real and will
accrue to the Federal budget. You are correct thet in providing a
lunch, a certain level of costs is y,0ing to be incuzred. We are saying
that in the upper- and middle-income families th2y should pay for
a greater proportion of the costs of providing lunches to their chil-
dren. It is inappropriate to have you continue the deficit spending,
borrowing money that is going to come back some day on those
kids when their parents can be paying for the costs o. at least a
greater share of the costs of providing their lunch.

Senator HARKIN. Well, my time is up. But, again, you know these
moderate-income parents pay taxes.

Mr. BobE. You bet they do.

Senator HARKIN. A lot of times thev do not get back in taxes or
in benefits, and whatc .r form, fror he Federal Government that
they ought to be getting back. I can show you—I am not going to
burden the record with this, but I can show you how much, for ex-
ample, we pay in Federal taxes in Iowa and how much we get back.
It is about a 3-to-1 ratio right now.

You tell moderate-income parents to forget about the Federal
Government paying in terms of helping your kids eat lunch. I do
not mind them paying a share. They pay a share. But to teii a
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family of four making $20,000 a year that they have to increase
their expenditures in this regard, I just do not think it is fair. It
just does not make good economic sense, all fairness questions
aside.

My time is up. I will not belabor the point.

Senator BoscuwiITz. Thank you, Senator.

Let me v’ rsue that point just a little bit, Mr. Bode. Many of the
question- nad intended to ask have been asked. It has often been
said thav for every penny that you decrease the subsidies you will
lose eight-tenths of 1 percent, of the participants. To pursue the
questions of Senator Harkin, in your statement you outlined the re-
ductions that were made under the 1981 reconciliation bill, or the
OBRA—the Omnibus Reconciliation Act—and stated that you felt
that only 600,000 people dropped out of the program as a result of
the reductions in subsidy.

You said some of these 1,600,000 or 1,800,000 participants that
dropped out were because of declining school enrollment or because
they were private schools. A total of 2,200 schools, as I recall the
number, dropped out of the School Lunch Program. A lot of them
were, I presume, private schools. With this 24 cents, what kind of
reduction will you get in numbers now, and have you already let
out of the prograra the private school students and the other
people who would be reduced from a reduction in numbers, as one
of the Senators said, that seems to be turning around? What do
your studies show with respect to what would happen, and *s Sena-
tor Harkin correct in believing that the per unit costs would rise
substantially or otherwise from a reduction of this subsidy?

Mr. Bobe. The unit cost, we feel, of providing the lunch has cer-
tainly gone at the pace of the free category reimbursement. We feel
that there is absolutely no reason for low-income dropout in the
lunch program because of these proposals.

The only change we are proposing would be to reduce the subsidy
for the upper- and middle-income groups, and that would in many
schools, most schools, increase the costs of the lunch of certain of
those children.

The statistic you referred to, the eight-tenths of 1 percent, was
based on arn analysis done in the late seventies and applied at a
different level in the School Lunch Program.

I think it also is important to point out that is an initial response
to an increase in lunch charges. What we feel is most important to
consider is where the program participation levels out. Some of
those upper- and middle-income kids are going to drop off the pro-
gram when the price of the lunch increases. They will then come
back on after experiencing the alternatives.

Senator BoscHwirz. The past participation studies by your
agency have shown there is an eight-tenths of 1 percent drop from
paid Innch participation for every cent decreased. Based on USDA
estimates, therefore, if we enact the 24 cents, there would be a re-
duction of 2.3 million kids. This reduction applies to the people who
pay for their lunch.

In the event, 2.3 million kids drop out, that is somewhat less
than 10 percent of the total now in the program.

Senator HARKIN. Where did you get that from?
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Senator Boscuwirrz. Those are in the USDA study, as Mr. Bode
pointed out, in the late seventies where it said that for every 1 cent
that you reduced on this upper income level that you would lose
eight-tenths of 1 percent of the participants.

As I recall the figure, it was 11% million participants in the
upper income level which represents about 48 percent of the total
number of people who participate in the School Lunch Program. In
the event you drop by 24 cents, therefore, they say they will lose 19
or 20 percent of your 11% million who are paying for their lunch.

Your point is that if you drop off 2.8 million people, the rest of
the program per unit is more expensive.

Senator HARKIN. That is my point.

Senator BoscHwrrz. Mr. Bode in his testimony indicates that he
felt that the people who dropped out of the program due to the pre-
vious cuts of this nature could be attributed to a reduction in en-
rollees in school in general, the fact that it applied to private
schools, and that a lot of people came back.

Mr. Bobe. Yes, sir.

The other factors were certainly confirmed in the analysis of the
1981 changes. There are a number of things that happened and any
meaningful analysis is going to take account of those. Historically,
about one-third of those dropping out come back in in the paid cat-
egory. So there would be a dropout. Some of the upper- and middle-
income students would be dropping out when their parents were
asked to pay the additional amount.

Then, based on past experience, a good third of those that drop
out come back in.

Senator HARKIN. How many though? What is your figure? How
many do you anticipate will drop out?

Mr. Bobk. I guess it is very hard—because of some inadequacies
in the data that Senator Boschwitz referred to, I have not felt com-
fortable giving a projected dropout number. I realize that the num-
bers that Senator Boschwitz mentions, how they shake out.

Senator BoscHWITZ. It is hard to tell, Senator, and we are talking
about only 12 cents under this study that was made a few years
ago and that about a million kids would drop out. How many
would come back is not clear, and you never know exactly when
Kou are coming to the margin. But that is something that we will

ave to look at very carefully and make sure that we do not,
indeed, just raise the costs.

Let me turn, if I may, for a moment to the child care food pro-
gram and the idea of imposing also the 130 to 185.

Would there be a 40-cent payment?

Mr. Bopk. No, sir.

Senator BoscHwiITZ. Just above——

Mr. BobE. Just above the 185 percent.

Senator Boschwitz. It is not clear to me.

You state here that since day care providers already must pass
the means test to qualify their own children for the program, it
would not be a new or an unfamiliar requirement to implement. I
would think that it is going to be a little more difficult to imple-
ment when you have a home with four or five or six or seven kids,
and the parents all know one another. And I think it will be some-
what more difficult to implement.
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Mr. Bobpe. Certainly there would be an additional requirement
there. And I do not mean to imply that there is not. My point is
tha}t1 the standard is known, it is a concept that has been dealt
with.

Additionally, the sponsor of the Child Care Food Program would
collect that information, provide that service, if confidentiality of
the family income is concerned.
hsenat,or Boscawrrz. Well, I will pursue that a little bit because
that——

Mr. BopE. That has been a concept that has been used in the
past in the Child Care Food Programs.

Senator BoscHwITZ. Prior to 1980?

Mr. Bopk. Yes, sir.

Senator BoscHwrrz. And it worked pretty well? I do not recall.

Mr. Bopk. It was modified for the purpose of easing the adminis-
trative requirement, the concern you pointed out. What was cer-
tainly unanticipated at that time was the tremendous growth in |
upper- and middle-income participation in the program until it |
reached the point that it went, from a means test dprogram where |
we now have 65 percent of the subsidies provided to those with |
income above 185 percent of the poverty level. |

Senator Boscawrrz. I think it may be a little different. The re- ‘
porting requirements may be different in the school setting where
you have an administrator, rather than a mother who is running
the child care home center, if that is the proper designation, and
deal with her and another mother or parent——

Mr. Bope. We have it in centers now but not in the family day
care homes.

Senator Boscuwrrz. You are going to impose it in the centers but
not in the homes?

Mr. Bopk. No; it is now in the centers.

Senator BoscHwiTz. The 185 percent requirement?

Mr. Bope. Yes. It is not now in the family homes, and that is
what we propose, to put it in the family day care homes.

Senator Boscuwirz. That is what I would say would be more dif- |
ficult to implement. |

At the beginning of the hearing, I pointed out we are going to |
have to try to get out of here by 11:30, and the rules are going to |
require us to get out by 12. And more Senators appeared than I
thought. So this initial part of this hearing was more extensive
than we anticipated, but we have to get on to our first panel

So we turn to Ms. Gene White, legislative chairperson, American
School Food Service Association, Sacramento, CA; Mrs. Rita
Hamman, director, Child Nutrition Prograias, Kansas Department
of Education, Topeka, KS; and Dr. Louis E. Smith, dire.tor, Child
Nutrition Program Division, State Department of Public Instruc-
tions, Des Moines, IA.

Senator Harkin, I believe Dr. Smith is a constituent of yours and
you wanted to say a few words.

Senator HARKIN. Yes.

Senator BoscuwiTtz. Let us proceed, please, and those who wish
to converse leave the room, plzase.

Senator Harkin, i,;gou would proceed.

Senator HARkIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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It gives me great pleasure to introduce this morning Dr. Louis
Smith. Dr. Smith is director of the Child Nutrition Program divi-
sion of the Iowa Department of Public Instruction. In this position,
Dr. Smith supervises the National School Lunch Program, School
Breakfast Program, the Commodities Distribution Program, the
Child Care Feeding Program, and the Nutrition Education and
'll;rraining Program, and the Food Service Equipment Assistance

ogram.

In Jowa, these programs total $29 million in feeding those chil-
dren across the State each year.

Dr. Smith has a distinguished career of gublic service in the field
of education. Prior to his 7 years with the Department of Public
Instruction, he held jobs covering the gamut of secondary and
higher education. Among tke many hats Dr. Smith has worn are
those of colle%;el dean, college admissions counselor, high school
principal, and high school social studies, history and English teach-
er. He also found time to pursue a doctorate in educational psy-
chology as well as serving on many boards and commissions, in-
cluding the executive board of the National Association of State
Agencies for Free Distribution. Last year, he was also a member of
the Governor's task force on hunger which found that there were
130,000 hungry people in Iowa last year, a shocking statistic from a
State with some of the richest farmland in the world.

I mention all this today, and I take this brief amount of time,
Mr. Chairman, to underscore the breadth of knowledge and experi-
ence that Dr. Smith brings to this hearing today.

So I just want to welcome Dr. Smith here and look forward to his
testimony and the breadth of experience and knowledge he brings.

Senator BoscHwrTz. Dr. Smia is at the end. You are Dr. Smith’s
counterpart in Kansas?

Mrs. HaMMAN. That is correct.

Senator Boscuwtiz. And Ms. White, you are the legislative chair-
person.

Would you describe that title?

Ms. WHITE. Legislative chairperson for the American School
Food Service Association.

Senator BoscuwrTz. In that case we will go in order of the pro-
gram here. We covered a lot of ground already and we asked the
witnesses to address the problems at hand rather than, as is done
very often, repeat testimony already given. I do not particularly
say you cannot stray from your own testimony. I ask that ycu
would please make it as pointed as possible since we are going to
have to adjourn here at noon,

So, if you would proceed, be as pointed as possible and address
the issues that are before the Senate, I would appreciate it.

STATEMENT OF GENE WHITE, LEGISLATIVE CHAIRPERSON,
AglERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION, SACRAMEN-
TO, CA

Ms, WmiTE. Thank you, Senator.
As referenced, my name is Gene White. I am the legislative
chairperson of the American School Food Service Association.!

! See p. 54 for the prepared statement of Ms. White
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Until recently, I was the director of child nutrition and commodity
distribution for the State of California, and am a past president of
the ASFSA.

Mr. Chairman, if I may, I am going to digress from my prepared
text.

Senator BoscuwiITz. Sure.

Ms. Warte. I would like to respond to two things, Senator Harkin
and his concerns about fixed costs. I would like to share some
thoughts with you and I would then like to briefly respond to the
administration’s testimony.

Senator BoscHwITZ. Fine. Do so.

Ms. WHITE. I would like to point out some questions I am going
to have with that.

Senator Harkin, you have mentioned concerns about fixed costs.
And what this means to the price of a meal in a school. Aside from
the fairness issue, whick you did address, there is also, as you men-
tioned, the economics of fixed costs and what happens when you
raise prices. Let me share with you something I put together this
week on how a typical school district is affected when you raise
prices.

Raising the selling price of the school lunch will not necessarily
offset the loss of a Federal reimbursement for the meal. In fact, our
studies indicate that thiz may actually com%ound the problem. In a
typical school serving over a thousand lunches a day or, let us say,
a thousand, 50 percent of these meals are served to the needy and
50 pe rcentfo t:ot the nonneedy. It would be an example of what we are
ta.llfleng about.

Now, in this typical school, if we raised the selling price to the
paying child by 15 cents, as most schools would need to do next
year, our past experience in a number of States shows that we
would have a 15-percent loss of student participation in the paid
meal category. Now, that equates to 75 students that would drop
out of the program.

Now, when this happens, all of the income that would have been
generated by the 75-student meals is lost and, in the meantime, the
fixed charges that you referenced support the infrastructure of the
program itself continue at essentially the same level.

I pulled the food costs down for those 75 meals, pulled the supply
costs down, left the labor essentially thz same, equipment replace-
ment costs of a penny and a half a meal the same. And as a result
of all this adjustment of figures, I still found that the loss of
income from the 75 dropout students creates a shortfall of 16 cents
per meal for all the remaining meals that are served in this school,
and that includes the 1neals served to needy students.

So, you see, by raising the price 15 cents and by losing 75 stu-
dents, we have lost a significant piece of income which no longer is
there to support the infrastructure. And the net result is higher
food costs for everybody who is left.

Senator HARKIN. Only one question.

You said 15 centa equals 15 percent loss?

Ms. WHiTE. Yes.

Senator HARKIN. That is one for one.

Ms. WaiTe. A USDA study shows about eight-tenths of 1 percent
drop in Federal reimbursement relates to about a 1-percent loss of
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student participation. However, a number of State directors find
that it is about a 1-to-l. A 1 penny increase is about a 1-percent
drop. That is the figure I am using here.

During the years I was State director in California, we found
that to be true.

Senator BoscHwrrz. Say all that again. If you lost 75 kids and
what are they paying on the average?

Ms. WHrTE. I equated this to be in the elementary schools 85
cents and in the high schools $1. So when you add 15 cents on to
that price, the elementary price goes up to $1 and the high school
price to $1.15.

Senator BoscHwITZ. Yes.

Ms. WHITE. So you would lose that revenue for 75 students.

Senator BoscHWITZ. You would lose the 85 cents and $1.

Let us say 92% cents.

Ms. WHITE. But you would be raising the pricss, you see, next
ggar. You would serve 75 less students, those who remained would

paying the inflated price or the adjusted price of a dollar in the
elementary and $1.15 in my high school.

Senator Boscawrrz. How much will you lose? You would lose 75?

Ms. WHITE. We are estimating you would lose the full revenue
for the 75 students.

Senator Boscuwrrz. $70?

Ms. WarTE. Really you would be losing $1 for the elementary stu-
dents and you would be losing $1.15 for the high school. That in-
creases the loss somewhat.

Senator BoscHWITz. You cannot lose what you have not got.

Ms. WhiTE. That would be the projection for next year.

Senator BoscHwITZ. You are losing 85 cents and the $1. How
much is it? How do you get to the 16 cents for all the remaining?

Ms. WHITE. If you take your loss, if you take the projected short-
fall that we would not have for those meals, compute that and
divide that by 925 remaining meals in the school, you actually have
a ghortfall in the meals.

Senator Boscuwrtz. But not 16 cents?

Ms. WarTe. That was our projection.

Senator BoscHwIrz. But you only lost $70 or $75 so that if you
have 925 left, that would be about eight cents a student.

Ms. WHITE. I can share my figures with you. I have them here.

Senator Boscuwirrz. Later.

Ms. WHITE. This gives you the picture that raising prices does
not necessarily generate revenue to take care of the fixed price
issue.

My other comment, Senator, would relate to some of the com-
ments made in the USDA statements.

Senator HARKIN. We will really work those figures out.

Ms. WHITE. I would be glad to gring them by your office.

My final comment in response to the USDA “statement concerns
some of the comments they made which, in our judgment, are con-
fusing and inaccurate, and I am particularly referring to page 7 of
the testimony where a statement was made mid page here which
states that the administration is “not impressed with such predic-
tions of catastrophe that have been made about this proposal.
These claims were made in 1981 but did not materialize.”
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I think it is important to point out that the administration’s
package was not approved by the Congress and, therefore, the ca-
tastrophe that was predicted did not occur and had Senator Helms
remained, I would like to have particularly commended him for the
way in which he had opposed the total elimination of section 4 in
1981. Actually, Congress did not approve the administration’s pro-
posal in 1981 which would have been to eliminate section 4 fund-

ing.

Additionally, they mitigated the 11 percent cut. One was to in-
crease the amount of bonus commodities. The other was to provide
an option to serve in the meal package. The predictions, had the
administration package actually been voted in, would have unques-
tionably happened.

I think another question that we have concerns the effect of
budget cuts on student participation. Do students really drop out
and have they dropped out? Without taking time to debate the ad-
ministration’s figures, I would like to submit for the record a
report we have just received from the Center on Budget and Policy
Priorities prepared by Robert Greenstein, the director, and this ad-
dresses the impact of budget cuts on the school lunch participation.
It addresses the dropouts. It clearly says decreasing enrollment
does not account for the full level of dropout. It also points out that
free and reduced price children have dropped out of the program.
So I would like to submit this, Mr. Chairman, for the record.!

Senator BoscHWITZ. Give it to me then. I will read it first.

Ms. WHrTE. If I might quickly get back to my text, I would like to
Jjust very briefly highlight some of the contents.

The budget resolution as reported by the Committee on the
Budget presumes a saving of $700 million in child nutrition. The
Senate leadership-White House budget plan would lower this cut in
child nutrition to $400 million in fiscal 1986, $500 million in fiscal
1987, and $700 million in fiscal 1988. The Senate leadership-White
House plan which became the basis for the Senate debate by a 52
to 49 vote is an improvement, but we do not believe the Child Nu-
trition Programs can withstand even these cuts in Federal support.
And we, therefore, would urge the passage of the Hawkins amend-
ments which she referenced this morning.

It is the opinion of the American School Food Service Association
that if these cuts are enacted, the National School Lunch Program
would cease to exist as a nutrition and health program for all chil-
dren and would, at most, provide a degree of income security to
poor children living in pockets of poverty.

Mr. Chairman, there are a number of issues pending before the
Congress which affect the Child Nutrition Programs. Yesterday,
the House Education and Labor Subcommittee reported out H.R. 7
with amendments. It would extend for 3 years all Child Nutrition
Programs with reauthorization. The cost of the bill is $100 million,
and this is to be divided between the WIC and the Breakfast Pro-
grams.

It is, I should note Senator Boschwitz, very similar to the bill
that you introduced in the Senate last year.

1 See p. 87 for the report from the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities
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We are submitting a ASFSA issue paper to provide information
for the record, and our position on these other child nutrition
issues.?

Now, the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 reduced Federal
support for child nutrition by approximately 30 percent or $1.5 bil-
lion. It was one of the steepest cuts contained in the Reconciliation
Act. While the Child Nutrition Programs comprise less than Y2 of 1
percent of the Federal budget, the Child Nutrition Program shoul-
dered approximately 4 percent of the total savings enacted as part
of this act.

Now, the White House budget plan concurrently under consider-
ation would cut child nutrition and specifically the School Lunch
Program. Most of the cuts, as you know, are in the School Lunch
Program. Specifically the cut would eliminate 100 percent of the
Federal cash support paid to schools for meals served to children
from families with incomes over $19,600 or 185 percent of the pov-
erty line.

Senator Boscuwrrz. Ms. White, we are going to run out of time.
The rules of the Senate state we cannot proceed more than 2 hours
after the Senate goes into session, and I do not want to be discour-
teous. I will read your testimony. You are now repeating some of
the material that we have already considered earlier, and so with
your permission I would like to go on to Mrs. Hamman.

Pardon me, Senator Wilson.

Senator WiLsoN. Mr. Chairman, first of ail, I regret that, as is so
often the case, a conflicting responsibility delayed my arriving
here. If I may, because having just arrived, I have shortly to leave,
let me ask a couple of questions if I might.

Senator Boscuwirrz. Sure.

Senator WiLsoN. As I understand the argument that is being
made by Ms. White and others who are opposing both the adminis-
tration’s proposal and the so-called compromise proposal, it is that
the elimination of the current level of funding is going to prevent
the use of the School Lunch Program for those who are, in fact,
truly needy because a number of school districts will withdraw
from the plan. And I know in particular her explanation that it
really goes to the transfer payment, not to specific individuals, but
to school districts because of certain fixed charges that are involved
and incurred by them in participating in the Child Nutrition Pro-
gram.

Could scmebody tell me what the level of subsidy is to the paying
students and what percentage of the total number of participating
students is represented by paying?

Here I have seen a figure that says something like 60 percent.
Excuse me. The paying students represent 45 percent of the 23 mil-
lion students participating in the program. In other words, 45 per-
cent of all the students participating in the program, so-called
paying students, represent the children of families who in the pro-
posals would no longer participate? They are being subsidized at
what level on a typical school lunch?

2See p 57 for the material furn: ed by Ms White
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Ms. WHITE. The level of subsidy is 12 cents cash and 12 cents in
commodities. In California——

Senator WiLsoN. So it is approximately a quarter?

Ms White. Right. In California, about 33 percent of the meals
served in the School Lunch Program each day go to these paying
students that we are talking about. Nationwide, it represents, as
you said, about 45 percent.

Senator WiLson. Has there been an argument advanced by the
proponents of the reductions that this can be achieved in another
way, without the gsubsidy to the so-called payix;g students, that a
subsidy can be provided to only the so-called n , whom I gather
from this would represent the other 55? Is that what you are

saﬁgg?

. WhITE. That is correct. The concern that w= have is that the
subsidy for the paying child is an important part of the total finan-
cial structure of the program. Many schools would have student
dropouts, lower participation which would increase the financial
burden of the program. The program actually is never completely
self-sufficient. But if we were to lose the paying child, we would
lose a basic part of the financial contribution to this program
which really Eel(f)s provide the infrastructure to support the pro-
gram for all children. And actually if we lose——

Senator WiLsoN. Why is that?

Ms. Wurre. This is simply because the funding for all children
provides the basic financial support. Many schools that have, as an
ASFSA study indicates, a mix of, say, 40 or 50 or higher a percent-
age of paying children, simply could not afford to operate a pro-
gram for only the needy if they were not receiving subsidies for all
of he meals.

Senator WiLsen. You are saying there are fixed costs such that
the 45 percent, and we are talking now not about the commodity
peyment but the cash payment, 12 cents from eaci of the students
within this 45 percent group is essentially in order to provide the
overhead that is involved in the program? Is that it?

Ms. WHITE. Overhead costs remain relatively fixed. The total
funding package for the paying child as well as for the free and
reduced priced meals is essential.

Our concern, as indicated by the number of surveys we have
done in the States, is that if the funding for the paying child is
eliminated, many schools will close their programs. And if that
happens, then even the most needy child is not served.

nator WiLsoN. Has there been a response from the administra-
tion as to how they could counter that argument? In other words,
have they suggested that the 12 cents that now goes to the needy
could in some fashion—to the nonneedy, to the paying students
could, in some fashion, be redistributed?

Ms. WHITE. I am not aware of a proposal of that kind.

Senator WiLsoN. Anybody who 1s? Has there been any such rep-
resentation by the administration?

Ms. WHITE. Not that I know of.

Senator WiLson. Well, Mr. Chairman, I woul® be interested in
the response they make to this specific argument.

b Sﬁx;amr Bogcuwitz, Of the reduction of numbers and the over-
ead?
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Senator WiLsoN. Yes. The argument is made that payment of the
subsidy, the 12 cents per  _nt to the so-called paying student, is
an essential part of payin, r the overhead of the program for ev-
eryone, and they may argue with that. They may have a counter-
proposal, but at least I would be interested in their response to the
contention that is being advanced by Ms. White.

Senator BoscHwiItz. I have given everyone the testimony of Mr.
Bode who was here earlier. We really have to move on, otherwise
we will not be able to listen to the rest of our witnesses.

Do you have further questions?

Senator WiLson. I will simply leave the question on the record
and take Mr. Bode's testimony.

Senator Boscawirz. Starting on page 7.

Just before we leave it, a final short question.

Of the total cost of the School Lunch Program, what percentage
is overhead? What percentage is food?

Ms. WHrTE. It varies from district to district. The figures that I
had used was something like 53 percent labor, about 45 percent
food cost, the other percentages are for such things as utilities,
equipment replacement and so on. It does vary considerably
throughout the States.

Senator Boscuwirz. Fifty percent of the cost of the school lunch
is attributable not to the food but to the overhead?

Ms. WarTe. Correct, 50 percent or more. It is usually more.

Senator Boscuwirrz. All right.

Now we have got to go to Mrs. Hamman, and I apologize for
asking you to be brief, but I am going to ask you to do so.

STATEMENT OF RITA HAMMAN, DIRECTOR, CHILD NUTRITION
PROGRAM, KANSAS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, TOPEKA, KS

Mt?; HamMman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the com-
mittee.

My aame is Rita Hamman. I am director of the school food serv-
ice section in the Kansas State Department of Education. Bob Cle-
mons, who is chairman of the Kansas State Board of Education, is
also here today.

You do have a copy of my testimony,! and I will highlight cer-
tain parts of this testimony and will address three programs: the
Natior.al School Lunch Program, the Child Care Food Program,
and the National Commodity Processing Program.

As we all know, the goal of the National School Lunch Program
is to safegurd the health and well-being of our Nation’s children.
As a program administrator, I am happy to report that we are
meeting this goal. However, I am concerned about meeting it in
future years if cash assistance for paid meals is eliminated.

The Kansas State Department of Education has identified 371
schools in 106 districts which serve fewer than 20 percent free and
reduced price meals. All of these schools would be considered likely
to cease participation in the Nat.onal School Lunch Program if re-
imbursement cuts are enacted.

! See p. 64 for the prepared statement of Mrs Hamman
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If these schools withdraw from program participation, an esti-
mated 14,000 students now receiving free and reduced price meals
daily, plus an estimated 81,000 students who pay full price for their
meals, will be forced to go elsewhere to buy a lunch, bring a lunch
from home, or will go without a lunch.

The child nutrition programs are a sound investment in Ameri-
ca's future because when children learn to eat nutritious foods,
meny of the diet-related health problems are less likely to occur
later in life. Although families with higher incomes may be able to

y &n increased price for a school lunch, studies have found fami-

ies are more interested in saving money than buying nutritious
foods. By retaining the Federal reimbursement for meals served to
children in the paid category, meal prices can be ke?t low, thus
providing an incentive to purchase a nutritious meal. If students in
the g:id category continue to participate in the program, schools
will be less likely to withdraw from program participation.

The second program I would like to discuss is the Child Care
Food Program. At the local level, the Child Care Food Program in
child care centers is very similar to the National School Lunch
Program. The enrolled children are categorized according to the
income level and reimbursement per mea% varies according to the
income category. Elimination of cash ssistance for paid meals
would result in the closure of some child care centers in Kansas.
For others, they would withdraw from the program and lower the
nutritional quality of the meals served so they could maintain a
competitive child care rate and stay in operation.

The family day care portion of the Child Care Food Program is
different because the reimbursement rates do not vary according to
the income catefgory of enrolled children. For that reason, the
means test for family day care children has been proposed. In
Kansas, we have given this a lot of consideration. We have dis-
cussed this with sponsoring organizations. I would like to give you
some thoughts about this issue; however, I do not have any recom-
mendations.

A means test implies collection of family income data for en-
rolled children so the provider can meet certain eligibility criteria,
such as having a certain percent of enrolled children from families
that qualify for the free and reduced price categories. Sponsors be-
lieve parents of children in care woulg be reluctant to complete an
income form for a family day care home provider who, in many
cases, would be a friend and/or neighbor. The parents of children
in care do not receive direct benefits, such as lower child care
rates, and thus they would have littie incentive to provide personal
income information. For these reasons, a provider may find it diffi-
cult to qualify for Frogram eligibility.

The procedures for claiming and disbursing reimbursement could
create a mountain of paperwork and cause both family day care
providers and sponsoring organizations to cease program participa-
tion. Extensive recordkeeping by both the provider and sponsoring
organization would be required if reimbursement would be based
on the individual income category of each child.

If rzimbursement rates wou%d based on the percent of free and
reduced price children served through each organization, the spon-
soring organizations could compete for sponsorship of homes caring
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for poor children, and no one would be interested in homes caring
for middie-income children. I do not believe this type of corapeti-
tion would be desirable.

In summary, I would like to say I believe a means test for family
day care programs would be difficult to adwinister.

The third program I want to discuss is the National Commodity
Processing Program. In an effort to make more bonus dairy com-
modities available to program sponsors, the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture implemented the National Commodity Processing Pro-

am. Through this program, the USDA enters into contracts with
ood processors to make finished vroducts using bonus dairy com-
modities. To date, this program has used over 35 million pounds of
bonus dairy commodities and has been a great benefit to program
sponsors in Kansas in hgg)ing them to control food costs.

The National Commodity Processing Program will expire on
June 30, 1985. Therefore, I urge you to support legislation to
extend this program.

In summary, the importance of cask and commodity assistance
for all meals served in the Child Nutrition Programs cannot be
overemphasized. Therefore, I urge this committee to reject the pro-
posals to cut funding for the Child Nutrition Programs.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Clemons and I would
be happy to respond to any questions.

Senator BoscHwIrz. Dr. Smith, if you would proceed.

STATEMENT OF DR. LOUIS E. SMITH, DIRECTOR, CHILD NUTRI-
TION PROGRAMS DIVISION, IOWA STATE DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, DES MOINES, 1A

Dr. Smrra. Thank you, Senator Boschwitz and Senator Harkin.

1 appreciate the opportunity to address you.

As indicated, my name is Louis Smith, and I am the director of
the Child Nutrition Programs Division of the Iowa State Depart-
ment of Public Instruction. As Senator Harkin has already indicat-
ed, T am responsible for administering six federally funded pro-
grams related to the feeding of children. Primary among these are
the National School Lunch Program and the Commodity Distribu-
tion Program.

In the 6 years preceding the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981,
participation in the National School Lunch Program in Ilowa’s
schools averaged aggroximatel 75 percent of daily enrollment. Fol-
lowing the combined effects of the Reconciliation Acts of 1980 and
1981, which reduced cash and commodity support by a combined
total of 12%2 cents for all meals served, the average increase in
lunch charges to Iowa students rose by 15 cents, which was accom-
g‘z}i‘nmied by a decrease in average daily participation of 7 percent.

is was predictable based upon an historical pattern in Iowa
which demonstrates clearly that every increase of 1 cent in charges
to students is accompanied by a one-half percent decrease in par-
ticipation in our State.

Since the initial increase in average student charges created by
the aforementioned cutbacks in Federal support, the school pro-
grams in lowa have been working most diligently and innovatively
to hold down charges to students. Such efforts have resulted in no
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statewide median increase in meal charges to students siace the
original 15 cent increase in the fall of 1981. But even though
rogress has been made, only half the proportion of students who
eft the program in 1981 have returned to it. The trend continues
to be positive, but any further decrease in Federal support will un-
doubtedly result in additional charges to students with resulting
decreases in participation.

Supporting documentation which is attached illustrates the
direct impact upon students which the proposed budget would
have. Basically it would be expected tc increase the average state-
wide cost to students from 75 cents to $1 and would, therefore, be
expected to drop an additional 12 {0 13 percent of students out of
the program. This would mean thai oniy slightly more than half of
Iowa’s students would be participaving in the National School
Lunch Program as opposed to the three-fourths of 4 years ago.

Parenthetically, it 1s to be emphasized that the original purpose
of the National School Lunch Program was to address concerns
about the poor nutritional status of America’s youth. Hopefully,
this is still the ~ase. Recent studies have documented that the Na-
tional School Lunch Program continues to successfully address this
issue. However, any reduction in participation surely must be re-
garded as hindering this end.

Nutritional considerations aside, there would exist significant
economic impact upon Iowa of anything which would reduce the vi-
tality of the National School Lunch Program. During the 1983-84
school year, the U.S. Department of Agriculture purchased $126
million of Iowa agricultural products for distribution to Federal
feeding programs, primary among which is the National School
Lunch Program. The Federal Government returned $12.5 million of
these commodities for use in Iowa schools. If to these amounts are
added the Federal reimbursement received for qualifying meals
served, local expenditures for food and supplies, and local level ex-
penditures for wages for persons employed in the lunch program, a
total is derived of approximately a quarter of a billion dollars. This
is a significant factor in the economy of a State beset with great
financial stress due to the well-known difficulties with the farm
economy and the resulting rising unemployment based upon layoffs
and closings in businc<sses dependent upon farining. Any disruption
in this arena would have an immediate effect far beyond the lunch
program itself.

As a summary consideration, in my judgment, the budget relat-
ing to child nutrition programs, as proposed, would not resuit in
the projected savings as relaied to Iowa’s circumstances. First,
should we experience the anticipated large numbers of paying stu-
dents dropping from the program, this will result in many schcol
food authorities becoming entitled for additional funding since they
would be expected to assume severe need status, which results
when free and reduced price participation exceeds 40 percent of
overall participation.

lso, since 1981, schools participating in the National School
Lunch Program have not been permitted to participate in the Spe-
cial Milk roig-ram. This has resulted in a significant decrease in
the amount of Federal support for this program. However, with in-
creased costs to students, it is anticipated that many schools will
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eleci to drop the meal program and participate in the milk pro-
am, thus reinstituting a significantly higher level of costs for this
atter program.

As Senator Harkin already pointed out, any decrease in overall
participation has a tendency to increase individual costs since fixed
program costs are then distributed among fewer participating
units, thus resultin%‘in each participant bearing a higher propor-
tion of such costs. This will ultimately mean tiat if provision is
still to be made for students qualifying for free and reduced price
meals, the amount of Federal support for these meals will have to
increase since present levels of support cannot expect to meet such
increased unit costs.

While commodity su};);;ort is as vital to the program as cash enti-
tlement, it should also be mentioned that the proposed substitution
of 12 cents in cash support by 12 cents in commodity value for
meals served to students qualifying for special assistance is not an
even trade. The cost of delivering, storing, and distributing addi-
tional donated com: adities would result in an addition to program
expense. If this proposal is adopted, additional funds need to be
madie available for the substitution to accomplish the inferred end
resulit.

Ail of these circumstances would serve to offset a significant por-
tion of the anticipated savings.

Because of the aforementioned, it is felt that any efforts to di-
.ninish support for the Natioral School Lunch Program would be
counterproductive to both the intended purpose of the National
School Lunch Act as well as to the intent of the present bud ‘et
pro .

ank you for the opportunity to address you. I would welcome
any questions you might have.

nator HARKIN. Thank you all very much for your excellent tes-
timony.

I have a number of seiious questions and I guess time has run
out. But while the chairman is out, I have one I will throw out to
anybody who wants to answer it.

tween the period of 1980 and 1983, there was an 18-percent in-
crease, or 1.5 million in the number of children who were eligible
to receive free lunches. However, during that same period, there
was only an increase of 131,000 in children participating in the free
lunch catego?'.

What could be the reason for the great discrepancy? In other
words, we had 18 (?ercent, 1.5 million in the numbers eligible, but
we only had 131,000 increase participating in the Free Lunch ro-
gram.

Have any of you taken a look at those figures before? In other
words, we are always focusing on who dropped out. I am not trying
to focus on in that period of time how many became eligible that
we know about and how many actually participated. We have not
really focused on that.

Ms. WHITE. I know that in California we did find that during
that period of time we lost about 12 percent of our needy students
in the program. We have tried to find out why, and as best as we
can determine from talking with parents, a lot of it is redtape and
a ot of it is just a distressing situation for the family.
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For example, verification was initiated during that time; Social
Security account numbers were required. The schools themselves
have an inordinate amount of redtape and costs connected with the
program which means they may not be reachiag out to find stu-
dents who are eligible. I think it is a mix of things. Particularly the
verification and the Social Security account numbers have a tend-
ency to discourage participation. Many families are intimidated.

Senator HARKIN. We have been focusing on the questions of who
dropped out of the program, how many dropped ouvt because of the
increased costs. I want to focus a little attention on the fact that
during this last 3- or 4-year pericd of time, we have had about 1.5
million children who have come into the schools that weuld be eli-
gible for the Free Lunch Program because of income guidelines,
and yet we only had 131,000 that participated. Rather than focus-
ing on who dropped out, let us focus on who became eligible and,
out of those, how many actually participated. And that is a great
discrepancy and I was trying to figure out why.

Dr. Smrra. May I also comment, Senator, on something that has
not been referenced.

If T recall correctly, Geng, you did not mention this. We are the
fourth largest food business in the country surpassed only by two
of the large fast food franchises and the Marriott Hotel Corp.

As a matter of fact, we represent a significant economic pool. In
the State of Iowa, if you check any large high school, you will typi-
cally see located near it all franchised fast food o itlets. They set up
their business there by design. They offer an enticcment to leave
school, to have a cigarette, to get off the school grounds. We are
constantly in competition with them. There would be some who
would argue that is free enterprise; let it go. But they entice
peop’- I think, who do not have the money to spend but they make
it the *‘thing to do,” a place to be seen.

We can sell a youngster in Iowa a lunch for 75 cents or give it to
them free, but we fight constantly to keep youngsters in our pro-
gram. We provide a nutritionally sound meal instead of the kinds
of things that I guess all of us really like to eat when our id sort of
takes over, but these are not good for us day in and day out.

I would like to just end by saying that Rita’s comment is particu-
larly meaningful relative to the National Commodity Processing
Program and anything to do with those commodities. Give us the
groceries. We are able to provide youngsters a good meal at a less
cost than any other commercial enterprise can do it because we
have the mechanics and the machinery in place. But there is a cer-
tain attraction to these settings that we constantly are fighting.
And we are concerned not only with the e-onomics of the thing,
but we are concerned with health as well. I think that is something
we tond to overlook in all of the politics and money that is thrown
around.

Kvep in mind that this program was originally instituted as a
health program. We have the biggest health maintenance program
in the United States operating in our schools. We want to see that
it remains intact. I also address my concern from that perspective.

Senator BosCHwiITZz. I must bring this to an end. I apologize for
interrupting you, Ms. White, but we have another panel and they
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have less than 15 minutes, and the hearing by the rules of the
Senate must end rather quickly.

So, Mr. Gill, if you would come up, and Pat Rife and also Ed
Cooney, and I apologize to the members of this panel.

Pat Rife is a constituent of mine from St. Paul, and she is the
director of the Child Care Food Program for Resources for Child

ing, which serves 4,000 kids a day and is the second largest

sponsor of the Child Care Food Program in Minnesota.

Pat, why do you not proceed? And once again I must say that we
are relatively constrained on time.

STATEMENT OF PATRICIA RIFE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
RESOURCES FOR CHILD CARING, MINNEAPOLIS, MN

Ms. RiFe. Thank you, Senator Boschwitz. Greetings from home,
and thank you for your past support of child care measures,

Members of the committee, I am Pat Rife, director of the USDA
Child Care Food Program for Resources for Child Caring. I am
going to skip quite a bit of what we already covered in my testimo-
ny, and you do have a copy.!

I appreciate the chance to testify on the effects of the proposed
means test for the Child Care Food Program. I believe that if im-
plemented the proposed means test will have a devastating impact
on the quality of child care in day care homes.

The Child Care Food Programis a key component of our quality
of day care and the entire quality of the day care system in the
State of Minnesota. It offers providers an incentive for being li-
censed, nutrition training and reimbursement for the very costs of
the food. It is largely responsible for strengthening the whole
family day care system.

Family day care is a large part of our day care system in Minne-
sota because it is flexible. Flexibility is important to parents be-
cause it offers care when parents work odd hours, when there is no
school, when parents must go out of town or work ,ate, or when
children are ill. It offers care in the warmth of a home rather than
a mere formal setting of a center. Of course, it also is less expen-
sive,

In order to be a participant in the Child Care Food Program, pro-
viders must meet regulatory requirements. Most providers operate
underground and dc not pay taxes or make Social Security contri-
butions. These women who choose to operate above ground and
participate in the Child Care Food Program will be independent in
their retirement years as they earn Social Security credits.

Our agency has developed materials to assist family day care
providers in running their fomily day care home as a private busi-
ness. We hold classes on tax procedures and recordkeeping. The
classes are open to anyone, but almost 100 percent of the partici-
pants are enrolled in the Child Care Food Program.

If means testing takes place, the Government will erode the reg-
ulation of child care and family child care will become an even
stronger subeconomy.

*8ee p. 68 for the prepared stateraent of Ms Rife.
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The quality of the family day care in Minnesota and in other
States has come a long way, and the Child Care Food Program is a
great contributor to that quality of care.

I have been working with the Child Care Food Program since
1980 and I have seen positive growth of family day care providers
as a result of nutrition training they receive through the Child
Care Food Program.

We have spent a lot of time talking about the costs of the actual
feeding of children. I am here to emphasize that this program is
very much a ’Fﬁg of the whole system of day care and that we need
the support. This is the only Federai large support that we have for
family day care, and most of the children who are in day care are
in family day care in this country, and we need to realize that.
Many children receive their only nutritionally balanced meals at
their day care home. In homes who are participating in the Child
Care Food Program, all children receive the same balanced meals
and snacks and the same nutritional education. If a means test
were imposed, it would segre%ate these children into low-income
and those above. Income eligible children could conceivably receive
a nutritionally balanced lunch of vegetables, meat, fruit, bread and
milk, while other nonparticipants could receive a brown bag cold
lunch of chips, Twinkies and a peanut butter sandwich.

How would a nonparticipating 4-year-old feel sitting next to
someone eating an attractive fresh hot lunch and not understand-
ing that difference?

I do not believe providers will cook separate meals for partici-
pants and nonparticipants. If she has only one income eligible child
in her day care home and four are noneligible, I believe she will
not take the time to fill out necessary paperwork, to go to required
training classes, and cook special meals. I think she will drop out
of the Child Care Program entirely, deciding it is not worth her
time and, in this way, many poor children would be hurt because
they would not receive the nutritional benefits of the Child Care
Food Program, and their hunger would be increased.

Having basic nutrition needs met is certainly at the very core of
quality care for young children.

I am just going to sum this up. We had a question earlier about
collecting the information for the means test, and I believe that
Mr. Bode answered by saying that it really is not a problem, that
the sponsor could do it. I would like to say that in my program I
know that if we have to do that, there will be an increase in the 32-
percent-per-home to collect that information on every parent of
every child in every day care home, and those homes have a tre-
mendous turnover.

In our program of 850 providers, we have a 15-percent turnover
per month of children, and that is very low compared to other pro-
grams nationally. Also, the provider will know what the parent is
receiving or what the parents’ income is because she receives a cer-
tain amount of money because of that income and she has to
record it and she has to send it in every month, and she knows
what she gets paid per child. It is her job to keep those records. So
the answer to your question earlier, Senator, is it would cost a lot
of money to do it and it would not be confidential. Tk 2re is no way
that it can be.
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Prior to 1980, there was a means test for families participating in
the Child Care Food Program. I was not working with the program,
but my colleagues tell me there were many, many problems with
that, and those are listed in my testimony.

A concern for child abuse is surfacing across this Nation. Yet the
very quality of the child care is threatened by this proposal to cut
the Child Care Food Program, the last source of Federal support
that we do have for family day care. The 50 million that might be
saved by implementing a means test is a great price to pay when
we consider the negative consequences which would ensue for fami-
lies, children, and low-income providers. As a matter of fact, 87
percent of the providers who do family day care are low-income
women.

Senator BoscHwiTz. Eighty-seven percent across the country?

Ms. RiFE. Yes. That is nationally.

In our program it is much less, less income for the already low-
income provider, lower nutritional standards for young children,
less regulation of home day care, lost revenue for the Government,
and less available above ground day care homes for parents to
choose from. The means test would result in a virtual elimination
of family day care in the Child Care Food Program.

Family day care is the system that cares for the majority of chil-
dren in day care. Without the Child Care Food Program, family
day care will diminish. Without family day care, the shortages of
day care slots will b * critical in the years to come.

Senator Boscuwirz. I followed you along in your testimony. Did
you make the points in this testimony I have about the under-
ground economy?

Ms. RiFE. Yes, I did.

Senator Boscuwirz. I will read it in that case.

Mr. Gill, if you would proceed.

STATEMENT OF KEVIN F. GILL, CHIEF ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE
OF SCHOOL FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICES, NEW YORK CITY
BOARD OF EDUCATION

Mr. GiiL. Mr. Chairman, my name is Kevin Gill. I am chief ad-
ministrator for the New York City Board of Education’s Office of
School Food and Nutrition Services.?

Senator Boscuwirz. Do I have a copy of your testimony?

Mr. GiLL. Yes.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you to discuss
the Summer Breakfast and Lunch Program. I am hopeful that I
will be able to demonstrate to the subcommittee that the program
is compatible with your concerns with budget integrity and pru-
dence, and that it is deserving of reauthorization and funding.

The New York City Board of Education has been functioning in
an environment of fiscal austerity for some years now and Las re-
fined its ability to flourish even while operating within budgetary
constraints. The management of our Summer Meals Program is di-
rected toward ensuring the maximum nutritional benefits for cur

'See p. 73 for the prepared statement of Mr Gyil
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children while working within a philosophy of effective budgetary
utilization.

To understand the impact of summer feeding on the children of
America in general and of New York City in particular, one need
not be an expert on nutrition. And one need not be an expert on
the economy to see why excellent management of the program is
consistent with the aim of reducing the deficit. One need only
apBiy common sense to the facts at hand.

my testimony I indicate what hunger means in New York
City, and I will go from there.

My colleagues have pointed out the success of the National
School Lunch Program during the regular school year. I must point
out the necessity for maintaining a program throughout the
summer as well. We believe that it is essential to continue to sup-
plement home provided meals during July and August in order to
assure and safeguard the continuum of our childrens’ well-being. It
is in our Nation’s self-interest. While there is a summer hiatus for
many, the nutritional needs of our youngsters never have a day off.
Their needs are all-year round. We are hopeful that by maintain-
ing their nutritional needs during the summer, we will be provid-
ing sustenance to their academic achievement during the coming
school year as well.

The board of education is the sole provider of breakfasts and
lunches in New York City. We have been selected for a number of
reasons, chief among them being the cost-effective manner in
which we deliver them. In addition to the fact that we combine so
many Federal, State, and city programs for the young, our human
and physical resources are so vast that we are now serving more
than 1%10 million meals per year. These resources and our enor-
mous buying power enable us to spend more than half our reim-
bursement on food, thus ensuring that the taxpayer is getting a
fair return for his investment.

Our Summer Feeding Program has been audiied for the past sev-
eral years by various of the big eight accounting firms under the
auspices of the U.S. Department of Agriculture and the General
Accounting Office. In addition, perpetual audits have been inde-
pendently conducted by the board of education’s auditor general,
comptroller of the city of New York and the comptroller of the
State of New York. Kach final report is consistent in that they
state that the program is well managed and not subject to abuse.
Those commendations do not come easily. They result not only
from the board of education’s strict interpretation of the Federal
guidelines but also from our application of modern management
techniques. The reports have also helped us to maintain a national
reputation for integrity and service.

uring the summer of 1977, we served approximately 3 million
meals. Last summer we were able to cxpand our services to more of
our needy youngsters and we served 8% million meals. Since the
prograrn is limited to high poverty areas by the Federal Govern-
ment, these numbers support our stated goa: of providing as many
needy children as possible with a nutritious meal. We are antici-
pating serving approximately 9 million meals, better than 200,000
per day this summer While that may be considered substantial,
there are another 450,000 eligible children who are not participat-
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ing in our summer program. We are hopeful that with your sup-
port we will eventually reach all of these youngsters.

Mr. Chairman, children are the Nation’s most valuable resource.
We have come a long way in improving their nutritional health.
We do not want to undo our school year efforts and success, and we
hope you will reauthorize the Summer Feeding Program.

Thank you.

Senator Boscuwirz. I expect it will be reauthorized and I notice
the administration budget request is about what current law is.

Mr. Griv. I knew it was good testimony. [Laughter.]

Senator BoscHwrrz. And I noticed there is just a very slight de-
crease from 123 to 117 million. That allows for the 2-percent in-
crease, is that the idea? That represents the freeze but it still goes
up slightly.

All right, unless Senator Harkin has some questions——

Senator HARKIN. No.

Co%enator Boscuwrrz [continuing]. We can proceed with Mr.
ney.

Mr. Cooney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to
testify here today, and I will be as brief as I can be.

Senator Boscuwrrz. We are going to follow the rule. If you start
talking before 12, we can conclude.

Mr. CoonEey. Since I do not get paid by the word any longer, I
will proceed immediately.

I would like to submit my testimony for the record and also a
response that the Center for Budget and Policy Priorities has pre-
pared on the issue of who did drop out of the School Lunch Pro-
gram. This was an issue, raised in the House Education and Labor
Comrgittee, and I would like to submit this document for the
record.

Senator Boscuwirz. We will put it in. If you will give it to me, I
will see it is put in. I would like to take a copy with me.!

STATEMENT OF EDWARD M. COONEY, CHILD NUTRITION
SPECIALIST, FOOD RESEARCH AND ACTION CENTER

Mr. CoonEy. I appreciate it.

I am a child nutrition specialist at the Food Research and Action
Center. I would certainly like to thank you for your leadership in
galvanizing the nutritional community last year with the Bosch-
witz amendment which we strongiy endorsed. We think this indi-
rectly and directly helps this year’s work on the Hawkins amend-
ment which is being proposed on the Senate floor, we believe today
or tomorrow.

We would certainly like to welcome Senator Harkin as the new
ranking minority member of this subcommittee and appreciate his
help on child nutrition.

As you may know, the House Education and Labor Committee
reported out a child nutrition bill which reauthorized for 3 years
the five programs that we are talking about today. It also added
$100 million in child nutrition benefits—which is about $350 mil-
lion less then what H.R. 7 had originally proposed—and is in very

! See p 87 for the material from the Center on Budge* and Policy Priorities.
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many respects similar to the Boschwitz amendment offered last
year. It provides $60 million for the WIC Program in new funding
and $40 million to improve the School Breakfast Program meal
pattern. This school breakfast funding proposal is similar to a pro-
vision that we anticipate might be in the Harkin bill. The Senators
here hopefully can address that issue. There is als¢. a provision in
the Harkin bill, we believe, on the Summer Food Program. We are
sending a variety of mixed messages to the child nutrition commu-
nity because, on the one hand, the administration has proposed
that $400 million be cut and, on th: other hand, Senator Hawkins
is offering an amendment to eliminate it.

What we would propose at the Food Research and Action Center
is to go back and deal with two basic elements which led to the de-
velopment of sound child nutrition programs, and these are: A
need to address the nutritional status of low-income children and a
need to resourcefully use our agricultural abundance. We have
always had a strong and vital Federal role in these programs. We
have also enjoyed wide bipartisan political support for the pro-
gram. But, Mr Chairman, like the flowers in the spring, both of
these elements need to be strengthened and nurtured in order to
sustain life. So we are hoping that this will happen in terms of the
Hawkins amendment on the floor and also that this subcommittee
and the full committee will report out a bill which reauthorizes
child nutrition programs and not leave these programs in an Ap-
propriations Committee limbo. We should also take a look at how
low-income children benefit from the programs. A low-income child
receives anywhere from a third to a half of his total daily nutrient
intake in the National School Lunch Program. Think about that
for a moment. School lunch is not only the best meal of the day for
nlllang children, but for some of those children it is the only meal of
the day.

We have a series of specific provisions which we would propose
to assist low-income children. One is that we change the School
Breakfast Program by requiring schools to offer more protein, a
wider variety of fruits and vegetables and whole grains, and that
we reimburse them 6 cents for these food items. This is something
that the National Evaluation of School Nutrition Programs, a U.S.
Department of Agriculture, 4-year, $4 million study, has sug~ested
that we do to improve the quality of the school breakfast meal pat-
tern. We suggest you take a look at that.

We would also recommend a modest increase in funding as rec-
ommended in the Boschwitz amendment last year for the WIC Pro-
gram.

One final note. Both of you Senators——

Senator BoscHwiItz. I think that will take place.

Mr. Coonry [continuing]. Are from rural States. The Summer
Food Program discriminates against rural areas because it requires
all poor people in rural areas to live together because it is a re-
quirement that you have to have 50 percent or wore i your kids
eligible for free lunches. In rural areas, not all . .r folks decide to
live together.

We would recommend a standard of 33Y%s percent which existed
in the law prior to 1981,

‘ B
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My other comments are included in the record, but I would just
strongly say that a freeze impact is very dramatic in 1987 and this
has sort of been lost in the shuffle because most people who talk
about a freeze in child nutrition programs would tell you it is a
small cut. It is a small cut when it only applies to the last 3
months of fiscal year 1986. The full year impact of a freeze in child
nutrition programs is $200 million” in fiscal year 1987, and that
means a school lunch director will have 7% ‘cents less for every
free meal and 7% cents less for every reduced price meal. They
cannot pass that cost along to the kid because he is too poor and
they are reqaired by law to produce a meal that meets one-third of
the child’s RDA—reco.nmended dietary ailowance. They have less
money 1o do it, and unless they are completely looney—and I think
they are very competent—they cannot do it without the money.

Thank you for the opportunity for presenting this testimony.

Senator Boscawrrz. 1 will certainly read the document from the
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities.

Did you pretty well cover your testimony?

Mr. CoonEy. I would say I cut very significant portions, but I was
very pleased with the fact that there are eight U.S. Senators here
on issues of child nutrition and strongly supporting the programs,
and I think that speaks for itself,

Senator BoschwiTz. We are under the rules of the Senate. Unless
you, Senator Harkin, have anything in addition——

Senator HARKIN. No.

Seriator BoscHWITZ. I will bend the rules of the Senate for you.

Senator HARKIN. I know on the House side we had very strong
bipartisan support for these programs. I do not mean that by bipar-
tisan support it would mean unlimited amounts of resources, but
bipartisan support to ensure that the data we got was correct, and
to ensure that we addressed both areas, the economics area I
raised, that we were not, you know, saving a dime some place to
cost us another dime somewhere else, and then cut out a lot of poor
people from the program, and then the whole fairness thing. So
both of those on the economic and on tke fairness and I think have
good strong bipartisan support. And I am sure it will continue.

Senator Boschwitz has been a leader in this area on the Senate
side and I am delighted to be here with him.

Senator Boscuwitz. As Mr. Cooney mentioned in his testimony
although I did not hear him say it, it indeed has been bipartisan.
Senator Dole has been very active along with Senator Hawkins,
Senator Huddleston, myself, and others prior to your participation
and others on your side as well. So we welcome your participation
as you welcome mine, and I look forward to working with you on
this.

This hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:08 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject
to the call of the Chair.]
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APPENDIX

STATEMENT OF '{ON. JESSE YELMS
A ".S. SENATOR FROM NORTY CAROLINA

Mr. Chairman, [ am pleased to be able to be here with you this
morning. Child nutrition orograms are an imoortant, and large,
part of the Devartment of Agriculture. oOver S5 billion of the
Department's budget is spent in this area--$3 billion for the
school lunch orogram and over $2 hillion for the school
breakfast, child care food, summer, and WIC proarams.

Significant budget restraint is proposed 1n this area within
the President's fiscal year 1986 budget. Svecifically, the Ad-
ministration has recommended three provisions:

0 The elimination of Federal reimbursements on hehalf of
children from nonnoor families--those with 1ncomes
above 185 overcent of poverty.

0 The reinstatement of a '“means test" 1n the Aday care
home portion of the child care food proqram.

0 A freeze on reimbursements for the free and reduced-
price subsidies that would remain.

A reduction, rather than total elimination, of the subsidy to
nonpoor families is contained within the Taxpayer Protection
Plan, the Senate/Administration agreement on the budget.

Mr. Chairman, T am certainly aware that child nut ition pro-
grams are vopular; indeed, they are ponular with the Senator from
North Carolina. But we all have some real soul-searching to 4o
this year about what we can afford--in these programs ... and
other programs.

The fact of the matter is that the Federal ZJovernment spends
about §700 million annually to subsidize lunches to school chil-
dren who are from families well above the noverty line, indeed,
above 185 percent of the poverty line--which amounts to almost
$20,000 for a family of four. About 75 percent of such families
have incomes over 250 percent of ooverty, or over S24,000 for a
family of four. The average income is $33,000.

I am troubled, however, by this fact--that while the ~verage
family receiving benefits from the school 1lunch suhsidy  to
"paying students" has an income of $33,000, the AVPrage taxnayer
suonorting this and other Federal proqgrans has an  i1ncome oOf
$25,000 or so. Frankly, 1 find 1t difficult to ritionalize con-
tinuing a policy which taxes citizens in expectation of spending
their tax dollars on programs to sumport oroqrims for those with
considerably higher incomes--and a qreater ability to pay, out of
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their own pockccs, for the benefits from this and certain other
programs.,

Mr. Chairman, I have wondered how many of the present Federal
programs could be started, or enacted, now if this year were the
year they were being initially Proposed--knowing what we do about
the size of the deficit. Frankly, I do not think many of these
programs would be bequn under these circumstances. We would come
to the conclusion, in my judguent, that we simply cannot afford
many of these programs--even though they may have done a great
deal of good, even though they are pomular with our
constitutents, and so forth. Similarly, it seems we simoly must
give greater scrutiny in determining whether we can afford to
continue some of these programs.

The school 1lunch program is generally a fine program. 1t has
served the nation well. *y primary concern is whether we--as a
nation with a $200 billion annual deficit--can continue to spend
$700 million or more ver year for school children who ave not
poor by anyone's definition. We will still be spending well over
$2 billion annually for those who are poor and additional mil-
lions for those who are somewhat above poverty.

The Senate/Administration compromise is a reasonable approach
to reduce overall spending, and one which 1 hope this “Comittee
will accept.

I have heard many of the arguments from supporters of the
school lunch program. They claim that the program will come to
some ruinous end. They claim that hundreds of schools and
thousamds of students will "drop ocut" of the oprogram. And, un-
derneath it all, they fear for the loss of their jobs in overat-
ing the school lunch program.

With all due respect to my friends 1 have heard these same
arguments--sometimec used Aa'most as "scare tactics"--before.
They said similar things in 1980 and 1981. We adooted major
change., anyway, and the rrogram has not only <urvived, but
thrived. The overall objective then, and now, wis to retarget
Federal benefite to the ocor.

Tiis Comnittee r3s Aevonstrated in 1980 and 1981 that we can
make major reductions 1o srending fer child nutrition wrograms
without dem:lishirg the programs. Je can take cateful, selective
* ductions this yeor without lo:rg dame'ge to the ocoeration of
the == pPregrams. T

I support the overalt leadershiin,  package, including what 1
believe to »e the rea.onabie -2ductions prerosal 1n the schood
lunch program. veither the Admitistration, nor the ircalersnip,
is trying to terminate, or otherwise urlermine, th> school  lunch
program. Je are trying tc finag srecific ways ¢, achieve overall
budget reductions.

Ir we fail to make these reductions now, more severe <handges
mav be necessary in this and other programs in the future,

T would ask our witnesses this morning to address; themselvec
squarely not only t» the specific child nutrition proposals, but
als0 to the bhudgat context in which they must be considered. For
this is the context 1n which we, 1S Senators, must evaluate these
proposals. It would be wonderful if we could consider child nu-
trition Programs in a vacuum. T would prefer that the overall
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Federal fiscal picture Aid not require econony weasures.
Hovwever, we must deal in the realistic budaet context that faces
us.

STATEMENT OF HON. B0OB DOLE
A J.S. SENATOR FROM KANSAS

As Chairman of the subcomittee, I thank Senator Roschwitz for
offering to chair the hearing this morning. This is most
heloful, given what is hanmening on the Senate floor today.
Social Security and defense are big issues, but I think child nu-
trition budget issues have heen a concern to many, including
myself. Therefore, I'm glad we were able to schedule a hearing
before the committee on Agriculture beqgins mark-un on the
reauthorization of the 1985 farm bill and the food stamo
reauthorizatie 1,

As this committee is aware, last year, we were not able to ac-
tually reauthorize the Nonentitlement Child Nutrition Programs,
because there were a lot of unresolved differences on the ap-
proach that should have been taken at that time. Also, election
year politics played a big role in the debate. This year, we are
again faced with the necessity to reauthorize the Special Supple-
mental Food Program for ‘Yomen, Infants, and Children {usually
referred to as the WIC Program), as well As the Summer Food Ser-
vice Program, State administrative ermenses, and nutrition educa-
tion and training.

Jith regard to the School Lunch and Breakfast Programs, and the
Child Care Food Programs, there are somwe buiget issues that
should be focused upon, and that is the primary purpose of this
hearing today. Most of you here today are aware that the cucrent
Senate Republican/Wnite House budget =.Jreement includes savings
for Thild Nutrition Programs totaling about $400 million for
fiscal year 1986. This proposal assumes the elimination of the
cash sub,idy to paying" students--about 12 cents for meals
served to children fron families whose income exceeds 185 nercent
of ooverty. Since the original budget resolution, 135 reported
from the Senate Budget Tonmittee, included A total etimination of
all subsidies to paying students marticimating in these nroqgrams,
the comnromise agreement represents a considerahle improvement
over the original budget resolution, which 1ncluded child nutri-
tion savings in the $700 million range.

Also, the budget agreement assumes that 3 means test will be
imposed on the residential Aay care part of the chi1ld care  food
Program. The only reason for the 1mplementation of 1 means test
on day care homes is that a recent study revealed that over  two-
thirds of the children receiving completely sub<i1di7ad meals are
from families above 185 mercent of noverty. There 15 1 belief
among “embers of Congress that this program should be baetter
targeted to low-i1ncome children.

Before 1 conclude, T would like to welcows our Kansas State
Adirector of child nutrition, Rita Yamman. Her 1nput over the
years has been extremely valuable, and T appreciate her taking
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the time to come to Washington to tell us how the current budqget.
proposals will affect Child Nutrition Program in my howe State.
As people may he aware, Kansas (s the only State in the country
that does not receive comoiity support, other than bonus
comodities, so the impact of this budget prooosal would be a
little different out there,

Again, I thank all of you for being here today, and aporeciate
your sharing your views of current 1ssues facing Child Nutrition
Programs.  5enerally, these obrograms have fared well under the
budget process. In 1981, these proqrams underwent budget reduc-
tions totaling about 21 percent of orogram costs, or S1.?
billion. Since further pending reductions are being pronosed
this year, consistent with reducing Federal subsidies to middle-
income families, I believe we should examine what the impact on
the programs as a whole will be before we proceed to enact these
proposals.

STATEMENT OF HON. PA'NA HAYKINS
A J.S. SENATOR FROM FLORIDA

Mr. Thaimman: I want to thank you and the nther members of the
comittee for holding this hearing on child nutritinon  this
morning-~with all of the nressures and ti1me ronstra. 155 1mposed
on us Yy the budget process, T applaud vou for holding this most
timely hearing, because these proqrams re serionslv jeopardi1zed
In the current budget process. 1 hope Senators will careful ly
read the testimony presented here todly on the 1moortance of
chilt nutrition and consider what they've learnea when the  1ssue
comes hefore the Senate,

I xnow that many 1n this room nd around the country are very
concerned about our Child Nutrition Programs. 1 helieve vou will
once  1ain witness the sunport of the Senate or ©hild “Nutrition
Programs when 1 offer in ameniment to restore the proposed cuts,
I bhelieve the Senate understands that nrover nutrition for onr
children is one of our highest oriorities, one which we cannot
give uo on, Not only 15 th1s comnitment the peoper thing to do
for our children and families, but i+ is an  :nvestment 1n  our
future. Thildren who are hunary and 111-nourished rannot loarn,
and can have their mentil nd physical develor -t stunred,  for
which  society 15 A whole must niy  for generation after
generation.

Proner nutrition 15 the huillding block on which sn nNy other
facets of 3 youm person's devalopment donerrds, and 1T am here
this morning to express my firm commitment Fo see that rhildren
recelve the proner nutriion they require,

Again, Mr. ~hairmain, Thank you for holdina *his hearing--your
personil comitmenr to chiliren and child autri*1on s well known
2ol much anbreciated by all,

(2§
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STATEMENT OF HON. aALAN J, DIxnv
A .S, SENATOR FROM ILLINNIS

“At.  Chairman, [ comend you for callina 1 hearing this morning
of the Subcomittee on Nutrition,

The matter of Child Nutrition Pragrams 15 among the most vital
we will face this year. The health of our children is of bpara-
mount concern to this Senator.

The director of family medicine at Zook Tounty 'fosoital, one of
the largest nublic facilities 1n the world, has said that malnu~
trition is at the roct of 10 to 15 porcent of ~ases Fhat the
hospital sees,

Illinois Nevartment of dealth officialsg say *hers has heen a
threefold increase in anemia cases 1n the State, and anemia is an
early siqn of poor nutritien.

We must not allow the Nation to slip sack +o the dys orior to
World War 11 when malnutrition was a significint orobler in this
country,

President Reagan has s114 tna*. one umnary child in America i1s
one too many. Well, Mr. Chairman, the sad fact is that there 1s
not  Just one hungry chitd 1n America. There are many more,
There are thousanmds in I11inois 3lone.

Allowing malnutrition to rear its ugly head in & country where
it had been virtually eliminatesd is the resalt of misqguided  and
short-sighted policies, 311 »f  us mast Wor¥ together to make
sure hunger is reduced across our Nation. I pledye to Jo way
part.

Tt is my hope that we 1n the “spate 2an qree to 11qrain thege
important programs for the health of our Na*inn's childron,

Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

STATEMENT OF JOMN 4, 8NE
DEPJTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR FNOD AT "ONGJARR SGRRYVICES
1.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRIC'L,T'IRE

Mr. <Chairman, and members of the comittes, +hank you for the
mvitation to aomear before  you todly  to discuss tne
administration's budget and legislative promsils far fiscal year
1986, W~ look forward to working with you in the coming months
as we undertake the necessary and challenaing task of maintaining
vital service to the Nation's less fortunite while rostraining
Federal spending so that our enormons defrcit ~an 'y reduced,

I am accompaniad by Mr. Seorge Bralsy, our Denuty Adninistrator
for Special Nutrition Programs.

Before describing our promosals for fiscal year 1986, some com-
ments ahout Our recent experiences are in order, Nuring fiseal
year 1984, the School Lunch Program nrovided more than 3.8 bil-
lion lunches to students. Of these lunches, 49 opercent were
servad to nonnendy students, 6.5 percent were reduced orice and
44.5 percent were served free. The cash rermbursement  -md com-~
modity entitlement to school was almost $3 billion. In addition,
these schools received almost $440 million 1n bonus comodities,
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Although it is not as i1arqge, the School RBreakfast Program oro-
duced similarly impressive resuits. ULast ye3ar, more than 590
million breakfasts were served, over 85 percent of which wore
free,

When  you oonsider that our smaller orograms (including the
Child Care Fooc Program, the Summer Foodl Service Progqram for
Children, and Snecial “ilk Program) continued to operate at 1
high level, it is obvious that 3 large total foodl program effort
has been maintained. In fart, total Federal child nutrition
funding in 1984 was $3.9 billion, not including donations of
bonus commodities. 'Jnder current law, we expect Faderal funding
to be $4.2 billion tn 1985 and 54.5 billion in 1986, oOur fiscal
year 1986 promosals would reduce nticimated 1986 Federal funding
by $68h million,

Now I would like to describe some of the features of the
administration's fiscal year 1986  bhudget a1t legislative
proposals. Before doing so, I must point out that the Senate
leadership's compramse with the adainistration, if adonted,
would supmersede in some resmects the earlier prommsals [ am about
to mention. The compromise would discontinue the cash oortion
only of the uoper-income meal subsidy, and 1t would limit cost of
living adjustments to 2 nerecent for each of 3 years, Like the
administration's oryginal budget, 1t would require a means test
for familv day care homes.

Je will continue onmerating these orogr ms in a mainner which en-
sures that eligible beneficiaries ire well served. dJe will con-
tinue to seek improved progrIn management so that the sizeable
investment made by Federal amd State taxpavers will be an effec-
tive one.

In order to0 meet these objectives, we ire nronosing to hetter
tirgat assistance to those in greatest need and ro  strengthen
program inteqraty and efficiency,

The February badget request nronoses to foreqgo the cost of liv-
ing adjustment for all Child Nutrition Proqram in 1986 1n orier
to lower the qgrowtn of *he programs anxl restrain Federal
spending.  Since the cost of nroducing meals 1n the Thild Nutri-
tion Programs has qrown slower than inflatisn in recent years,
schools should be ahle to ahsorb the costs of this one  year
freeze without hardshin, Data from sever:l situdies of the Child
Nutrition Progqrams indicate that the cost of nroiucing 1 meal 1n-
creasad 7 oercent between 1979 and 1983, while during the sime
veriod, the subsidies for free meals ncreased hy 7?1 porecent,
that 15, from $1.09 1 the £all of 1979 to ahout <1,32 1n school
year 19831/84,

This change will account for onlv 5 percent of siwvinas, or S38
million 1n 1984, For the 1987-88 school year, the cost of living
adjustment would he resund,

Since child nutrition subsidies go direcly +o 1ns*i*tutiong and
not to individuals, needy chiliren will 1ot be  affe + hy the
one year CNLA  freeze nd will continue *o receive free meals,
Changes, 1f any, to the raducad price cateqory woull he  smnall,
Recent data indicate tho ., on average, reduced nrice students now
pay 37 ecents for their meils,  Fven 1F sone 1oeil  deriginns  ave
made  to "pass on" increasx] tnstg to these students, +the averige
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reduced price meal cost could increase no more than 3 cents
because of the 40 cent cap on reduced price changes.

WIC, however, will be exempted from the l-year freeze molicy.
We propose to support WIC Program participation at the current
services level of about 3 million persons per month in fiscal
years 1985 and thereafter, This will require budget authority of
approximately $1.4 billion in 1985 and $1.5 billion in 1986.
This stabilization in participation is important following a 60
percent growth in caseload since 1980. For examwole, one in five
infants now receives WIC henefits. UYowever, over half the NI
caseloal is composed of children ages 1 to 5 for whom the nutri-
tional benefits of WIC are not well documented. Since other
forms of assistance are available for children, we have some
concern that the program is not as well targeted as it needs to
be in order to use Federal resources prudently, Federal requla-
tions include a priority system which tequitres that States target
oenefits to wvarticipants at highest risk within available
resources,

The administration is proposing that the Summer Food Service
Program, the School Breakfast Program, the Child Care Food
Program, the 7WIC Program, the Food NDistribution Program, and
State Administrative Excense Funding, be reauthorized for 4 years
(through fiscal year 1989), “e are also recomending that the
Nutrition Bducation and Training Program be reauthorized for 1
year.

We believe the Federal resmonsibility for nutrition aid should
be primarily extended to ensuring aceess to adequate nutriticn
for the poor and near-poor, rather than giving generous meal sub-
sidies to households which can easily afford to finance their
children's meals.

Therefore, we are proposing to focus program benefits on lower
income children by discontinuing the cash and entitlement com-
modity subsidies to school and institutions for meals served to
participants from non-needy families 1n all Child Nutrition
Programs,  This would save $448 million 1n fiscal year 1984. 1In
the case of the Child Care Food Program we would reintroduce a
means test for households with children in family day care homes.
This would be about $150 million of the savings in fiscal year
1984. At oresent, about 65 vetcent of family Aay care home par-
ticipants come from families with incomes over 18% marcent  of
poverty, vyet they receive a free meal. our pronosal would
testore the means test that existed orior to 1980. Since then,
family day care homes have shifred Aramatically toward serving
upper-income children. This ¢h age would restore Aqulty  hetween
day care centers and hones since meals served o nonneady chil-
dren will not he reimbursed 1n centers, Since day-care home
providers alrealy must pass a means test to Aqualify their own
children for the program, this would not be 2 new nd unfamiliar
requirement to implement.

Currently, the law requires the Federal Jovernment Fo nay
schools and child care centers 24 cents in cash  amd comnodl by
subsidies for each lunch served to participants from households
with incomes exceading 185 percent of voverty--nearly 520,000 for
a family of four. "e orooose to eliminate these suhsidies for
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such househoids. Institutions would. ‘“owever, continue to
receive ahout 10 cents worth of bonus dairy commodities for each
meal served.

1 want to emphasize, Mr. Chairman, that no child eligible for a
free lunch would be affected by our oroposal. Students from up-
per income households, of course, would still be ible to purchase
a nutritious lunch meeting Federal standards. Even without the
Federal subsidy, the school lunch will be a bargain, costing on
the average only slightly more than a Adollar. As 1 indicated
earlier, the reduced-price charge cannot exceed 49 cents hy law.

We know that some prophesy that upper income students will droo
out of school meal programs rather than ovay 2 slightly higher
lunch price. Thay assert that schools will have to irop the
program, thereby penalizing needy students who wouli no longer be
able to particioate.

Ve are not imoressed with such predictions of catastrophe,
These claims were made in 1981 but Aid not materialize. 1In pvart,
we are not impressed hecause they ignore the facts of the oresent
situation and the effects of the Omnibus Reconciliarion Azt of
1981.

What actually hapnened?

To begin with, there were school and student varticioation
declines, which had absolutely nothing to Ao with the subsi?y
reductions made in 1981. School enrollment declined by 4.4 par-
cent from Seotember 1980 to Seotember 1984, 3Because of this, we
would have expected a decline in participation of about 1.1 mil-
lion children even with no leqislakive changes in 1981.
Furthermore, hecause of declining entollments, some  schools
either closed or were nonsolidated, resulting in the tarmina%ion
of some school lunch orograms.

You should not be misled by those who claim that these declines
in oparticipation were caused solely hy the 1931  subsiiy
reductions.

There were between 50,000 and 101,090 particinants in the high
tuition private schools which were excluded from particinating in
the school 1lunch programs as a rasul’. of leqislative chanaes in
1981. This, combined with the 1.1 m1llion redurtion in ovartici-
pation as a result of declining school enrollment, resulted 1n A
decrease of 1.2 million narticivants.

Our 4ata show that average Adaily school lunch particinakion 1n
fiscal year 1981 was 28.5 million. After a decline 1n fiseal
year 1982, wparticipation 1n fiscal year 1985 has tecovered o
about 24 million. This is 1 decr=ase of 1.8 million varticipants
comparad to fiscal year 1981. As we have already indicated, 1.2
million of this decrease can be accounted for by declining school
enrollrent and the exclusion of certain nrivate schools., That
leaves approximately 600,000 lunch nrogram “drop outs™.

The imolementation of income verificat.on techniques which stu-
Adies indicate lowered erroneous free ani reduced orice varticipa-
tion from roughly 25 to 12 vercent, has 1lso affected +1e mix of
free, reduced price amd paid marticivants. This Aramatic  reduc-
tion caused as many as 1.6 million varticipants who raceived free
or reduzed price lunches to change thelr oparticipa-ion  status,
These changes wver» reflected in *he following shifts:
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1. From free ovarticipation to reduced price, paid or nonpar -

ticipant status, and

2. From reduced price participation to paid or nonparticipant

status.

We believe most if not all of the heretofore unexplained drop
in participation of 600,000 i< due to the shift to nonparticipant
status of those who previvusly were receiving free and reduced
price school lunches even though they were not eligible because
their family income was too high.

Based on this analysis, we believe that only a portion of the
reduction in participation since 1981 is due to OBRA. <We further
believe that this slight reduction which can be attributed to
OBRA was caused by the exclusion of high tuition,®private schools
and the deterrence of fraudulent parti-ipation by families with
incomes over 185 percent of the poverty line.

We would emphasize that Federal subsidies for lower-income
children account for 85 percent of current school lunch
expenditures--$2.7 billion in fiscal year 1985. YUnder provosed
legislation, school food service operations will continue to
receive considerable income from Federal nutrition pregrams.
Also, schools will continue to receive bonus commodities, which
account for about 30 mercent of the current subsidy to institu-
tions for upper in~ome students.

Let me give yci some examples. 1A school with 50 percent paid
and 50 percent free particivants will retain 87 percent of its
present cash subsidy as well as a entitlement and bonus
comodities. A school with 80 percent paid and 20 percent free
participants will retain 66 vercent of 1ts present total subsidy.
For local officials in schools with these low oroportions of free
participants to close the school lunch program because of the
elimination of the upper incore subsidies would require not only
moral callousness but economic stuoidity. To forfeit such large
Federal subsidies would be politically hazardous, to say the
least.

Turning to another of our prooosals, we continue to be dig-
tressed by the 1nappropriateness of our Federal regional offices
administering child nutrition programs simoly because the States
choose not to 4o so. We believe that it makes sense to require
States to administer these programs unless they are prohibited by
law. 1f a State 1s prohibited by law from administerind these
programs, we propose to give the Secretary authority to contract
out their administration using a2 oroportional share of the
State's SAE funds to pay for the contracts. Such administration
dArains scarce Federal manpower and iS aot an aporopriate Federal
role. It has long heen a State resovonsibility to make these pro-
grams available to its citizens.

That concludes wmy formal statement, Mr. Chairman. I will be
happy to respond to any questions or comments from members of the
committee,
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STATEMENT OF SENE WHITE
REPRESENTING TYE AMERICAN STHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION

Mr. Thairman, members of the committee, we very much appreciate
the opportunity to testify this morning. ™y name is Jene ™“hite.
I am the chairman of the legislative and public policy committee
of the American School Food Service Association. fntil recently
retiring, T was the director of child nutrition and commodity
distribution for the State of California. 1 am a'so a past pres-
ident of our association.

The National School Lunch Pr_gram is currently facing its most
difficult challenge since being enacted in 1946. The administra-
tion started the vyear by seeking legislation to reduce Federal
support for child nutrition by $686 million, almost all of which
would come from the National School CLunch Program.

The badget resolution as reported by the Comittee on the
Budget presumes a savings of $0.7 billion in c¢hild nutrition.
The Senate leadership--White House budget plan would lower this
cut in child nutrition to $0.4 billion in fiscal year 1986, $0.5
billion 1n fiscal year 1987, and $0.7 billion in flscal year
t988. The Senate leadership--Yhite Youse plan 1S an imorovement,
mt I do not believe that the Child Nutrition Programs can
withstand even these cuts in Federal support.

It is the opinion of the American School Food Service Associa-
tion that if these cuts are enacted, the National School Lunch
Program would cease to exist as a nutrition and health program
for all children and would, at most, provide a degree of income
security to poor children living in pockets of poverty.

Mr. Chairman, there are a number of issues Pending before the
Congress which affect the ('hild Nutrition Programs. S1ven  the
overriding jmoortance, however, of the pending provosils to elim-
inate all or some of the cupport for the “paying child"--both
cash amd/cr commodity support--we would appreciate having our
1985 Issue Paper made a mart of the hearing record so that we
might confine our oral comments this morning to this one issue.

The Omnibus Reconcilistion Act of 1981 reduced Federal support
for chiild nutrition by approximately 30 percent. It was one of
the ~ >epest cuts contained in the Reconciliation Act. Thile the
Child Nutrition Programs comorise less than one-half of 1 percent
of the Federal budget, the Child Nutrition Program shouldered ap-
proximately 4 percent of the total savings enacted as part of the
dmnibus Reconciliation Act. In short, the child nutrition cut
enacted ir 1981 was approximately 10 times greater than an
across-the-board freeze.

In the “hite Youse budget plan currently under consideration,
most of the child nutrition cut would come from the National
School TLunch Program. Specifically, t.e cut would eliminate 100
percent of the Federal cash support paid to schools for meals
served to children from families with incomes over $19,600 or 185
percent of the poverty line.

These "paying students” represent 45 percent of the 23 million
students participating in the program. Approximately one-half of
the 85,000 schools participating in che National School Lunch
Program serve over hf) percent of their meals to paying students.
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It is quite apparent that these cuts will affect many schosls and
many students. Conservatively, we should exvect to see some 5 to
6 million children, and 10,000 schools, forced from the National
School Lunch Program if the cuts prooosed in the President's
original budget are enacted into law. If comodities are
retained and only the cash is eliminated the effect would, of
course, be somewhat less.

The rationale for the administration's prooosal is that the
Federal money is an "upver income subsidy"--akin to food stamps
for the wealthy--and therefore cannot be justified. To charac-
terize Federal supoort received by locil schools under section 4
of the National School Lunch Act as an "upper income subsidy" in-
dicates a lack of understarding of how the orogram operates 3t
the 1local level, how the funds are used, and of the differences
between the School Lunch Program and a welfare program.

Let me briefly elaborate on some of these moints:

The so-callad "high 1ncome subsidy” is not a transfer payment
to children or their oarents. It 1s instead 3 grant-in-aid to
schools to suoport the hasic 1nfrastructure of the School Tunch
Program. Tt helos pay fixed charges wiich are part of the ongo-
ing cost in all school food service orograms. Without this
support, many school districts siuoly could not afford to partie-
ipate in the National School Lunch Program. When proqrams close,
all children in the community, 1including poor children, are
denied the nutritional and edusational value of the proqram.

Ahile there 15 a tendency at the Federal level to view the
funds provided under section 4 and 11 of the National School
Lunch Act =23 transfer payment. to specific individuals, that is
not how the program operates at the local level. All fumris, from
whatever source, are put into one 1local school food service
account. Pederal money, State and local cash assistance (if any)
as well a student payments all go to support this one nonprofit
program.

If the Congress were to eliminate section 4 funding for the
"paying child" two things would haopen:

First, there would be a significant iacrease in the price the
child pays for the school lunch. A recent USDA study on the
National School ULunch Program indicated that the price of the
meal is the most imocrtant factor in determining whether or not a
child participates 1n the School Lunch Program.

The children affected will be from families with incomes
between 520,000 and $35,000 and noor children in schools that can
no longer afford to overate the nmrogram. Many of these families
simply cannct afford a sianificant increase in meal nrices. Aas a
result, several million midAdle-income children would =ventually
4r2p out of the program because they could not longer afford to
participate.

Second, schools in which the majority of students are "paying
students" and where there is a very low percentage of free and
reduced orice school lunch marticipmation, would ro longer he
financially able to continue to participate in the Federal
program.  Schools with only 20 percent free and reduced price
meals, for example, would receive no cash subsidy for 80 vercent
of the meals. “any of these schools would close their orogram.




[E

O

RIC

56

As a result 20 percent of the children, those who are noor, would
ceceive no benefits.

Mr. Chairman, implicit in this provosed budget cut and going
far beyond the Aebate over "how many" schools or students would
be forced from the orogram is a central policy question. Since
enactment of the National School Lunch Act in 1946, it has heen
the congressional qoal of this program to serve the nutritional
needs of all childAren. Tt was never intended as a welfare oro-
gram aimed exclusively at poo. children. Passage of the budget
cut assumed in the budget resolution would not only eliminate
millions of students and thousands of schools from the program,
it would change the nature and basic ourpose of the program.

Tr2 MNational School Lunch Act was passed imr=2diately after the
Secord World Var because we discovered that many draftees failed
their physicals as a result of nutrition deficiency diseases.
Just 3 years ago, in 1982, the Department of Agriculture released
the most comprehensive study yet on the National School Lunch
Program. They found the program to be nutritionally important to
students in all incowe cateqgories. The report states: "The su-
periority of school lunch is reflected in a higher Aaily intake
of nutrients for general school age vopulation and for all voou-
lation subgroups that were examined."

72 are, therefore, deeply concerned about the policy implica-
tions of this budget proposal. The National School Lunch Program
is a popular program and a program with a proven track record of
success.

If we were to enact the proposed budget cut, we would fundamen-
tally change the character, ovrpose and goals of the program and
how it is accepted by local school boards all across the country.
School administrators who currently support this health, ed-
ucation, and nutrition program operating wit.in the school facil-
ity may not be able to support a welfare or income security
program.

Tt is interesting to note, Mr. Thairman, that when this cut was
first proposed 1n 1981, it was referred to as terminating subsi-
dies to "nonpoor" students. In 1982, it had become the pronosal
to eliminate the "middle income" school lunch subsidy. Now, in
1985 it is being referred to as the "upper income" subsidy. But
who are these children who participate in the National School
Lunch Program who are not receiving a free or reduced price
lunch, have family incomes between 320,000 and $40,00)--Sust like
the population as a whole?

The advocates for this cut rhetorically, "fhy should a child
with $250,000 in family income receive a 12 cent subsidy?" "ell,
the short answer 1s that they shouldn't and they don't. First of
all, the subsidy does not go to the child, it goes to the school,
as 1 have mentioned already. Further, even if we were to enact
legislation that eliminated all subsidies to schools for meals
that were served to truly "high income" children--let's say with
a family income above congressional salaries--it probably
wouldn't save enought money to justify the administrative com-
plexity of the proposal. Finally, it is interesting to note that
wealthy children who attend expensive private schools have
already heen eliminated from the program. The Omnibus Reconcili-
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ation Act of 1981 contains 1 »rovision *Ma* sliminatad a1l ori-
vate scrools with tuitions abore $1,500 from *he National  School
Lunch Proqram.

Let me conclude by noting that the vast mnajnrity of *hWe Faleral
suooort for child nutrition 1s Already means testad., O of  the
entire 354 Dbillion child nutrition balget  aporoximat=ly $S00
million--$250 million in USDA comodities and  $250 million in
cash--is attributable to the particination of nonponr studente,
This $250 million in cash is the qlue that halds the bprojram
together; 1t is our best investment 1n America. It allows us o
feed 23 million children a 4ay in the context of A health ani nu-
trition program and avoid 2 welfare program stigma. A hunary
child, wnether ponr or nonooor, is dulled 1n curiosity, lowsr in
stamina, and distracted from learning. "We urge the comnitee nd
the Senate to reject the prooosal to lessen the Federil rommit-
ment to child nutrition.

The Wational School Tfunch Program 15 the world's largest and
most effective child nutrition effort. Ve are proud of this
program, Mr. Thairman. It has mal2 an onrstanding contribati1on
to the health aad education of our Nation's vming veonls, Tt 15
an 1moortant nart of our national 1ife,

Thank you, T wecild be haopy +o answer any qiest1oMs ynu mav
have.

The following 13sue pIer was sumnlied by Mrs. Yai1be anAd
referred to in her nrepared statenent,

THE AMERTCAN STHY)T, #NOD SERVITE ASSOCIATION
1985 LESISLATIVRE [SS7JR PAPRR

Backqround and Introdnckion

The American Sci0ol Food Service Associatinon (ASFSAY 15 3 non-
nrofit assosiation of anproximitely A0,A00  momhers who  ars
responsthle  for  planning, »reparing, vl serring school neals,
As such, ASFSA 15 vitally concerned ahout the hoalth il nore -
tional well=beiny of +he naion's chiliren,

Child Nutrition wis an ackive arma 10 the ;7t9 and 4%y “on-
grassional sessions. In the 97+h Conqress, federal  finiing  for
child nutrition was reduced by one-thirl, or nroximatsly $1.5
billion. Ac a1 result, narticinarion in *he Nar10nal 5~honl Linch
Program declined by aporoximataly 3 million childran oer lay,
3lmost one million of these three million chiliren were oor
children wio had fornerly received 1 froe or reduesd-nrice 1ane .
In the 93th Conqress, varinus nronosals to  restors  funding, 4
well as legislation to enact addirional ~uts, all failed,

On February 4, 1985, 3s onart of the 1986 hulget, Presplent
Reagan nromnsad to further reduce faderal supoort for ~hild nu-
trition by $A84 million, 1n addition *o a "freeze™ »f Fanss reim-
bursement rates that sould contirue o oyist, The  Anerican
School Food Service Associatinn (ASFSA) having met to consi isr
the current issues facing the federal ™1li1 Nutrition Programs,
anl with the events of recent vears in mind, respe~tfolily
requests that the Congress constder the fallowina msitions:
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Program Reauthorization

1. ASFSA supports a four-year extension of the several Child
Nutrition Programs whose authorizations expire at the end of the
current fiscal year: The Nutrition Bducation and Training
program, the Summer Food Service Program for Children, the Com-
modity Distribution Program, and the provision for State Adminis-
trative Expenses (SAE) expire on Seotember 30, 1985. All other
Child Nutrition Programs, including the School Lunch Program and
the School Breakfast Program, are permanent.

Seneral Assistance Support

2A. ASFSA strongly opposes the elimination of cash and com-
modity support based upon the participation of students with
family income above 185 vercent of the poverty line. This or soo-
sal would lower the federal subsidy by 24 cents per meal for ap-
proximately half of all the lunches served nationwide ard would,
therefore, jeopardize the very existence of the National School
Lunch Program.

The rationale for the Administration's proposal is that this
supor+ is an "upper income subsidy" and cannot be justified.
The characterization of federal support received by local schools
under section 4 of the Nationai School Lunch Act as an "upper in-
come subsidy" indicates a lack of understanding of how the pro-
gram operates at the local level, how the fumds are used, and of
the differences between the school lunch program and a welfare
program.

The so-called "high income cubsidy" is not a transfer payment
to individuals but is a grant-in-aid to schools to support the
basic infrastructure of the school lunch program. It helps to
meet other relatively fixed overhead expenses. "fithout this
support, many school districts could not afford to ovarticipate in
the Naticnal Scheel Lunch Program, thereby depriving all children
in the community, 1includiny ooor children, of the nutritional
value of the program.

It is conservatively estimated that 5 to 6 million children and
8,000 to 10,000 schools will be forced from the National School
Lunch Program if the pronosed cuts are enacted.

28. As part of its proposal to eliminate school lunch general
assistance, the Administration is seeking to lower the reimburse-
ment rate for free and reduced-price lunches by approximately 12
cents and substitute USDA commodities for this cash support.
#hile this proposal would maintain the current level of total
commodity purchases nationwide, the restructuring of the nature
of the federal supoort for free and reduced-price school lunches
will cause major disruptions at the local level,

National Comodity Processing
3. ASFSA supports, as an indisoensable element of the com-
modity program, the National Commodity Processing proqgram to work

In conjunction with state processing so that schools throughout
the country may derive the full benefits of the Program.

O
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Turnback to States

4. ASFSA opposes eliminating the requirvement that 'SDA
directly administer Child Nutrition Programs in states that do
not have a legislative bprohibition agreement against this
activity. The only ones to be penalized 1in this situation would
be the children now participating in a federal nutrition program.
True, it would be ideal if states administered all programs, but
the Child Nutrition Programs are national programs. To deprive a
minority of children .hese benefits would not be in the best in-
terest of the nation's children.

Child Care Food Program

5  ASFSA supports the continuation of the Child Care Food Pro-
gram as currently authorized. Additional eligibility qualifica-
tions should not be incorporated until proven cost effective.

Nutrition Fducation =nd Training Program

5. ASFSA supports the original concept of S0 cents per child
per year for the purpose of nutrition education for students and
ongoing training for food service personnel.

4.R. 7 (Hawkins)

. ASFSA suvrports tae provisions contained in 4.R. 7. 1In
1984, the House of Representatives, by a vote of 343-72, wvassed
4.R. 7, which would have restored some $200 million in child nu-
trition funding and made other important improvements in the
programs. In the Senate, a companion bill was introduced, as was
legislation by Senator Rudy Boschwitz {(R-4inn.), that would have
restored anproximately $100 million in child nutrition funding.
ASFSA supported these bills and continues to supnmort the provi-
sions that were contained i~ them as a statement of nutritional
need.

Chairman Augustus Hawkins, House FdAucation and lLabor “omnittee,
reintroduced H.R. 7 on January 3, 1985,

Jeffcrds Amendment:
Competitive Food Sales

3. ASFSA  supports the strict regulation of couwpetitive foods
and passage of the "Jeffords"™ amendment. Current law allows the
sale ot competitive fools, found by the Secretary to be nutri-
tionally satisfactory, only "if the proceeds from the sales of
such foods will inure to the benefit of the schools or of organi-
zations of L_udents approved by the school." The Jeffords amend-
ment would compliment this section by providing that "A school or
food authority participating in a program under this Act may not
contract with a food service company to provide a la carte food
service unless such company agrzes to offer free, reduced-price,
and full-price reimbursable m:als to all eligihle children.
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S. 308 (4art)

9. ASFSA supports S. 308, which would amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to reduce the deduction for business meals and
to earmark the savirngs from such reductions for the Child Nutri-
tion Programs. This legislation, which will leave no impact on
the federal budget, will substantially restore funding to the
level that existed prior to the 1981 cuts.

State Administrative Expense Funding

10. ASFSA supports adequate state Administrative Expense Fund-
ing (SAR) for state administration of quality Child wNutrition
Pregrams.  We would oppose any effort to reduce SiE funding to
the states.

Nutrition Programs for Rlderly

11. ASFSA  supports the use of school food farilities,
equipment, and personnel to assist nonprofit nutrit.on Drograms
for the elderly.

Feasibility Study

12. ASFSA  urges the Congress to undetake a feasibility study
or pilot project on all the various methods of operating a self-
financing school lunch program for all children.

SCHOOL LUNCH QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

1. Question. Ahy should the Federal Governmment give a child
with $25,000 in family iacome 25 cents toward a school lunch?

Answer: It doesn't. The so-callad "high income subsidy"
provided by section 4 of the National School Lunch Act 1S not a
transfer poyment to individuals--akir to food stamns for the
waalthy--but a grant-in-aid paid to schools. It 1s an effort to
hel[: suopx "t the basic infrastructure of the Scheol Lunch Program
and thereby encourage local communities thoughout the country to
participate in the National School Lunch Frogram. The money is
used to helo pay the relatively fixed overhead expenses. {ithout
this support many school districts could not afford to vartici-
pate in the Natiomal School Lunch Program, thereby depriving all
children in the comunity, including noor chiliren, of the nutri-
tional value of the program.

2. Question. “hat percent of the cost of the school lunch is
nonfood, overhead expenses?

Answer: Aporoximately 50 percent of the cost of a school lunch
is nonfood costs.

3. Question. .y should the Faderal Sovernment contribute 25
cents/meal to schools in order to support the 1nfrastructure of A
school lunch program, and thersby henefit non-noor children
indivectly?

Answer : Because the National School runch Program is a food
and mtrition program aimed at 1moroving the thealth of all
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children, not 7just poor children. Section 4 funding has been
availabl~ since enactment of the National School TLunch Act in
1946. The act was established as a measure of national security
to safequard the health and well being of all the Nation's
children. The free and reduced price lunch program was added to
the program in the early 1970's.

1f section 4 funding were eliminated, the National School Lunch
Program woulu cease to exist as a nutrition and health bprogran
for all children and would, at most, pProvide a degree of 1ncome
security for poor children living in pockets of poverty.

4, Question. Has the School Lunch Program been successful in
improving the health of the Nation's children?

Answer: Yes. A recent USDA study indicates that the School
tunch Program improves the nutritional intake of children in all
income categories. Further, the Field Foundation medical team,
which has conducted studies on the question of hunger in the
poorer sections of the country, has reported to Congress that the
School Lunch Program, along with other food programs, has Jramat-
ically reduced hunger in America.

5. Question. “What would be the consequence of the nroposed
scthool lunch budget cut if it were enacted?

Answer : The Library of Congress, Congressional Research
Service, estimates that some 7.3 million children 1n approxi-
mately 17,900 schools are at high risk of drooring from the pro-
gram under the Administration's promosed school lunch cuts. “any
individual States are estimating a more severe consequence. The
State of New Mexico has predicted that 35 percent of the schools
in the State of New Mexico would be forced from the National
School Lunch Program. The Gtate of New York, nepartment of
Education, estimates that 38 opercent of the schools would Arno
from the program. "Were these statistics wvrojected nationwide
some 30,000 schools could be expected to Arop the projram.

6. Ouestion. The pending child nutrition cut of S$A86 million
is less than the child nutrition cut enacted 1n 1981. +4hy is 1t
expected that more schools will Aron our of the National School
Lunca Program as 1 result of *hese cuts than 4ii, 1n fart, Adron
out after the 1981 cuts?

Answer The pronosed 1985 ctinld nutrition ~ut would resul* in
much harsher consequences for the School! Tunch Proaram  for  sev-
eral reasons

1. The nromosed school lunch cut 15 double the 1381 ~ut on A
oer me1l basis, 24 cents ver meal, s ~omared to the 11
cents per meal cut enacted in 1981,

2. e would not be able to again reduce the quaintity of food
served as we A1d unfer the "Nffer vs, Serve Rule", enacted
as nart of the Omnibus Reconriliation Act of 1981, which
lowered the cost of a school lunch,

3. The USDA "honus" Comodity Program, which mitiagired the
full 1mpact of the 1991 c~ut, will not » expandel 1n 1985
to mitiqgate the irpact of the peniing child nutrition
budqget cut,
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May 1, 1985
Mrs. Sene White
Chairman, TLegislative Comittec
American School Food Service Association

Dear Mrs. ‘dhite:

The American NDietetic Association, a professional organization
of 50,000 nutrition orofessionals, commends the American School
Food Service Association for taking the lead role 1n defending
the National School Lunch and Breakfast Preqrams.

The ADA shares the concerns of 3SFSA that the current
Administration's policies will be 1njurious to the School Lunch
and Breakfast Programs. It is vital that the goals of these oro-
qrams be maintained. Further cuts in these program may com-
promise the well-being of thousands of Americarn children by turn-
ing the school Lunch ard Breakfast Programs 1nto welfare-tyve
programs.

The MAmerican Dietetic Association endorses the testimony ASFSA
will give before the Nutrition Suhcommittee of the Senate Agri-
culture Comittee on May 2, 1985. ADA has also endorsed ASFSA's
1985 Legislative Issue Paver on the Child Nutrition Programs.

We applaud your continuing efforts in this arena. If the Asso-
ciation can be of issistance to you, pPlease A0 not hesitate to
call on us. TIn Washington, we are reoresented by Latham, ‘Vatkins
& Hills: Cindy L. Witkin, M.P.H., R.D., may he reached at (202)
828-4400. Our Sovernment Affairs office is currently located at
our headquarters in Chicago: Cathy Babington, M.B.A., R.ND., As-
sistant Executive Director, may he reached at (312) 280-5091.

Sincerely yours.

Donna R. Watson, R.N., President

Anril 17, 1985
The Honorahle James Abdnor
United States Senate
309 Hart Building
"Washington, n.C. 20510

Dear Senator Ahdnor:

The undersigned education issociations sk your supmort for an
amendment to the budget resolution sponsoresl hv  Senator Paula
Hawkins and  any other amendnents to restore vronosed savings in
the School, Tunch, and Rreakfast Programs. The promosed savings
in the “hite House COC compromise would terminate the cash sub-
sidy for students who pay the full orice for school lunches, and
eliminate the inflation adjustment for the free and reduced cost
lunch proqgram and the hreakfast proqram.

Terminating the cash subsidies for students who pay full orice
and eliminating the 1nflation adjustments may have 1 haranful of-
fect on the school lunch and breakf-st nroqram for three reisons.
First, losing the cash subsidy means that s~hool districts would
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have to use local or State funds to make capital 1mprovements or
pay school food service employees. This would men an  inecrease
in the cost of meals for all students and would cause n esti-
mated 5,000 to 6,000 schools to dron the Federal nutrition
program. This 1is not to say that school Adistricts would not
serve lunch, rather they would drop the Federal nroqram.

1f a school district drons its lunch program, and raises the
price of each meal to makeup their lost subsidies, ooor student-
will be hurt more than any other qroup of students. Nne nee~
only look at the latest data from the 1980 Tensus that 40 nercent
of persons in poverty are 17 or under to understand the need for
nutritious meals and continued federal support for school lunch
programs. It is a myth that terminating the cish subsidy for
middle class students who pay the full price for meils will not
hurt disadvantaged students. Needy students will certainly be
hurt if school districts Ao not have free and reduced weals and
raise the cost of meals.

In 1968 the television documentary "Hungry in America" showed
poor students watching their nlassmates eat because they could
not afford lunch. The documentary contributed to the establish-
ment of subsidized meals for such students. The needs are no
less great today.

Thank you for your interest and consideration. {f you have any
questions please contact any of the identified 1ndiviiuals 1n the
undersiqgned organizations for further information.

Yours truly,
Joscph J. Scherer, Ph.D.,
Ater 1can Association of S-hool Adninistrators;
Linda Tarr-+helan, Niational ®aucation Association;
Arnold Fege, National PTA;
Michael Casserly, Council of Sreat City Schools;
Amy Peck, The Council of Chief State School Nfficers;
Sreq Humphrey, American Federation of Teachers;
Marshall Matz, American School Food Service Association;
anl Michael Resnick, National S~hool Roards Associa-ion

CHILD NUTRITION F'IDSET 2T OPPOSITION TArLKING POINTS

The  Senate Renublican Leadership-Yhite House budiest nlin c~alls
for a cut of $4n00 million in child nuirition (down from <S700
million) during fiscal year 1984, and a S1.8 Hillion cut ovar 3
yeirs. 1ost of the savings ite attributable to 1 1IN0 vercent
elimination of the Federal cash suoport natd +o schnnls and 1n-
stitutions for meals served to children from “milies with  1n-
comes above S19,600.

According to the Library of Congress, Conqressionil Regerch
Service, under the original S700 million promsal sone 7.3 mil-
lion children and anprozimately 17,900 s+hools were »t “risk of
Aronping from the program®.

The American School Food Service Asshciition »Stini*es Shat an-
Aer the new hudget plan 3-5 million children anpd 5,000-6,009
schools will be forced from the Nari1onal School Lun~: Proqram.
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¥hen 1 school 15 forced from the National School Lunch Proqram
all children, including opoor_ chiliren, lose PGS to the
National School Tunch Program.

The so-called "high income subsidy™ 1s not 1 transfer pavnent
to individuals but a grant-in-11d to schonls  that  supmorts  the
basic infrastructure of the schonl lunch proaram,

The effect of a "freeze™ 1n fiscal year 1986 hits the school
lunch program very hard 1n the ont years, Since the school  year
starts 1n July, a freeze in fiscal year 1996 only affests one
school month, September, 1986, 1In effect, therefore, 21most  the
entire S400 million cut in fiscal 1986 is ahove a froeze, I* is
also why the out-year cut grows to $800 million 1n  fiscal yenar
1988,

The Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 reduced child nutition
funding by approximately one-third. While the child  natrition
programs reoresent less thar one-halt of 1 mercent nf *he Federal
budget, they shoulder 4 oercent of the cut enacted s omart of the
Omnibus  Reconciliation Act In short, the child nutrition cut
enacted 1n 1981 was approximately 10 *i1mes  greater than an
across-the-hoari freeze,

The 1982 "epartwent of Aqgriculture study on the school lunch
proqram found 1t to bo nutritionally 1moortan® to chiltiren 1n a1}
income cateqories., It states *hat "the suneriority of the school
lunch is reflectsd 1n nigher daily intake of nutrienrs for the
generyl schoolaar ponulation wnd 7or a1l the nenalition suhrouns
that were axamined.”  Hunary chiliron don't learn!

Contact:  4arshall I, Matz, “nunsel, Amoeri~an Food Sareice Asgo-
cr1ation

STATEMENT NF RITA HAMARN
ON BRARLE OF T IR KANSAS STATH BOARD OF W'YITATION

Mr, Thairan, Monbers of the Committer, my nane s Ry Hamman,
I 2 diractor of *he School Vooxd Service Sectisn v the XInsas
State Department of Blacation ind 1T m soeaking on bhehalf of the
S+ate Board of Klueition, Mr. Bob Clemons, Tharrman of the Xan-
215 State Board of wiucation, 1s 1150 here foday. 1T amnreciate
the opportunity of heiag invitoed here oo regt i fy o Hheilf of the
Child Nutrition Progrims vl +o arae you to reasct nronogils to
cut funiling for hese progr yns,

The ¥ar=ig Stato Deparsnent of Sducstion yimnisiors fae schenl
nutrition nroarins in 304 oablie sehinol disrtry s n] 96 oraoate
schools il resiient il rcentors, 4ov 2 Y b an nundred ot lAg
care ceonters and LARND fanily Iy care hones martricinate an the
Child Care Food Pragram,  Toivs, T will ¥liress 13sues concerning
three projrynss: (1) Nationad School Lunch Proaram, (7Y Child
Care Fool Proarwm, 1 (3 a0 Nat1onil Tomoditv Processing
Proaram,
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National School TLunch Proaram

The qoal of the National Schonl Lunch Proagram 1s #n safequard
the health and well-being of *he Nation's children., 1s 3 nroyaram
atministrator, 1 am hanpy to ravort to you wWe re mesting this
goal. HHowever, 1 am concerned ahout meeting the amal  1n future
years because of the nronosal to aliminate cach ind comodity as-
si1stance for lunches served to students 1n the "paid"  cateqory,
Dollars orovided to loral schools through section 4 nf the
National School TLunch Act are impor+ant to  the “lationat 3chool
Lunch Program hecause they represen* 1 nhilosophy that the nro-
qgram 15 providing for the nutritional health of 11 children, It
is the section of law that Xerns the National School Tunch Pro-
gran from becoming exclnsively a welfare program.

During March, 1985, A8 percent of the schonl lunch s sargad an
Kansas were to students who 01id full orice for *“he ameal.
W-thout the support of cash i comodity assistain~, mny dis-
tricts 1n Kansas will not be ahle to affard to narticipate 1n the
program, Due to the depressed farm economv, *1e 1o~3l boaris of
education will find 1t N1ffi1calit to riarse e1ther the 1ocil mill
levy or the price for student lunches. I1f this haonens, both un-
per income and noor childAren are sure to b deprived of the
progran's nutritional benefits,

The Kansas State Department of Fducation his 1ient1fied 371
schools in 106 districts which serve fewer than 20 narcent  fraee
or raduced nrice meals. All of these schools woull > oongt derad
likely to ceise participation in the National School Tanch  Pro-
qgran 1f reimbursenent cuts ar= enacted.

If these schoonls withiraw from proaram marticina*inon, n os-3-
matad 14,000 students now receiving free and raii-l nroce meals
daily plus an estinated 81,000 students who nay Fall orice {nor
their meals will be forced to qgo elsewhere tno hay 1 Tinch, hring
2 lunch  from howe, or nurchase snack foords which nwy e snld at
school. The Nutrikion FAucation nt Training Progran Nesxls  As-
sessment  conducted by Kansas State Jatversity 1n 1930 founi tha*
school lunches are more nutritious than lanches ~irrind Trom hono
or cohtiined from other sour~ns, Therafore, the 3ltoraasieasg n
lieu of 3 school lunch nrogram would no* proviie +he s53ne notri-
tional henafits to students,

T am 1lso concerned abou* the future of e nroaran in schools
that ~hoose to continue particination., If Tonaress woald ~limi-
nate cash and  commodity assistance for e "npayina Shilit, the
reimbursement por neal will he radursl by 24 conks, Assiming
that 111 students continue eating school lunches, ind ot (1 1ng-
ing for inflation, *he ori~e ner m2il would b inrreassl Hy o -
proximately 25 cents, Based on »ist experionee, Harticeioation
of naid students decreases 0,8 percent for each cont Hf 1ncroass;
therefore, 1 -Aecroase of appraximately 20 nor-en® parkicination
of ma1d students could be exrx-~ten,  Since e marity of Kinsas
districts serve a high nercentage of nird meals, 1s many as 950
additional schools wouldl e  at risk »nf  Irooniny ¢“he orogram
bocause the dn.iistrative rosoonsihilities wyild ontyoiaght the
financial advantine of partirination.
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1f Congress would enact the "Comorom.se Budget" neqgotiated by
the Senate Republican leadershio and the Aiministr=tion, only
cash assistance (12 cents per lunch) for "paid" meals would be
eliminated. Although this ceduction in funds is much better than
the uoiginal budget orovosal, significant consequences will still
occur, and local schools will raise meal prices aporoximately 15
cents per meal, resulting in an approximate 12 vercent Jdecrease
in particiovation of students who pay full price for meals.

The Child Nutrition Programs are . sound 1nvestment in
America's future because when children learn to eat nutritious
foods, many of the diet-related health problems are less likely
to occur later in life., Although families with higher incomes
may be able to pay an 1increased orice for a school lunch,
research has found families are motre interested in saving money
than murchasing nutritious foods. Today many families are send-
ing sack lunches to school umder the faulty assumption they arve
saving money. Observations by Kansas State Jepartment of Educa-
tion School Food Service staff members indicate many of the
lunches do not include nutritious foods, but rather they contain
snack focds which are high in sugar, salt, amd fat. By retaining
the federal reimbursement for meals served .0 children 1n the
paid category, meal orices can be kept low, thus oroviding an 1n-
centive to purchase 3 nutritious meal. If students 'n the vaid
category continue to varticioate in the orogram, schools will be
less likely to withdraw from orogram marticipation.

Child Zare Food Program

The second Program I will discuss 1is the Child Care Foed
Progc¢am, which will also he affected if budget cuts are enacted.
At the 1local level, the Thild Care Food Program in child care
centers 1s administered 1n a similar manmner as the National
School Lunch Program. Enrolled children are categorized accord-
ing to the income level, and reimbursement per meal varies ac-
cording to the income category. Elimination of both cash and
commodity assistance for "paid" meals would result in the closure
of some centers. For other centers, the loss of federal as-
sistance would mean withdrawal fron the program and lowering the
nutritional cuality of meals served so they could maintain cor-
petitive child care rates and continue omeration.

The family day care home portion of the Child Care Food Program
is somewhat different because reimbursement rates do not vary ac-
cording to the income categary of enrolled children. For that
reason, the budget provosals include a "means test™ to be applied
to the family day care homes.

In Kansas, we have given this 1ssue much consideration, and we
have discussed with sponsoring orqganizations of day care hones,
the possible imolementation of a "means test". We do not have
good recommendations, but I o want to share some thoughts ahout
this 1ssue with you.

A "means test" 1mplies collection of family incowe data for en-
rolled children so the provider ecan meet certain eligibility
criteria, such as having a certain percent of enrolled children
from familieg +hat aualify for the froe an! reduce? eoriced
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categories. Sponsors believe parents of children in care would
be reluctant to complet« an income form for 3 family day care
home provider who, in many cases, would be a friend and/or
neighbor. The varents of children in care do not receive direct
benefits, such as lower child care rates, thus they would have
little incentive to provide personal incone information. For
these reasons, 2 provider may find it difficult to qualify for
program eligibility.

The bprocedures for claiming and disbursing reimbursement could
create a mountain of paberwork, amd cause both family day care
providers and sponsoring organizations to crase orogram
participation. Extensive recordkeeping by hoth the ..r.sider and
sponsoring  organization would be required if reimbu ,-ment would
be based on the individual income category of each child.

If reimbursement rates would be basad on the percent of free
arnd reduced price children served through each organization, the
soonsoring organizations would comoete for sponsorshio of homes
caring for poor children and no one would be interested 1n the
homes caring for middle-income children. I don't believe this
tyre of competition would be desirable.

In sumary, I believe a "weans test" for family day care oro-
grams would be difficult to administer at both the local and
State levels.

National Commodity Processing Program
(o]

The th. 1 program I want to discuss is the National Comnodity
Processing Program. The commodity assistance 1S very important
to the operation of all Child Nutrition Programs. In addition to
the entitlement commodity assistance, the bonus dairy commodities
have helped soften the full impact of the 1931 budget cuts.

In an effort to make more bonus dairy commodities avallable to
program sponsors, the U.S. Department of Agriculture implemented
the National Commodity Processing rogram. Through this orogram,
the JSDA enters into contracts with food processors to make fin-
ished products wusing honus dairy commodities. The price of the
food oroducts is then discounted to eligible vecipient aqencies
by the wvalue of the commodities contained 1n the oroduct. To
date, this program has used over 35 million oounds of Aairy com-
modities and has been a great henefit 1n helping nrogram sponsors
control €nod costs.

The National “omodity Processing Program will exnire on June
30, 1965. I urge you to support legislation to extend this
program.

In summary, the imoortance of cash and cownodity assistance for
all meals served in the Child Nutrition Programs cannot be over
emphasized. Therefore, I urge this Towmnittee to reject the
prooosals to cut funding for the Child Nutrition Programs.

On behalf of the Kansas State Board of Fducation, I want +o ex-
oress my aopreclation for the opoortunity to testity before your
comittee. Mr. Tlemons and myself would be pleased to resoond to
any questions you may nave.
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STATSMEMNT OF PAT A. RIFR
J.6.D.A. THILD CARE FOOD PROGRAM, DIRRCTOR
RESOJRCES WOR CHILD CARING, INC., ST. PAUL, W

Mr. Chairmman, members of the comnittee, 1 am Pat Rife, 3i1vrector
of the J.S.N.A. Child Care Food Program for Resources for ~hilAd
Caring, 1Inc. in S=. Paul, MN. 7Ye are a nonorofit organization
which otfers sunoort and assistance %o parents, family Aday care
providers, day care center staff, employers, and other child care
related public and private agencies. We 13re Aedicated to the
quality of care for young chilaren. Our services include in-
formation and referral, a toy library and resource center, em-—
ployer services, a sliding fee o.. ram, an 1nfant care-giver re-
cruitment orogram, and training classes. Also, we are an um-
brella soonsor of the 7.5.D.A. Child Care Food Program for 850
family day care homes; the majority of which are located 1n the
metropolitan area of Ramsey County 1in St. Paul. These homes
serve over 4,500 children each month.

1 aporeciate the chance to testify on the effects of the
orovosed means test for the Child Care Food Program. 1 believe
that if implemented, the provosed means test will have a
negative, devasting 1moact on the quality of child care 1n day
care romes.

The Quality of Care in Minnesota

The State of Minnesota 1S a naticnzl leader 1n the area of
quality child care. "~ require licensure of family Aday care
homes. The licensed »vider wust take six hours < training to
keep the family day care licensee. Nur S:ate has re Jnized the
need for a child care sunsidy for low-income working pvarents, for
which we have a sliding fee orogram. e are trying in Minnesota
to  out more money into day care but none fills the role that the
Thild CAre Food Progran does. It offers providers incentive for
licensure, nutrition training, and reimbursement for the cost of
food. It is largely responsible for strengthening the family Aay
care system.

Family day care 1S a very large part of our day care system in
Minnesota because 1t is flexible. Flexibility 1s imoortant +o
parerts because it offers cares wh=an varents work odd hours, when
there is no school, when parents must gc out of town or work
late, or when children are 111. 1t offers care 1n the warmth of
a home rather than a more formal setting, and family day care 1s
often conveniently located near parents' homes or werk settings.
Center care is often more expensive than home day care.

Affordability is an 1moortant component of quality care. 1In
Ramsey County there are 20,000 children under % whose mothers
work. That represents 50 percent of all children in that bracket
(compared to 10 percent in 1950). A survey of the Child Care
Food Program conducted 1n 1983 by the Northwest State Child Nu-
trition Directors and Child Zare Food Program Coordinators fourd
that 69 nercent of the children enrolled in family day care and
using the Child Care Food Proqgram were from blue collar families.
Child Care Food Program varticipants are abie to keeo their fees
reasonable because they are reimbursed for food served. Approxi-
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mately one-third of the cost of running a day care home is for
food.

The Child Care Food Program Effect of Quality of Care

The quality of family day care in Minnesota and 1n other states
has come a long way, and the Child Care Food Program is a great
contributor to that quality of care.

T have been working with the Child Care Food Program since
1980. T have seen positive growth of family day care oroviders
as a result of the nutrition training they receive through the
Thild Care Food P_ogram. Providers who once thought Kool-Aid was
a fruit juice are now teaching preschool children that bananas
are better than candy. We receive letters from parents telling
us their preschoolers now choose vegetables instead of desserts
for snacks, because the day care providers are teaching nutrition
education.

Many children receive their only nutritionally balanced meals
at their day care hore. In homes participating in the Child Care
Food Program, all children receive the same balanced meals and
snacks ard the same nutrition education. 1If a means test were
imoosed it would segregate children into the~e of low-income and
those above. Incare eligible children could >snceivably receive
a nutritionally balanced lunch of vegetables, meat, fruit, bread,
and milk, while other nonparticioants could receive a brown bag
cold lunch of chips, twinkies, and a peanut butter samdwich. Yow
would a2 nonparticivating four-year-old feel sitting next to
someone eating an attractive fresh hot lunch and not understand-
ing the difference?

I do not believe providers will cook separate meals for partic-
pants and nonparticipvants. If she has only one 1ncome eligible
child in her day care home and four are noneligible, I believe
she will not take the time to fill out necessary paperwork, go to
required training classes, and cook special meals. I think she
will drop out of the Child Care Food Program entirely, deciding
1t 1S not worth her time. 1In this way many poor children would
be hurt because they would not receive the nutritional benefits
of the Child Care Food VProgram and their hunger would be
increased. Having basic nutrition needs met is certainly at the
very core of quality care for young children.

State Directors and Child Care Food Progiam Coordinators from
the northeast section of the nited States Aia a study in 1983 of
900 Child Care Food Program participants in New Englary!. These
adainistrators t ought that the Child Care Food Program had made
an important 1mpact on children and they wanted to clarify the
ex'.ent of that impact. The responses to their survey have led
them to formulate a strong position in support of continued nu-
trition fundina for family day care oroviders. Some of the
cesults are as follows*

Since joining the . hild Care Food Program, the number of homes
increasing the amounts or 1tems of food served to children are:
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Percent
Item of Increise
Milk T R
Fruits and vegetables 7
Bread 48
Protein 477

If CCFP funds were no longer available, almost every family dav
care orovider would reduce the nutritional commonent of their
service. The range of reductions included:

Change Percentage
Yave children bring lunch 33
Reduce the amounts or 1tems served 59

Fifty-two percent of the responding nroviiers 1adicated that
they would be forced to close and seek outside ewploynent or
raise their fees if the OCFF “..ds were no longer available. The
following is a selection of quotations from the surveys which
most clearly eapress common sentiments:

"I have a large family and I can “elo orovide for the family
and still be at home with my rwn children. <ithout CFP 1t would
not he worth it."

"I believe that ther2 would be much higher costs resulting from
skimping or adequate funding for children's nutrition than *he
lower short term costs of heloing to provide it."

"These meals affect the growing chiliren mentally, ohysically,
and emotionally. You tell me what 1S A hetter saving “han
that?!t1"

"There is no wiy you can save money on this orogram, Ve have
already been cut ar.? now vay out of our own bnockets,  Yithout
CCFP  there will be no 4ay care. <ithout day ~are you have mora
on wel fare."

"I feel as a rarent as well as a orovider this orogram has
heloed, e have learned a great deal from our agency's traitning
sessions concerning good nutrition and the children 1n our homes
receive well balanced, nutritious meals ... I can't even 1mAg1ne
how the goverment could th Xk of cutting 115 ornagram. 1€ any-
thing it should be increased."

When we lose a provider from the Chili Care Food Program, we
lose the chance to monitor her recordkeening. sanita-ion 1n her
home, the food she serves, and her interaction with children dur-
ing feeding. More 1mportantly, we also give up the chance to
teach her.

then making home visits to nroviders our orogram reoresenta-
tives deliver a hore visit lesson plan covering 1 variety of sub-
jects concerning child nutrition. Several of the lasson plins
include lessons designed for marticivation of children present
during the wvisit. How could we exclude some children from Fhe
vegetable aml fruit coloring sheet? If a means test were imple-
mented would we exclude nutrition traininy for children al-
together in order to avoid this discrimination?

In our State the licensing worker is required to visit the
licensed home only once 1 year. Our Child Care Food Program

O 1]
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staff works very closely with our licensing umit 0. the Ramsey
County Human Services Department. Their social workers depend on
us to report cases of observed or suspected child abuse which we
encounter on our three visits a year to ~.ild Care Food Program
participants. Also we report any needs the provider may have
training in a certain area, such as first aid or special newborn
care. The social worker often contacts a provider on her case-
load because of our recommendation. Because of this close
provider contact we are having an impact on the quality of care
in family day care nomes.

Family Day Care Home as a Small Rusiness

The average family day care provider is a woman who works
alone, 5 to 6 days a week, 12 to 14 “ours a day. Her job is very
demanding, emoc:ionally stressful, and physically exhausting. She
is the person dedicated to giving children the 1love, care, and
bonding that 1is essential in the formative years. FRighty seven
percent of family day care providers earn below the minimum wage.
These are low-income wcien who are orerating a small private
husiness which utilizes their skills in crring for children.

In order to be a participant in the Child Care Food Program,
providers must meet state reqgulatory requirements. Before food
pcogram participation many providers operated " “erground” and
did not pay taxes or make social security contributions. These
waien who choose to oper ite above ground will be i1ndevendent in
their retirement years because they earn social security credits.

Having more family Aday care oroviders above ground will also
help parents because only licensed providers arz registered with
irformation and referral programs. ¥®inding family day care still
continues to be a problem, however, with approximately 75 oercent
of the profession operating underground.

Our agency has developed materials to assist family day care
providers in running their family day care homes as a private
business. e hold classes on tax procedures and recordkeeping.
The classes are open to anyone but almost 100 percent of partici-
pants ace enrolled 1n the Child Care Food Program.

1f means testing takes place the government will erode the reg-
ulation of child care and family child care will become an eveu
stronger sub-ecoprmmy. Tax revenue .ould be decreased as much as
$40,000,007. There would also be rosts to sponsors for extra
time and paverwork in implementing the test. FEconomically there
is practically no net gain by imposing a means test on the Child
Care Food Program for family day care.

The Means Test Before 1980

Prior to 1980 there was a maens test for families particivating
in the Child Care Food Program. I have talked with sponsors and
providers about the wmerous problems in the implementation of
that system. One of the problems was that oroviders felt uncom-
fortable askina parents of their day care children for ccnfiden-
tial income information. Many of their parents were friends,
friends of friends, neighbors, or relatives. Providers were
concerned that they would lose businese by alienating varents in
requesting income i1nformation. Parents were reluctant or refused

5
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co complete i cone data forms and come removed their children
from the day care homes. Some parents, whise children were not
income eligible, were asked to pay more day care fees to cover
the cost of food. These differences in fees within one day care
home caused dissention among parents.

Both day care providers and sponsors had oroblems with record-
keeping for the means tet., Data on family income was dAifficult
to obtain on short-term children. Records on the family day care
parents' income had to be reviewed each month in order to deter-
mine the number of free, reduced, or vaid children in each home.
This was very time consuming. Some pParents' income varied
monthly (e.g. sales people on comission). There was burdensone
paperwork for sponsors because an individual file was kept on the
day care provider with income data of each parent that enrolled a
child for even a day.

Sponsors had difficulty convincing providers to join the Child
Care Food Program because of the burdensome paverwork, particu-
larly the 1less educated providers who weire intimidated by the
complicated procedures. These low-income veople were the very
ones who most neaded the reimbursement, training, and monitoring
that the Child Care Food Program had to offer.

Child Care Food Program Future With a ‘“feans Test

In the program I work with we experience a 7 percent turnover
of providers each month and a 15 percent turnover 1n children.
The nkans test recordkeeping tasks for our program for 850 par-
ticipants would be extremely costly, even without considering
this rate of turnover. 1 estimate that our administration costs
per participating home would increase by 32 percent if the means
test were adopted, yet we probably would reach fewer providers,
children, and parents.

I understand that one reasons for considering the means test is
that it would make 1t possible for only low-income children to be
counted on the Child Care Food Program. In our area low-income
children are scattered throughout Ramsey County--not necessarily
concentrated in ore area. Many are located in day care homes
where they are tae single low-income child. These are the homes
likely to Arop participation in the program.

A concern for child abu.e is surfacinc across this nation, yet
the very quality of child care is threatened by this orooosal to
cut the Child Care Food Program, the last source of federal sup-
port we have fur family day care. The $50 million that might he
saved by implementing a means test is a great price to pay when
we consider the negative consequences which would ensure for
families, children, and low-income providers. Those negative
consequences are, in summiry, less income for the already low in-
come providers, lower nutritional standards for young children,
less regulation of home Aday care, lost revenue for the
government, and less available above ground Aay care homes for
parents to choose from.

If the need for child care incceases from 1985-1990 at the same
rate as it 4id from 1980 to 1985, we could experience an in-
creased demand of 35 much as 25 percent in the next 5 years,
Considering this expectation we must not allow the means test to
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be adooted. The means test would result in a virtual elimination
of family day care from the Child Care Food Program. Family Aay
care 1s the system that cares for the majority of children in day
care. Without the Chi11d Care Food Program, family day care as we
know it will diminish. Without family day care the shortages of
day care slots will be critical in the years to come.

STATSMENT OF KEVIN F. SILL, CHIEF ADMINISTRATOR
OFFICE OF SCHOOL FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICES
NEW YORK CITY *0ARD OF EDUCATION

Mr. Chairman, my name is Kevin 5ill. T am the Chief Adminis-
trator for the New York City Board of Education's Office of
School Food and Mutrition Services. Thank you for the opportu-
nity to appear before you to discuss the Summer Breakfast/Tunch
program. T am hoveful chat I will be able to demonstrate to the
subcomittee that the program is compatible with your concerns
for budget integrity and prudence and that it 1s deserving of
reauthorization amd funding. The New York City board of ®duca-
tion has been functioning in an environment of fiscal austerity
for some years now and has refined its ability to flourish even
while operating within budgetary constraints. The management of
our Summer Meals Program is directed toward ensuring the maximum
nutritional benefits for our children while working within a
philosophy of effective budgetary utilization.

To understand the impact of summer feeding on the children of
America in generai and of New York City in varticular, one need
not be arn expert on nutrition. And one need not be a1 expert on
the economy to see why excellent management of the orogram is
consistent with the aim of reducing the deficit. One need only
apply common sense to the facts at harmd.

According to "The National Evaluation of the School Nutrition
Program,” a study done in 1984 by the United States Devartment of
Agriculture, there are some children who would not receive the
Recommended Dietary Allowances (RDA) of Vitamin A, Vitamin 86,
Calcium and Magnesium without school lunch. We are now faced
with the problem of hunger and malnutrition among those below the
poverty level 1is getting worse. The report defines hunger and
malnutrition as two categorical results of inadequate food
consumption. 4Yunger 1s defined as a "chronic underconsumption of
food and nutrients,” while malnutrition is the term used to
describe the "actual impairment of health" brought about by
prolonged hunger. It is staggering to think that people in the
United States are suffering from hunger. At the lea.t we must
protect our children from this. 1t is our view tnat the National
School TLunch Progran 1is a working solutinn to the nroblem of
hunger among our country's chilAdren.

My colleagues have pointed out the sucress of the National
School Lunch Program during the regular school year; T must poir*
out the necessity for maintaining a proaram throughout the summer
as well. 7We believe that it is ;sential to continue to suople-
aent home provided meals during July and Auqust ir order to as-
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sure and safeguard the continuum c¢f our childrens' well-being.
It is in our nation's self-interest. While there 15 A summer hi-
atus for many, the nutritional needs of our youngsters never have
a day off. Their needs are all-year roumd. We are hoveful that
by maintaining their nutritional needs during the su aer, we will
be providing sustenance to their academic achievement during the
coming school year as well.

The Board of BEducation, as well as the Mayor's Office, has made
participation in summer feeding and in school meals a too
priority. The summer feeding allows us to coordinate this pro-
gram with a number of other youth service programs in a most cost
effective manner. The Summer Frograms for Youth and The Summer
Youth Bmployment Program operate in or near our feeding sites.
These programs are particularly important in those areas where
summer employment figures are low, they help to curtail the prob-
Jems that result when youngsters have too much free time on their
hands.

The Board of Education is the sole provider of breakfasts and
lunches in New York City. ™e have been selected for a number of
reasons, chief among them being the cost effective manner in
which we “>liver them. In addition to the fact that we cowbine
so many federal, state and city proqrams for the young, our human
and physical resources are so vast tha“ we are now serving more
than 120,000,000 meals ner year. These resources and our enor-
mous buying power enable us to spend more than half cur veim-
bursement of food, thus ensuring that the taxpayer is getting a
fair return for his investment.

Our summer feeding program has been andited for the past sev-
era) years by various of the big eight accounting firms under the
auspices of the nited States NDepartment of Agriculture and the
General Accounting Office. In addition, perpetual audits have
been independently conducted by the Board of FEducation's Auditer
eneral, Comntroller of the City of New York and the “omotroller
of the State of New York. F®ach final revort 15 consistent in
that they state that the program is well managed and not subiject
to abuse. Those cownendations 4o not come easily. Theyv result
not only from the Board of BEducation's strict interpretation of
the federal quidelines, hut also from our application of modern
management techniques. The remorts have also helped us to  main-
tain a national reputation for inteqrity and service.

Nuring the sumer of 1977, we served approximately 3,000,000
meals. Last summer we were able to exmand our services +o more
of our needy youngsters and we served 8,500,000 nmeals. Since the
program is 1limited to high ovoverty areas by the Federal
goverment, these numbers support our stated qgoal of providing as
many needy children as nossible with a nutritious meal. e are
anticipating serving amproximately 9,000,900 meals, better than
200,000 per day this sumer. ‘While that may = considered
substantial, there are another 450,000 eliqible childiren who are
not particimating in our summer program. e are honeful that
with your support, we will eventually rteach ali of these
youngsters.

Mr. Chairman, children are the nation's most vzluable resource.
We have cone a1 long way in improving their nutritional Hhealth.
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Let's not undo our school year efforts and success--reauthorize
the summer feading program!

STATEMENT OF EDWARD M. COONEY
CHILD NUTRITION SPECIALIST
FOOD RESEARTY AND ACTION CENTER

Mr. Chairman, ! would like to thank you for the ovnortunity of
testifying before this comittee on behalf of the Food Research
ard Action Center. FRAC 1s a public interest, research, advocacy
and legal organization whose murpose is to advocate for programs
which wiil improve the nutritional status of low-income
Americans.

Today we stand at the crossroads. BRetween 1946 and 1984 (with
a notable exception in fiscal year 1982) this country has par-
taken in a truly noble and enlightened nutrition policy for our
children. When Congress enacted the National School Lurich Act of
1946 and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, it recognized and cham-
pioned the notion that our national security and the strength of
our agricuttural comrunity could be best served by "safequarding
the health of the “ation's children" through well-financed and
well-managed child nutrition programs. However -  views the
fiscal year 1982 budget cuts, i% is now abundantly c«lear &that
child nutrition programs have been cut to the hone. It is now
clear that funding for certain orograms needs to be increased.
S0 we stand at the crossroads and we must choose which path to
take. Do we reauthori e and make program improvements where Aap-
propriate or do we cut these programs once again?

Perhaps we should review what led to the creation ¢ f our child
nutrition programs for guidance. The 19th century statesman Dan-
ton once remarked that "After bread, education 1s the first need
of the veople." The availability of food and education to the
overall populace are indeed essential elements or cornerstones of
the modern nation-state. Our own exverience 1n World War 11 with
the rejection of s0 many recruits for nutrition-related health
problems demonstrated the need for a national anproach to 1mprove
the nutritional status of children. This need to protect our
children along with a desire to usefully distribute our aqri-
cultursl  abundance led to the development of our current
programs.

Two characteristics stand out in our unique develooment of
child nutrition programs. Thy are: a strong amd vital Federal
sovernmment role and broad-based bipartisan political supmort for
“he programs. The Congress has sought to protect the nutritional
status of all children by establishing a nutritional standard for
the School Lunch Program which requires that over time a child
will receive a lunch which provides 1/3 of the Recymended Die-
tary Allowances. Legislation has also been enacted to protect
all low-income children by establishing n-tional and uniform free
and reduced-price eligihility standards. The federal vrole in
child nutriton programs is imoortant for all childran, but is of
particular significance for low-income children who may receive
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snywhere from 1/3 to 1/2 of their total daily nutrient intake
from the National School Lunch Program. (UJSDA, SEA, The National

School TLunch Program and NDiets of Particinants from Low-Income
Households, 4dyattsville, MD: Consumer Nutrition Center , 19RT.Y

~The second unique characteristic of chil4 nutrition nroqramq 1S
the strong hivartisan supoort which the prograns have received
over the vyears. In the 1970's Senators Nole, Mclovern, Percy,
and Humphrey and in more recent years Senators Boschwitz and Hud-
dleston and now Senators Hawkins and ‘larkin all have taken lead-
ership roles on behalf of child nutrition. In the UYouse,
Chairman Perkins and Representatives Quie and Ashbrook, and Rep-
resenatives Miller, Kilde, S00dling amd Jeffords have all stood
tall on child nutrition issues.

But which road do we tike? “hat message do we send forth from
the Senate Agriculture Comittee to the school food authorities
aroundd ‘*he country? 1In each fiscal year since fiscal year 1980,
the administration hes recomended cuts of one tyoe or another,
Last year, this authorization comittee in effect ceded its
jurisdiction over the five child nutrition Proqrams uo for
reauthorization to the Appronriations Tommittee. Yet, Senators
Cochran and Huddleston offered bills (S. 1913 and the later ‘'lud-
dleston bill S. 2607) which would have made modest program im-
provements and reauthorized the programs. Also, last year, the
Boschwitz amendment to S. 2722 would have made significant low
cost improvemetns in School Lunch, Rreakfast, Child Care, Special
Milk, and the Nutrition Education and Training Proqrams. Zur-
rently pending on the Senate floor is a leadership substitute

vdget proposal which cuts $40C million from child nutrition oro-
grams as well as an amendment from Senator "awkins to delete the
proposed $400 million cut. ™Mr. Chairman, we need to send a clear
and unambiguous messge to the nutrition community. The FooAd
Research and Action Center urges you tc* Reauthorize the Snecial
Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and Chiliren (4I0),
the Summer Food Program, the Commodity Distribution Program, the
Nutvition Education and Training Proqram, ani the Stite Atninis-
trative FExnense Program througn fiscal vear 1988; and make low
cost, high return investments in improvements 1n certain child
rutrition orograms.

Je receommend program improvements in the following areas:

Improvement of the School Breakfast Program Meal Pattern

Je  recommend additional funding for improviig the nutri*ional
quality of the school breakfast meal nmattern by adding 6 cents to
each breakfast reimbursement and requiring a greater variety of
fruits and vegetabhles and whole grains, as well as aiditional
orotein foods.

‘Je endorse this approach for a numher of reasons:
(1) A recent naticawide study shows that the nutri*ional
quality of school breakfasts should be imoroved,  in 197 . he
Senate passed a resolution, comonly referred to as Scnate
Resolution 99, which asked a number of questions .aboutr the 1mpact
of school meals on chiliren and their families. A number of stu-
dies were 1nitiated 1in response to this resolution, but one of

them specifically looked at the nutritional 1mpacts of the School
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Lunch, Rreakfast, and Snecial Milk Proarims, It 1S cilled  the
National Bvaluation of School Nutrition Proarims, nd wis com-
pleted in April 1983, Tttt

Tnis study reoorted two m3ajor findings concerning the School
Rreakfast Program. First, the proqrim was shown tn increise  the
likelihood that children will eat breakfast. As the study points
out, this is a major nutrition heneafit 1n that children who eat i
breakfast are substantially better noarished than those who skio
breakfast. Projections made fron this study's 3a+1 show that
over 600,000 students who currently skin breakfast would eat it
if the program were available in their schonls,

Second, the school bhreakfast 15 sunerior 1a cil~1om ani magne-
si1un levels to breakfast children eat elsewhore, hut  contains
less vitamin B6, vitamin 2 and 1ron. Since vitynin A, vitamn BA
and iron are nutrients for which large propor+ions of chiliren do
not ohtiin tneir Recommended Nietary Allowances (as noiated out
in USDA's National Evaluation), 1t makes sense to i1mprove the nu-
tritiona) “quality of the Breakfast Program in such a wiy that:
the constmotion of these nutrienrs 15 increased; ind the hreak-
fast eaten at school 15 closer in nutritional mali*y to hreak-
fasts eaten at home.

In fact, tne National Fvaluition final remort recomnenis that
"the School ~reakfast meal pattern should he  oxanined  nd
improved." It was surorising to all nf us when JSDA'S oriqinal
response to this reccmmendation fiscal vear 1984 gas  +o  soqaest
terminating School Rreakfast 1s a1 cateqori~il orogran and olacing
it in a block qrant with reduced fands, This leqislative  recon-
mendation conflicted with the findims of ‘1SNA's renort,

The National Fvaluation resul*s 1o not +ell 15 which foods maie
the nutritional Aifference hatweon schonl  breakfaiers and those
Paten elsewhere., ‘'owever, 1+ 1S 1ikely that 1+ was *he mea> /meat
1lternate, First, becanse the School RBreak' ast meial nattern loes
not require the service of 1 meat/meat altermato,  (1+ does
require a cereil ar bread nroiuct, e, frult or ueqgetahle, and
one hilf nint of milk.,Y Second, becise fonis not currently 1n-
~ludad 1n school hreakfasts, such 15 cheese anl aggs, are 300d
sources  of vitamin A, nd mear, onultry, fish, anrl meanat barter
are good sources of iron nd vitamin B4, The s ion of  somn
formn f 3 mear/meat  alternate Fo the meal nattern, 1long with
grea*sr vrriety of fruits, vegetables, anvd whole arain would  im-
prr = ne n.tritional quality of schnnl breakfasts,

(2, Participation 1n the  Areakfast  Proaram Yy stadents i
schools will probably Tncreise with  This  oradision

will 1ncrease the variety

nd neal of the Areaxfist Progroam and

Y will 1ncrease reimbursement £o scinols.  THis 1acveisa in Dt io-
ipation by students i S00TS TS very 1monrtant, esoacially
considering two of the National Evaluatior :niijqz Fhat the
presence of a School Breakfast D;oqram 1 -80S the chanees th ot

children will weat hreakfass, and that the Proarin 1s found  ore-
Aominantly 1n schonls locarad 1n low 1ncane areas nd ser s nri-
marily poor ch 'dren, In fack, 84 ooreent of  Fhe chpldren who
particivate 1n  the Breakfast Pragrim ra fron families eligible
for free meals, and 89 percent from families olimihle for free or
reduced price meals,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




E

O

78

() Breikfast 1S 1 very important me 1 for c“nlirnn, (1s wn’ll
nts and ""«Yc;‘h-\_vn “vo Kinds n° evidence  fhar
this is the caso.  First are  the gtudies of “he 1moace of
hreakfast, or the lack of 1%, on chiliren's learmiyy bty
Dr. Frnesto Pollitt of the ‘lniversity of Tezas, 1n 1 1978 rovioy
of the literiture on the 1moart of  school  feaiing ndrograns  on
education suns up  the evidence on hroakfast as follnws:  The
studirs that forusad on *he short-term effects nf hunger ar norn-
17 fending suqgqest  that  the nrovision of hreakfast any otk
benefit the student emorionilly and enhance Wis her ety to
WOork  on s honl=tyne *asks, In addition, 3 recont carefully con-
trolled sty by Dr. Pollitt (1981) of the  jamact > skioning
breakfast nan  tharty-four well-nourish=3 mine and *en vear olds
showed an yiverse affact on the acru. ey of resnonses on nroblen-
solving (Pollitt F, [©aihle ni Sreenfiell N 8rief {astnqg,
stress and roqnition. Am. T, Clan, Nutr, 34874 16832, 198D)
Te second X111 of evadence js anecdotil, 1l that 1s t e roonrts
we At the  Foord Regearch o Action Tortar ant from
sunperintendents,  orincinals,  school nurses, and teachers,  They
tell us again and 1gain how el iren's reading  seores  1norease,
how rolationshing  hotweon gradents of 1iffarent qges 1morove 1n
the morning, haw students have 1ess stomnachiches,  nl how  much
better  children nay attention 1n class,  Recently PRAT's natra-
“1onist wis n 9est Virgamia and was told hy 1 loma=time school
princinal  that  starting 1 Breakfast Proagran in her schonl had
Tore msitive ef fects than any other thing <he hal  eromnlished,
Voo shouldl remenher Hhat o there are aany Shipliren o whon the
breakf st oroviied 1t school 15 essontiil, and fnak this 15 irge
oW Nore thamn over with continaing "1 th omnlovner v oo skares ke
st Virniari, THi® »-0v1510n wis 2 2art of fhe ngeagrsz men -
ment +0 S, 2722 1l may be o nLet of rhe 1983 Jarkin Sarm Bl

Tho Snoctal Snnv)lm\m\-a‘ "-‘rsod Proar e for domon, [0 ants g

"Jf* muM SUNMOrT e 11,211 thrast of 1as vear's Bos btz
meninent 0 1ntreise the fracal year 1986 agthorization level by
375 m1llion over *he 78D niseline, This wonld allnw For, Hut not
requiire, 1 funding level of S1,644 Hi111om an fiscal vear 1984,
~urrently, WIT serves 3.1 million e Sieinants, hut e <now thak
worsximitely Y million neonle are eliathle foar hoaefirg, R
1180 Xnow  *hat far oy ery S goont on nrear al cars . ge can 3300
33 ya futare il ensts, 1F qonronrg ated, the S840 il lon
fundinq Yayn) 'l VTinow A1 tn qrow bhy aboar 150,000
naAr*1eInants,

A1 mare areat ante, 1 s our oanderstanding fhat fae Aimin-
19%rat 1oan 18 going 1o request only S1,47%4 Sithion of vhe 1)
21.5 mllion  *1* Tongrogs onrdoriatad for V17 for fiseal gear
1985, *horeay lonying benefits o aearly 249,000 carren’ 417
particinants, ¥ ooarge momhoers of fais commyttec s, F ko 11l an-
nrobpriate ackions 1amedirely Fo ensure Fhat o Fae o s ministration
comdl1os  Wwi1th Hhe Tonarassianal anrant tn o ogenand a1l nf she S5
bi1linn 1n fiseal verr 19385 3 srared an the Figmal o yogr 1985 Con-
1701117 ApDronry itions Resolgrinon,
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Summer Foxd Service Programs for ChildAren - Sponsnrshin

There are 11 and one-half miilion children who receive a free
or reduced-orice school lunch during the 9 months of the school
year. Yet the Summer Food Program which is designated to orovide
these children with the same nutritional lunch during the summer
only served 1.4 million children in July 1983. A substantial
barrier preventing expansion of this program is that nonprofit
private aqgencies like commuiity action agencies, Boy Scouts, and
local churches are prohibited from being program soonsors. The
only eligihle sponsors are oublic entities, school food authori-
ties and camps. If a school system or the city government de-
clines to operate a orogram, none of the children in these commu-
nities will be served. We believe that an approach allowing liwn-
ited narticipation by some private nonprofit agencies will help
provide needed meals for many of the children currently unserved.
We would also recommend that the urban bias of “he program be
changed so that poor chiildren in largely rural areas could be
served.  Currently orograms can only operate in areas where S0
vercent or more of the children receive a free or reduced-price
lunch.  There are many poor children who live in rural areas. A
change in the percentage in the area eligibility tes: from 50
percent to 33 1/3 percent would allow rural areas to participate
on a more equal basis with urban areas. This brovision may also
be part of the 1985 4arkin Farm Bili.

Additional Meals for the Child Care Food Program

Arother program upon which many low income families depend is
the Child Care Food Program (CCFP) for preschool children in
family day care homes and day care centers. Unfortunately, chil-
dren who stay at a day care cen%er all day may only receive two
meals a~d one snack because of cuts made in federal sunoort for
the Child Care Food Program. e would recommend adding a meal
and a snack back to the Child Care Food Program. Let me tell you
whv,

The nutritional evidence is ocersuasive. Before the changes oc-
curred in th2 number ol meals that could be served, USPA carried
out an evaluation of the nutritional iwpact of CCFP through Abt
Associations in Massachusetts which showed highly onositive
effects. 1In fact, their report stated:

"The differences between parti-ipating am  non-
participating 23 care centers (in meal quality] are striking.
For every measure examined, varticipating centers have sta-
tistically significantly hicher levels of meal quality *han
non-participatirc centers. Equally striking is the finding
that participat.ng family day care homes also serve meals of
superior nutritional quality, and that these meals generally
contain foods of higher quality and variety than those served
by non-participating centers.”

To be more specific, day care facilitie *hat participated 1n
OCFP provided a higher proportion of the Recomwended Dietary Al-
lowances then  nonparticipating centers, had superior food
preparation, handling and sanitation techniques, served signif:-
cantly mcre foods ryich in Vitwmin A and C and iron, served
fruits, vege*ibies, and juices 129 overcent more often, whole
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grain oroducts 50 percent wore often, and milk more frequently at
snacks and lunches. They also served significantly fewer concen-
trated sweets and swee. dessert foods ani had care-givers who
talked more often to children about nutrition and encouraged
children to try new foods.

The results of this report are corroborated ani elaborated upon
by a survey of CCFP sponsors in the Northeast region cirried out
by the Connecticut Department of Bducation. The survey found
that the quality and quantities of foods served in day care homes
1moroved with their participation in OCFP, because of the funding
for food and because of an 1increase in the availability of good
nutrition 1nformation that comes with the progran. As the New
England state directors point out in tneir survey revort, "This
knowledge becomes twice as important when you realize that the
information is often vassed on to the wvarents of the children
because of the close r=lationship and contact thac 1s possible irn
family day care."

They also noint out another benefit of OCFP in their report:

The availability of 7CFP funds has enabled many orovid-
ers to remain in overation and to keep their fees at an af-
fordable level. The accessibility of affordable Aday care
has freed many families from low income status.

This is not surprising when one considers the makeup of the
parents using the day care homes participating 1n OCFP in the
Northeast region--69 percent held blue-collar or anskilled jobs
and 40 percent represented one-parent families.

Other program improvements which we believe have special merit
include: lowering reduced-price lunch and breakfast charges to
children of working parents; «dding S5 million the Nutrition Edu-
cation and Training Program so that each State would have suffi-
cient resources to employ a full time NET coordinator; oroviding
the Special Milk Program for kindergarteners; and introduction
and passage of legislation imolementina the establishment of a
national system of nutrition monitoring--a concern of the nutri-
tion comunity and the President's Task Force on Food Assistance.

Mr. Chairman, I have attached as an addendum, FRAC's objections
and  observations on the devastating impact of the
Afministration's initial cutback proposa.s and some comments from
the American School Food Service Association on the revised Sen-
ate leadership budget alternative as it affects child nutrition
programs which FRAC endorses.

Thark you for the opoortunity of addressing the Comittee
today, I hooe the Zommittee will choose the positive ovath to
future nutritional healtu for our dat.on's children.
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Adqudath Israzl of Aner.
Commission on Leaisliative and Tivic Artion
New York, NY

v 1, 1985
Hon. Robert Dole
Chairnan
Subcomnittee on Nutrition
United States Senate
Washington 5.2Z. 20510

Dear Senactor Dole:

Agudath Israrl of Anerica, which speaXs for e more taan 5060
Orthodox Jewisn elementary and secondary nonoublic  schools
tnroughout  rhe  ‘Inited States, nas carefu'ly analvzed +he
Administration's Fiscal Year 1936 budget oroovosal as it reiates
to Child Nutrition Progcams, the subject of 2 subcomittee hear-
ing on May 2. e, along with other Mmericans, share tine
Adninistration's concern over the size of the federal sudget.
Nevertheless, we do not agree that Child Nutrition Programs
should be disproportionately cut.

The 1981 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act made changes that
considerably reduced funding for child nutrition orogr TR, In-
cluded were reductions in Federal meal subsiiies, alternations in
income elgibility for free and reduced orice meals, ternination
of the food service equipment assistance orodram, a rastriction
on particination by nonoublic schools where average annual tul-
tion exceeds $1,500, changes in the apolication nrocess, and
other limitations on oroqran varticication. As a1 rasul:, some
2,700 public and nonpublic schools na-ionwide termina=ed their
particination in the program affectind amout 3.2 million
children, apnroximately one-third of whom were from low-1ncome
families.

The Administration now brovoses a further $684 mil'1on or 17
percent reduction in child nutrition Proqrams, S$437 million of
which would b2 cut from the National School funch Proaram throuqn
program cuts and an freeze in food mrice 1nflation adjustments.
This may 4drive an additional 8,000 schools and % million students
from the program.

The lunch program is varticularly 1moortant for OrthodoX Jewish
parents, who already shoulder the burden of exvending large  sums
for such basics as kosher food ani tu. .1on for y2sniva educarion.
Moreover, youngsters attending yeshivos have a school 3ay that
is 3 to 4 hours longer thar youngstars 'n othar schools. A hot
nutritious unch, therefore, takes on increased :moortance.

The Comussion on Legislation and Civic Action of agudath
Israel, therefore, vrevectfully requests consideration of the
fcllowig:

--Agqudath Israel and the yeshivos it reoresents stronqly opuose
the elimination of federal cash amd commodity reimbursement for
students with family income above 185 percent o the ooverty
line. This part of the Administration's proposal would lower the
federal subsidy by 24 cents per neal for aporoximately ha'+ cf
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311 lunches served nationwise Ini would, therefore, ijeovaLlize
the very existence of the National Scheol Lunch Program.

that the Administration calls a "high income subsidy" 1s actu-
ally a grant-in-aid that suoports the wnrogram's infrastructure
and helps to meet fixed overhead axpenses. %liminate the grant
and a schocl may lose the kitchen, staff, ani equiment that
feeds all 1ts students, including moor children. Those schools
with the highest orocortion of pvaid lunches (or lowest proportion
of free ani reduced-orice lunches) will be most Aramatically af-
fected by the elimination of the paid subsidy, and thus at 3Jreat
risk of teruinating the program entirely.

--¥2 oppose the one year freeze on th- annual cost of livinj
adjustments in Federal reimbursements for the School Lunch,
School Breakfast, and Child Care Fool Programs.

Based on 1nflation estimate of 5 oercent, such a freeze would
translate 1nto a cut to varticinating schools of 6 cents per free
meal and 4 cents ver reduced-price meal servad. Schools will
therefore be forced to ahsorb higher meal costs while still main-
taining required nutritional <tandards. The freeze would most
severely 1mpact schools which serve disnromortionate shares of
low and moderate income students.

--Ye oppose the nronosed termination of "J.S. Department of
Agriculture administration of the Summer Food Progr in those
states which are not prohihited by law from administering the
prog.am themselves. Though we agree that it would be far better
if all states administered this oprogram, it must nevertheless bhe
notal that the Drogram 15 a Felderal program, it  must,
nevertheless, e noted that the nrogram is a Federal orogram with
final responsibility to our nation's children in "JSDA.

--Ye strongly sumport legislation which wouii allow a nonoublic
school to participate in the school lunch Program regardless of
the school's average annual tuition. The legislation authorizing
the S1500 tuition cap, which was apProved by the 97th Congress as
part of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act, failed to take
into consideration the great sacrifices made by wmany low-income
fami1lies to obtain the education they believe is best suited to
their childAren's needs. Moreover, at least in the context of the
shcools we rePresent, our yeshivos Ao not exclude children from
low-11come fanilies who cannot afford to pay full tuitior. Siven
the scholarship r*,jrams available, it 1is clear that tuition
rates 1n nonpublic =chiools do not reflect the econcaic circum-
stancec of the students' families.

The 1981 Omnihus Budget Reconciliation Act, combined with in-
flationary annual increases, have nega 'vely affected the finan-
cial viability of the lunch Program. The Auninstration's
proposed fiscal year 1986 budget will further threaten the pro-
grat 1n many schools. This wcui! be a tragic Aevelooment for the
nutritional well-being of our children and for the Progcam As as
whole.

Mr. Chairman, we respectfully request that this letter be en-
tered into the record of hearings on child nutrition which were
held by the subcomittee.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, Steven Prager, Seneral ~ounsel
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[The follow.ng information was wubratted Ly Jeratcr ¥Fe'ry .l
referred to in bss oral presentat:on:]

FEDFRAL I'FAL. SURSIDTFS FOR HON-POOR ChILDREN

(Prepared by the Staff of the Senate Committes or Agr ccuituwr e,
futrition, and Forestry, lay 1, 178%)

National School Lupnch Prograp

© Permanently authorized by Nat onal School Lurch fct (1046);
Federal expenditwes were almost $3 billior .n fiscal year
1984, the highest amount ir the b stery of the prograr.

¢ Provides Federal reimbursements t¢ sct «ls for iunches se:ved
to ail children; three types of reimuursements zie race or
bekalf of participating children according to three iLcore
related categorjes--"fiee", ‘"reduced-price", and "peIah.
These income eligibility standards are indexed each July 1.
Following are the ircome eligibiiity standards for free and
reduced-pr ice lunches for the year beginning July 1, 1937 z¢
compared with 100 percent of the poverty level.

INCOME ELIGIBILITY STANDARDR FOF FRFE AND REDUCED-PRICE LUNCH)S
IN THE SCHOOL ! UNCH PROGRAM
fJuly 1, 1985 -- June 30, 1986)

Family Ol'F Foverty Free lleal El:gi- Reduced Pr.ce
Size Income Level, bility (130% of Filaigibilaty
1685¢% Poverty Level) 11859 of Poverty
Level)

1 $ 5,250 36,825 § 6,713

2 7,050 9,165 12,043

3 8,850 11,506 16,373

y 10,650 13,845 19,702

5 12,450 16,185 23,023

6 14,250 18,525 26,363

7 26,050 20,865 29,623

8 17,850 23,205 33,023

Fac : Addit:on-
al person +1,800 +2,340

+
[§Y)

A
(9]
(@)

® Federal Register, v. 50, March &, 1985, Pp. Q518&,

Estimates for 130 and 185 percent of poverty computed by
Susan Schillmoeller, Fducat.on and Publ:e Welfare D.vision,
Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress, Aprail by,
1985.

o Student: from familie:r w:th incomes above 185 percent of
poverty are eligible for a "pz:d" lunch. Wh.i.e the rtudent
pays for the lunch, the school also receives & [ederal rein-
bursement for these rneals -- effective July 1, th u wil. be
24.75 cents per lunch.
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S e Q
o Reim.ursement rates are indexed annually on Juiy !. Follow-
ing are the reimbursenent categor:es and the Jevels in effect
beginning July 7, as reported by the Congressional Research
Service of the Library of Congress:
-- Section 4 "basic assistance"--a flat per-meal reimburse-
ment which is the same for gll income categories (estimated
to be 12.5 cents per peai effective July 1).
-- Commodity asgistance; a flat per-pmeal reimbursement which
is the same for all income categories festimated to be 12.23
cents effective July 1).
-- Section 11 "specral assistance"--differing amounts avail-
able only for free and reduced-prace lunchcs (estimated to be
118.5 cents for free and 78.5 cents for reduced-price, effec-
tave July 3). '
Thus, the projected basic rates for all Federal subs:idies at
each 1income ca‘egory are as follows:

PROJECTIONS OF PER-MEAL REIMBURSF!T.UTS®
July 1, 1685 -- June 30, 1986

(In cents per real)

Free 143.25
Reduced-Praice 103.25
Paid 24,75

®Source: Congressional Research Service

¢ There 1: no crerge to a cttudent whe is receivirg a free meal;
a maxirum charge of 4C cents may be made for a child receiv-
ing a reduced-pr.ce peal; end r« raxinur charge arplies for a
student treceiving a rneal reimbursed at the "pa:d" rate.
However, the average national charge for paying students is
82 cents according to the Departrment of Agriculture.

o All public schocls may participate in the school lunch pro-
grar, and about G5 percent of all public schools
(representing 68 percen: of alj public school children) do
so. The only pravate sclools that may partic.pate are thoge
with tustion charges gt _or belcy $£1500 per vear. 29 percent
of all pravate =chools participate in the gfrograr, prov:aing
acces: Lo 41 rpercent of all children attending pravete
tchools. Together, these [crcentages 1represent about ¢U
percent of all schouols--putlic and private--and 92 percent ol
all schoel childrern.

¢ An everage of approximately £6 percent of all children in
«~chools where the progranm 1: avasiable reguia.ly participate
in the :chool lunch progran.

¢ hAvarlable partucipation _ipformatien 1indicates that Hh.§
percent of school children participating n the lunch prcgranm
receive free lunches, 6.5 ypercent 1receive 1educed-price
lunches, and 49 percen! participate as paying cwildren.
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o Federal expenditwes on behalf of each category are as fol-
lows: 77 percert ($2.3 billion ain FY 1984) for free, 8
percent ($236 million) for reduced-price, and 15 percent
(4450 million) for paid lunches.

: ra ' { u

The Administration's FY 86 budget for child nutrition program
proposed to target Federal support for child nutrition programs to
low-income chiidren. 77U would do this by eliminating all Federal
support (1.e., reimburcements) for meals (so-called "paid" meals)
served to non-poor children in schools and child care facilities.
Under the Administration's initial budget, this elimination would
include both cash and commodity assistance. The elimination of
both cash and commodity assistance on behalf of non-poor children
is included 1n the budget resolution reported from the Serate
Budget Committee (S. Con. .es. 32).

In the Senate/Adminis. ation Deficait Reduction Plan (announced
-pril 15) the proposal has been modified to assume elimination of
the g¢ash assistance, but tc retain the commod.ty assistance, for
children from non-poor families. Savings from the plan would be
$375 million in FY €6, $520 million in FY 87, and $666 million in
FY 88, f ' a 3-year total of $1.561 billion.

FEDERAL CASH AND COMMODITY ASSISTANCF RATES FOR PAID LUNCHES
July 1, 1985 -- June 30, 1986
(In cents per peal)

Current Admin. FY Change from Senate/ Change from

Law 8 Budget Current Lay Adnin. Current layw
Cash 12.% - -12.5 -- -12.5
Conpod-
ities 12.25 -- -12.25 12.25 None
Total 24.75 -— -24.75 12.25 -12.5

Arguments in Favor of Eliminating oi Peducing the Federal Subsad,
for MNon-Poor Chaldrer

o Durang a period when trne Federal deficit is $200 tallion
annually, the Federal Government simply can no longer afford
to subsidize meals to non-pocr chiidren. While tre subsady
per child, 24 cents, 1o relatively small, the cumvlat.ve
costs to taxpayers is over $60” m:2lion annually.

o Hhow equitable 35 1t for Americans earnirg far less than
$12,000 per yzar to pay taxes to support a Federal progran
for those making above $10,000 per year, including many (75%)
raking over $26,000.

¢ VMost studenle who participate in the "pa.d" categcry are from
familier well cbove any measure of poverty or financial
need. According to the Department of Agriculture, almost 75
percert ¢ students in the paid category are from families

above 250 percent of poverty--or over $26,525 for a family of

four. The average fznily income is $33,000.
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o These nutrition orograms will continue; the remaining subsidy
for free and reduced-price children constitutes about 85
percent of the total costs of the schoel lunch program and
would be continued. In the breakfast program, 90-95 percent
of the reimbursemerts would be continued.

o Additionally, "bonus" commodities--those not required by law,
but distributed at the Secretary's discretion--would contin-
ue, provic.ug a per meal Federal subsidy of about 12 cents
per meal for all children, including the non-ncor.

o Even if the entire cost of the eliminated subsidy were passed
on to the paying student, the price of paid meal woild in-
crease by less than 25 cents, under the Budget Committee
plan, f* - an average of 82 cents to about $1.07 (or to 9%
cents un.cr the Senate/Administration Flan). Either price
would still represeat a bargain for school children, and
their parents withcut imposing a financial burden on Federal
taxpayers,

o Claims from school food personnel about school and student
"drop-out™ have proven greatly exaggerated in the past. The
1981 changes have not had the disastrous effects whirh were
foretold. Rather, the progi " has been focusad more children
receiving free and reduced-price lunches, as demonstrated by
a 1984 GAO study.

o Suppo:t3d "horrcr stories"™ of these drop-out issues neglect to
look at the Jong-term pattern which is that students who
initially leave the program because of the increased price
ultimately return, resulting in 1little net reduction in
participation.

o What 1little reduction may occur would not likely have any
significant nutritional impact. Studies have shown that
participants in the higher income category has no better
diets than nonparticipants.

Other Provisions

Both the Budget Committee plan the Senate’/Administration plan
treat paid meals served in the school breakfast program and the
child care food prograw in the same way as proposed for the lunch
program--either eliminated altogether (Budget Committee) or elimi-
nation of cash assistance (Se.ste/Administration plan).

Both plans also include an as-umption that a "means test" will
be reinstated for the portion of the child care food program that
operates through day care homes. Theze homes have, since 1980,
operated in such a way that a reimbursement 1s made for all meals
served to children in day care homes witnout regard to the income
level of their parents. Tinlike all other chiid nutration pro-
grams, the Federal reimbursements, since 1980, have been a :tan-
dard, fixed amount which do not vary according to the :ncome level
of the children's family. In th. ntervening years, the income
distraibution of participating cliridren has shifted dramatically.
Prior to 180, about two-thirds of the childien were from families
w.th incomes below 185 percent of poverty., FHowever, more recent
surveys have 1indicated that appioxzimately two-thirds are fron
families with incomes above 185 percent of poverty--or £19,702 for
a family of four, effective July 1, 198%.

The Inspector General of the Department of Agraculture has urged
the reinstatement of a means test in the day care home portion of
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the program. A similar recommendation was made by the Presaident's
Task Force on Food Assistance in January 1984. Most recently, the
National Advisory Council on Chald Nutrition nas -ecommended the
reinstatement of the means test. No impact would occur in homes
serving primarily low-income children.

[Reprint of report from Cent-r or Dudget and Policy Prinraitaes,
Robert. Greenstein, Director]

THE IMPACT OF BUDGET CUTS ON SCHOOL LUNCH PARTICIPATIOM:
AN ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

In her February 28 testimony be ore the House Committee on
Education and Labor, USDA Assistant Secretary Mary Jarratt made
two basic points about school lunch participation and tne 1985
budget cuts: 1) that the "predictions of catastrophe"” made in
1981 did not materialize, and 2) that the budget cuts caused a
participation drop of just 600,000, with most of the decline
coming in non-poor areas. Neither contention stands up under
careful scrutiny.

Over the past month, a number of ochool lunch administrators
across the country ".ave voiced concerns that the proposed elimina-
tion of Fede.al support for paid meals would cause large partici-
pation declines and induce numerous schools to drop out of the
program. Tn response to these cumments, Assistant Secretary
Jarratt testified:

"We are not impressed with such predictions of catas-
trophe. these claims were made in 1981 but did not matersal-
ize."

The Assistant Secretary then proceeded to quote from testimony
presented by the American School Food Service Association and the
Food Research and Action Center at a March 10, 1981 hearing held
by the Cammitt=e. The testimony she quoted w rned of thousands of
schools closing their programs and millions of children ro longer
receiving lunches. The histcry of the past few years show this
didn't materaialize, Ms., Jarratt said. Th.s, she argued, showed
that dire predictions concerning the Administration's new school
lunch proposals should be ignored as well.

This sounds straightforward enough -~ bit it s not. Fo. the
March 1981 ASFSA and FRAC testimony Jarratt c.ied d:d not concern
the provision that were enacted many months later in thc summer of
1981. To the contrary, this testimony concerned the Administra-
tzon proposals that were rejected in 1981 -- precposals to com-
pletely eliminate a)l Federal sugyort for pa:d meals. Trere
should bte no surprise that the predictiors of ASFSA, FRAC, and
other did not fully materialize -- =ince the provisions in quesc-
tion were never enacted.

Moreover, as will be shown telow, the declines in participation
resulting from the 1981 budget cuts were far larger than the
Assistant Secretary': testimony acknowledges,
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2. The budget cuis and school lunch participatiop

The Assistant Secretary contended that the budget cuts cauced a
participation drop of only 600,000 children and that most of the
drop occurred in non-poor areas. She cited the foliowing figures
in support of this claim:

o She said that school lunch participation averaged 25.8 mil-
lion i1n FY 1981 and 1s expected to average 2u4.0 million in FY
1985, for a declane of 1.8 million.

o She also stated that 1.1 miilion of this 1.8 mill:on decrease
ic due to declining school enrollments and that 50,000 -
100,000 of the decrease is due to the exclusion of praivate
schools with tuitions over §1500. According to her testimo-
ny, this leaves & partuic(pation decline of just 600,000.

These statistics are not accwate, however. Firit, while lunch
participation was 25.8 miilion in FY 1981, there is no strong
basis for the estimate that it will average 24.0 millior un FY
1985. In FY 1984, the actual participation figure was just 23.4
miliion. In FY 1983, 1t was 23.2 million.

The 24 million figures Ms. Jarratt »s using for FY 1985 is
simply an Administration "guesstimate."  Actuel data showing
participaticn in FY 1985 will not be available until next fall.*
While this "guesstimete™ nay be useful to the Administration from
a political standpoint, it cannot be uvtilized in a hard, objective
analysis of change:s In school lunch participation. Only actual
data -- data that is tainted neither by ,uesstimate:r rar pelatical
considerations -- car legitimately be used.

The latest fiscal year for which actual data 1s cvaulable and
complete is FY 1984, It shows participation at 22.4 mi)lion. So
the decline from FY 1981 to FY 1984, as shown by USDA's owr data,
is 2.4 million. The next step is to ascertain how <cach of this
2.4 million decliine :s due to declining school enrollment: and how
much is due to budget cuts.

¥While preliminary data for the first four months of FY 1985 are
available now, these data cannot be used. Participation for tne
four-month period fiom October-January 1s always higher than
average participation for the fiscal year as a whole. This hes
been true every year since FY 1980. Participation figures from
these months consequently cannct be used as an indicator for FY
1985 rarticipation as a whole. (Moreover, it .s interesting that
preliminary data for October 1984-January 1985 chow that average
participation for these four months was below 24 million. Since
October - Januarcy ©participation is always  higker than
participation for the fiscal year as a whole, this is a good
indicatior that the 24 m:llion guesstimate cited by Jarratt is toc
high.)
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Declining Enrollpents

"n her testimony, Jarratt says that enrollments fell 4.4% from
September 1980 (just before the start of the 1987 - (al year) to
September 1982 (just before the 1982 fiscal year). Hence a U4.4%
schocl lunch decline would be expected just because of declining
enrcllments, and even in the absence of budget cuts. A 4.4%
decline in enrollment translates into a 1.1 milijon school lunch
drop, she says. This 1.1 million 1lunch decline had no
relationship to the budget reductions, her testimony says.

This is one of Assistant Secretary Jarratt's most serious
errors. An analysis issued tin February 1985 by the Congressional
Research Sc..ice shows that U.S. school enrollment decline 1.5%
sance 1981, not 4.4% (the CRS analysis is attached at the end of
this paper).

It is unclear how Jarratt came up with tne 4.4% figure. What
she may have done is to confuse the decline in overall U.S. school
enrollment, which was much less than 4.4%, with the decline in
enrollment in those schools participating in school lunch program,
which was quite close to 4.4%. This distinetion 1s crucaal. If
the budget cuts led schools to drop out of the school 1lunch
program, as soue number of schools did after 1981, then enrollment
in school lunch program schools would indeed drop. Such a decline
in enrollment would itself be 2 direct resu't of the budget cuts.
To look at declining enrollments ir. school lunch program schoois
and claim that this has nothing to do with the budget cute wo i
be entirely invalid.

What needs to ke done instead 13 to look at the decline in
enrollment “n U.S. schools in general, rather than jist in lunch
program schools. If a school either closes of lose: students,
this decline will show up in the overall school enrollment
figures. But if a school drops out of the lunch program, due to
the budget cuts, this will pot show up as a decline in overall
school enrollment. This, this is the correect figures to use.

What happens when this is done properly? As noted, the CRS
analysis shows that U.S. school enrollment has declined 1.5%,
since 1981.%# This means that a drop of cnly 1.5% in school lunch
participation since FY 1981 can be attributed to decreasing
en.ollments. The rest of the - rticipation drop is due to budget
cuts.

The 1.5% enrollment decline translates :into a 387,000
participation drop (1.5% x the FY 1981 school lunch participation
of 25.8 million equals 387,000). Hence, approxi.mately 400,000 of
the 2.4 million participation dec.ine is attributed to falling
enrollments. The remaining 2 million decline is from the budget
cuts.

%The CRS data covers school enrollments through FY 1983.
Errollment data for FY 1984 is not yet available, but is not
likely to affect this analysis appreciably. This is because
school enrollments appear to have stopped declining after FY
1982. Enrollments declined just one-tenth of one percent from Y
1982 to FY 1983, and FNS' own budget documents :tate that
enrollment is now :n-reasing again.
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¥ho are these 2 million chyldiren?

The Assistant Secretary's testimony states that 50,000 - 100,000
vere students in private schools that charged $1,500 or more in
tuition. This leaves 1.9 - 1.95 million childien to be accounted
for.

Although Jarratt contended that few of these childien were fror
the lower income categories, USDA's own data decisively refute her
on this point. The Department's data show that 12.5 millsjon
childrer received free or reduced-price meals in FY 1981, while
11.8 million received these meals in FY 1984. This is a decline
of 700,000 in the free and reduced-price categories.

This decline of 700,000 in the low income categories is entirely
due tn budget cuts. Declines in school enroilment are not a
factor in the free and reduced-price categories, because the sharp
increases in the number of children in poverty in these years more
than offset the effect of declining enrollments. Both Census and
GAO data show that the number of low income children in school
went up, pot down, during this period. Census data show that the
number of school-age children (age 6-17) below 175% of the poverty
line when up 400,000 from 1981 to 1983. The GAO's report on
school lunch participation published jn April 1984 showed that the
number of families with school-age children who had incomes below
1857 of the poverty line rose 300,000 from 1981 to 1982. (1982 is
the last year GAO had data for; the overall poverty population has
increased further since then).

Consequently, nopne of the drop in free ang reduced-price meals
can be attributed to a decline in enrollment of low income chil-
dren, since no such decline in enrollment occurred. The full
700,000 decline in free and reduced-price meals must be attributed
to the budget cuts. This indicates that low income impacts of the
cuts were substantial.

Are Free Meals Now on the Rice?

The Jarratt testimony rot only fails to acknowledge the substan-
tial deciine in free and reduced-price meals resulting from the
1981 budget cuts, but §s also contain: the inaccurate statement
that "more poor children are expectad to receive free meals in
1985 than in 1981." 1In 1981, 10.6 million ch.ldien received f1ee
neals in an average menth. For Jarratt's statement to be cerrect,
free meal participaticn in 1985 w11l have to surpass 10.6 million.

USPA data for the first four months of 1985 sliow that participa-
tion averaged just 10.1 million during these mnnths. Moreover,
the first four months of the fiscal year are peak participation
months -~ average free meal participation for the fajcal yea: as a
whole has been below partipation for the first four months for
every one of the past five years. As a result, free meal pertici-

ption for 1985 as a whole is likley to end up LL‘QH_JQ_mlll;Qn or
more than 600,000 below 1981 levels.®

*Free Junch participation in Jeauary 1985 wa: just 9.98 million,
tue lowest participat:on level for any .anuary :since 1979. Ye!
the number of wschool-age children in poverty 1s consideratly
higher today than it was in 1979.
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Why then does Jarratt clajn that frce real part.copat.on ,r 108°¢
will excced 1981 leveir? Appsrently becasuse ter tentipony .s
designed to conform not with FNS': own partucipat:on data, but
rather wiath the Adrinistiations' budget. The budget pred:cts, in
what may be a polit:caily rmotivatcd e:ctimate, that fice neal jar-
ticipation will Jump Lc 10.8 myiJi-on this year., But USDA': own
participatjon data fci the firct four ronths of tlie vear cornclu-
sively demonstrate that the part.c:pation estimate: 1 nted ip the
budget are off-base and should be discarded.

Conclusion

USDA data show that lunch part.cipation dropped 2.4 noilion froc
FY 1681 to FY 1984, 400,000 of this drop is due to declining
enrollment. Two million is due to tle budpet cuts.

700,000 of the 2 million drop came ir the free and 1educed-price
categories. The remaining 1.3 million came in the pa.d category.
Between 50,000 and 100,000 of the drop occured 31 praivate tchools
over the $1,500 tuitjon limit. Presumably, most of these 50,000 -
100,000 children were in the paid category.

One additional point that should be made concerns the oft-c.ted
figure of a 3 million decline in school luuck participation, a
figure that Ms. Jarratt challenged. USDA data show that tlere Las
indeed been an overall drop of slightly more than 2 rillion -- but
this is since FY 1980 rather than since FY 1981. Lunch participa-
tion fell from 26.6 million in FY 1980 tc 23.4 pillion in FY 1984,
a decline of 3.2 million. 800,00 of this decline came fiom FY
1680 to FY 1681, while the other 2.4 million occurred .ince FY
1981. Tc be sure, the participation decline between FY 1080 and
FY 1981 cannot be attributed to the budget cuts that were enzcted
in 1981 -- but that does not mean that it cannot be attirabuted Lo
budget cuts at all. Reductions in the school lunch propgram wele
also enacted in 1980. Since there wa:z no enrcilment dec’ine
between FY 1080 and FY 1981, most or all of this 800,000 deciine

a,pears to be due to the 1920 budget cuts. Tri: reans that fror
Fs 1980 to FY 1981, budget cuts were 1esponsible for a total
participation drop of approximately 2.8 million -- which . quite

close to the 3 million figure often cited (the 800,000 decline
from FY 1980 to FY 1981 plus the 2 m3llion decline from FY 1981 to
FY 1984).

Finally, it should be noted that particiapation has declined :in

the school breakfast program as well.

USDA data show:. a decline

of 200,000 childrern from FY 1981 to F“ 1984,

Ovey 00 L the

declipe ip the breakfast _progiam cawe _ipn Ale fiee _and

Leduced-price cateporjes. There were
19€1.
O
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