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PREFACE

December 1993.

During the second session of the 103rd Congress, the Education
and Labor Committee will reauthorize expiring prograins under the
National School Lunch and Child Nutrition Acts. This document is
designed to provide information to Members of Congress and the
general public regarding the broad range of issues that will be dis-
cussed during the course of the child nutrition reauthorization, in-
cluding the relationship between nutrition and learning, the impor-
tance of greater program access, the need to improve the nutri-
tional quality of the meals, and the necessity of general support
(Section 4) funding as the basic underpinning of the program.

The importance of the child nutrition programs cannot be over-
estimated. In 1992, the National School Lunch Program provided
over 24 million meals to our Nation’s school children and nearly 5
million children received breakfast through the School Breakfast
Program. Approximately one-half of the lunches were served at no
cost or at a reduced-price to the student. For many of these chil-
drend, this lunch and/or breakfast was their only nutritious meal for
the day.

The National School Lunch Program was established in 1946 “as
a measure of national security” because so many World War II
draftees had failed their physical examinations due to nutrition re-
lated deficiencies. The nutritional well-being of our children re-
mains inextricably linked to the Nation’s well-being. In the months
ahead, Congress will work to reform our Nation’s health care sys-
tem. In this effort, we cannot forget that the cornerstone of good
health and the prevention of disease is good nutrition. Congress
will also vote on measures to improve our federal elementary and
secondary education programs. It is a well-known fact that an un-
dernourished child does not have the capacity to benefit fully from
the lessons offered in the classroom. Therefore, proper nutrition is
a key component to our ability to reform our Nation’s education
program and raise student achievement.

Inadequate food intake limits children’s ability to learn about
their world, because chronically undernourished children must use
their energy for tasks in order of most importance. Energy must
first be used for maintenance of critical organ function, second for
growth, and last for social interaction and overall cognitive func-
tioning. Hungry children have shortened attention spans and are
unable to perform tasks as well as their nourished peers as indi-
cated earlier, good nutrition is the keystone to ensuring that chil-
dren are ready to learn every day that they come to school.

(11D
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Research continues to show that the federal child nutrition pro-
grams are extremely effective tools in fighting hunger. Program
supporters spent much of the decade fighting proposals which at-
tempted to dismantle the lunch program by eliminating or reducing
general support, the Section 4 payments. Section 4 of the National
School Lunch Act provides a reimbursement to schools for every
meal served—regardless of the child’s family income. Opponents of
Section 4 contend that these funds constitute a welfare payment for
the wealthy. Nothing could be further from the truth. Section 4 is
not a direct payment to an individual; instead, the payment con-
stitutes a grant-in-aid to the school to support the infrastructure
of the lunch program.

The participation of children from non low-income families is es-
sential to the economy of scale necessary to keep a schecol lunch
program economically viable in most schools. The Section 4 pay-
ment helps schools keep the full price of meals low enough to en-
courage paying customers to participate, thereby helping to make
the program available to all, including those most in need.

History has demonstrated a direct relationship between reducing
(or eliminating) Section 4 funds and declines in program participa-
tion. In 1980, 26.6 million students participated in the School
Lunch Program. In 1981, Section 4 was reduced by 30 percent,
which resulted in the 1982 participation rates dropping to 22.9 mil-
lion. Unfortunately, the cut in Section 4 payments affected all
school lunch participants—not just the paying child—because many
schools decided to drop the program entirely, thereby leaving many
of the free and reduced price lunch students without the nourish-
ment they require to perform well in school.

Maintaining program access is of paramount concern, but we
have the opportunity and challenge in this reauthorization to do
much more than that. This document contains an explanation of
Section 4 funding and its importance; a summary of the research
concerning the relationship between hunger, malnutrition, and
learning; a legislative history of the programs; and appendices with
letters, articles, and supplementary information regarding child nu-
trition programs.

We would like to thank everyone who contributed their time and
expertise to this report, including: Dr. Josephine Martin, Director,
Food Service Management Institute; Dr. Kathieen Stitt of the Uni-
versity of Alabama; Mary Nix, School Food Service Consultant;
Maria Balakshin, Chair of State Directors; and members of the
American School Food Service Association. We also want to give
special thanks to Jean Yavis Jones, Specialist in Food and Agri-
culture Policy with the Congressional Research Service, for compil-
ing the legislative history and program analysis.

DaLk E. KILDEE,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary,
and Vocationol Education.
WiLLiaM F. GOODLING,
Ranking Republican, Committee on Education and Labor.
WiLLiaM D. FORD,
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor.
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BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION OF THE NATIONAL
SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

The National School Lunch Program (NSLP) is an insurance pol-
icy for the nation’s future. The more than 24 million meals served
by the program per day play an essential role in insuring that our
children are alert, healthy, and ready to take advantage of lessons
offered in the classroom. This ability is key to fulfilling the hope
that our children will grow up to be vital members of their commu-
nities and productive workers in a competitive world economy.

The National School Lunch Act (NSLA) was enacted in 1946, at
the end of World War II, because so many draftees had failed their
physical examinations due to nutrition related deficiencies.

The stated purpose of the act was, and is today, “as a measure
of national security, to safeguard the health and well-being of the
Nation'’s children * * *”

The NSLP is the largest federal child nutritio. program, and the
second largest single source of federal funding for elementary and
secondary schools. Approximately one-half ¢f the 24 million meals
served per day are provided free or at reduced-price to children

from low-income families. The other half are purchased by non-poor
children who pay the “full” price as set by local school officials.
Other federal child nutrition programs that help insure our chil-
dren’s health and ability to learn include: school breakfast; child
and adult care food; summer food; and the special milk program.

A. FUNDING

In fiscal year 1994 the federal child nutrition budget was ap-

proximately $6.9 billion,
Bullions

School lunch $4.327
School breakfast ..
Summer food
Child and adult care food program
Nutrition education and training
Special milk
State administrative expenses
Commodity procurement
Food Service Management Institute

Funding for the Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC)
program, approximately $3.2 Eil]ion. is not included in the child nutrition account.

In addition to the federal support for child nutrition there are
state matching requirements, and students themselves contribute
billions of dollars to the school nut:ition programs. In total, school
food service is over a $10 billion program, and represents approxi-
mately 10 percent of all food purchased away from home.

(1




Children from families with incomes Lelow 130 percent of the
poverty line receive meals at no cost. Children with family incomes
between 130% and 185% of the poverty line can purchase a re-
duced-price lunch for $0.40 per meal.

The NSLP is entitlement in nature, which means local schools
are entitled, by law, to a fixed federal reimbursement for each
school lunch served consistent with USDA nutrition guidelines.

During the 1993-94 school year the federal reimbursement rates
are $1.56 for each free lunch served and $1.16 for each reduced-
price lunch served (in the contiguous states). These reimburse-
ments are paid pursuant to Section 11 of the NSLA. In addition,
USDA gives schools 16.5 cents for each meal served, regardless of
the income of the student’s family. These payments are required by
Section 4 of the NSLA. Over and above these cash support pay-
ments, USDA provides to schools an assortment of entitlement
commodities equalling 14 cents per meal and bonus or “surplus”
commodities, when available from USDA holdings. In sum, the fed-
eral support for a free lunch is $1.739 per meal (cash and commod-
%ties;; $1.341 for a reduced-price lunch; and 30.5 cents for all other
unches.

B. SECTION 4

The Section 4 grant-in-aid payments (16.5 cents) are intended to
support the basic infrastracture of the NSLP and act as an incen-
tive for schools to operate the program. This incentive has proven
effective. Over 90 percent of all schools participate in the NSLP
even though it is not a federally mandated program.

Historically, the Section 4 grant-in-aid was the first type of fed-
eral support for the lunch program. Section 11 support for low-in-
come children was not added until 1962. These basic payments con-
stitute the program’s foundation and make it viable for schools.
The reasons for continuing this support are detailed in the follow-
ing section of this print. Some of the primary reasons include: Sec-
tion 4 payments are not a transfer payment to wealthy students,
but a grart-in-aid to schools; the school lunch program is an edu-
cation and health program which makes it inappropriate to use in-
come security criteria when analyzing the effectiveness of Section
4 support; and Section 4 federal reimbursements keep the school
meal price within reach of the middle-class students whose partici-
pation is essential to the program.

C. SUMMARY

The NSLP is a uniquely structured program. Serving over 24
millionn children a day, it relies upon federal, state, and individual
sources of funding. It serves all of the nation’s children while tak-
ing special care to provide free and reduced-price lunches to low-
income children. Less than 15 percent of the federal child nutrition
dollars are given to schools without regard to the income of the
children participating in the school lunch program, yet it is this
support that makes the program available to all children.

It is true that all children can learn, and equally true that all
children must eat. This program is the linchpin. It provides food to
all children, so that all children might learn.

8




RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SECTION 4 (GENERAL ASSIST-
ANCE FUNDING) AND SCHOOL LUNCH PARTICIPATION

BACKGROUND

The General Assistance provision (Section 4) of the National
School Lunch Act (NSLA) provides basic funding to support the in-
frastructure of the School Lunch Program in nearly 90 thousand
schools. Since the National School Lunch Act passed in 1946, Sec-
tion 4 has been the basis for the maintenance of the voluntary pro-
gram by school administrators. The 1946 National School Lunch
Act defined two purposes: to safeguard the health and well-being
of the nation’s children, and to expand the market for nutritious
agricultural commodities. The impetus for the establishment of a
national program emerged from the World War II finding that
many young men were ineligible for the draft because of physical
deficiencies related to mainutrition. The NSLA provided for Gen-
eral Cash Assistance to support the infrastructure of the program
and for the provision of funds to purchase USDA commodities to
enrich the food offered to students. The legislation included re-
quirements ‘concerning both the meals and program operation.
Meals were to be based on tested nutritional research, to be avail-
able to all children including those unable to pay, and to meet safe-
ty and sanitation ~-quirements. The program was to be operated
in an accountab ..anner. Six months after the NSLA was en-
acted, President darry Truman said, “I hope this program will be
expanded until we are sure that every American school child gets
an adequate diet.”

The program operated for 20 years with minimum changes. In
the sixties our nation became aware of the widespread prevalence
of hunger and of the relationship between a child’s ability to per-
form in school and his/her nutritional status. In 1966 Congress
passed The Child Nutrition Act. That Act begins with these words:

In recognition of the demonstrated relationship between
food and good nutrition and the capacity of children to de-
velop and learn, based on the years of cumulative success-
ful experience under the national school lunch program
with its significant contributions in the field of applied nu-
trition research, :. is hereby declared to be the policy of
Congress that these efforts shall be extended, expanded,
and strengthened . .. as a measure to safeguard the
health and well-being of the Nation’s Children . . . to
meet more effectively the nutritional needs of our children.

Access to school meals for all children regardless of economic sta-
tus was assured in 1972 when Congress amended the National
School Lunch Act. The amendments provided both supplemental
funding and a process for children who met federal guidelines to

3
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receive meals at no cost or at a reduced cost. The program infra-
st)ructule was supported by General Assistance Funding (Section
4).

Although it appeared that the program infrastructure was com-
plete, another component was needed in order for the program to
achieve its mic ion. Through many Congressional hearings in both
the House of Representatives and the Senate, members heard wit-
nesses testify to the need for a bridge between the cafeteria and
the classroom. Offering nutritionally sound meals was not enough
to change food behaviors; students needed to learn why nutrition
is important and how to make healthy food choices in the cafeteria.
To accomplish this goal, teachers and food service personnel needed
training and parents needed to be involved.

The Child Nutrition Act was amended in 1977 to provide for a
nutrition education component.

(Section 19-CNA) begins: Congress finds thzt the proper
nutrition of the Nation’s children is a matter of highest
priority; the lack of understanding of the principles of good
nutrition and their relationship to health can contribute to
a child’s rejection of highly nutritious foods . . . and there
is a need to create opportunities for children to learn about
the importance of the principles of good nutrition in their
daijly lives and how these principles are applied in the
school cafeteria.

Federal school lunch support received by schools pursuant to Sec-
tion 4 (better known as General Cash Assistance) supports the
basic infrastructure of the School Lunch Program and concomi-
tantly supports the School Breakfast Program as it operates in
those same schools. While the total number of students participat-
ing in the School Lunch Program determines the amount of Section
4 funding a school receives, Section 4 is not a welfare program for
the rich or middle class. There are many children from affluent and
middle income homes who are “nutritionally poor.” In addition, the
health and education consequences of poor nutrition or hungry chil-
dren are not “means-tested.” Section 4 is a grant-in-aid to help
schools/districts defray the cost of school lunch operations. The
amount of Section 4 funds a school/district receives is based on
total student participation, regardless of income.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SECTION 4 FUNDING AND PARTICIPATION

In 1980, approximately 27 million school lunches were served
each day and 55.2% were served to students who paid “full price”
for those meals. In 1981 the Administration proposed a complete
elimination of Section 4 believing that there was no relationship
between Section 4 payments and student participation. It was ar-
gued that elimination of Section 4 would have no effect on student
participation; that students would simply pay more for their
lunches. It did not appear that consideration was given to the po-
tential of schools dropping the program if Section 4 was withdrawn.

Section 4 was not eliminated, as was proposed, but it was re-
duced significantly, by approximately 30%. As a result, the sale
price of a school lunch increased and school lunch participation
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dropped from 26 million each day to 23 million. A number of
schools withdrew from the program. Approximately one million of
the three million children forced from the program were poor chil-
dren who had formerly received a free or reduced-price lunch, but
were eliminated when their school dropped the program.

The National Evaluati- n of School Nutrition Programs conducted
by the USDA in 1982 pursuant to a Senate Resolution reported a
direct link between the price of the school lunch and student par-
ticipation. That report. concluded “the price that a student pays for
the meal is the most important single variable that affects the fre-
quency of lunch participation.” The influence of all of the other fac-
tors described are substanti: 'ly smaller than the influence of meal
price. For school lunch “abov a price of 80 cents, it is estimated
that a 10% increase in price will yield a 10% or higher decrease
in participation.”

The level of Section 4 funding has a direct relationship between
the price students pay for a “full price” school lunch and the num-
ber of students who participat: in the program (or buy school
lunches). When Section 4 funds are reduced either directly, or indi-
rectly through inflation and/or increased costs, the sale price of a
school lunch goes up and the number of paying students buying
lunches goes down. In addition, the number of schools that receive
most of their federal support from Section 4 tend to consider drop-
ping the program; or since 1988, schools may consider offering an-
other meal service or “a la carte food service” or pay by the item.
In either case the nutrition goals of the program are often com-
promised and the economically needy child loses access.

In 1985, the Library of Congress was asked to look at the rela-
tionship between school lunch participation program and Section 4
subsidies. The Library of Congress concluded that “those schools
with the highest proportion of paid Iunches (or lowest proportion of
free or reduced-price lunches) will be most dramatically affected by
the elimination of the paid subsidy and thus, perhaps at most risk
of dropping from the program entirely. If such schools drop the pro-
gram, all children will lose access to the program.” According to the
Library Report, there were 17,900 schools where 80 percent or
more of the students paid “full” price for a school lunch; there were
43,867 schools with 60% or more “paid participation.” Based on the
data in the Library of Congress Report, the American School Food
Service Association (ASFSA) estimated that if Section 4 were with-
drawn, 10,000 to 15,000 schools would drop the program and 5 to
8 million children would loose access to school meals.

While the schools with the lower proportion of needy children are
most vulnerable and may withdraw from the National School
Lunch Program, it is impertant to look at numbers of needy chil-
dren in those schools. Some of those schools or districts have much
larger numbers of children who qualify for free or reduced meals
than schools with a more balanced ratio of free and reduced. For
example, School District A which has an enrollment of 3,000 stu-
dents and 60% needy has 1800 children who qualify for free/re-
duced meals and School District B with an enrollment of 60,000
with 10% needy has 6,000 students who qualify for free/reduced
meals. School District B is more vulnerable for dropping the pro-
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gram or offering an alternative food service to students who have
money to pay.

When a school withdraws from the program, all students, includ-
ing low income students, are left on their own. When a school offers
an array of a la carte items, those students who have money often
select that option, leaving the low income children in the “school
lunch” line. In many i stances, we are tcid that low income chil-
dren choose not to eat, rather than to accept the stigma of going
through what appears to be “the free lunch line.” As was often stat-
ed at the Hunger Forum in June 1993, one basic need for all the
food programs is to “preserve human dignity.” In Greene County,
Georgia, where the school district chose to initiate the option of
pruviding meals at no cost to all children, it was noted during the
first weeks that students who qualified for free meals under the
guidelines waited for the paying students to participate before they
would participate . . . and with this option participation in the
high school has increased from 675/day to 975/day.

FrROM 1988 TO 1993

Participation has slowly increased since 1981. The average daily
participation for the t':'rd cumulative quarter of FY 1993 (ending
June 1993) was 24.9 million. Both free and reduced price participa-
tior. increased from a year before, but full-price meals declined
2.1¢%, as noted in Figure 1. Free lunches exceeded paid lunches for
the first time in 1993. One should also note that school enrollment,
has increased in this one year by 1.7% (OCT 1992). As a result of
increased enrollment, the percent of students participating in the
program has declined to 57.7%. (SFS Research Review. 17 (2) 1993)

About 1.6 million fewer paying students participated in the pro-
gram in 1992 than in 1981. Participation of paying students is
dropping each year and is a major zoncern of State Child Nutrition
Directors. Participation by reduced price participants also declined
by 1.1 million over the period of 1981-1992. (Source: Congressional
Research Service) Schools are continuing to withdraw from the
School Lunch Program. (Attachment A)

SCHOOL LUNCH CoSTS HAVE INCREASED: SALE PRICES HAVE
INCREASED

Although Section 4 funding has not been reduced since 1988, the
funding in FY 1992 was slightly less in real dollar (inflation ad-
justed) terms according to information from the Congressional Re-
search Service. In terms of real dollars, school lunch funding is
one-tenth of one percent less than it was ten years ago. In addition,
numerous economic conditions have eroded the buying power of
Section 4 funds:

A small but constant increase in cost of food;

The higher cost of labor reflects increased fringe benefits in-
cluding the cost of health care, the Minimum Wage increase,
and supply and demand of labor;

The increased assessment on programs for indirect costs by
school districts and/or the decline in or withdrawal of state or
local support for programs; and

The decline in value of government donated foods.

12,




An example of a school district reducing support was shared by
the food service director in Clayton County Schools, Georgia. She
was notified in October 1993 that the school board would begin
charging back at least $90,000 per month to cover costs previously
paid by the board (Central office staff salaries and benefits). Clay-
ton County’s average daily participation is currently 27,541 or 78%
of attendance. The charge back will add an additional 6% to the
monthly operating costs. Although it is legal for school distrir is to
charge these costs to school food service, this shift in funding will
adversely impact the sale price and participation in the program.
Comments from state and local directors throughout the nation in-
dicate that increased numbers of school beards are expecting the
programs to be self-supporting. (Note: Schools that have increased
offerings of fresh fruits and vegetables and other items consistent
with the recommendations of the Dietary Guidelines for Americans
report increased food costs.)

Since 1981 and the reduction in Section 4 funds, School Food Au-
thorities have lived under a cloud of proposals that would reduce
Section 4. The FY 1993 budget was the first budget since 1981 that
did not propose elimination or reduction of Section 4. The Nationai
Average Section 4 rate of reimbursement increased from 14 cents/
lunch in 1988-89 to 16 cents/lunch in 1991-92. A survey of states
indicated a median decline of 2.4 cents in the value of donated
foods (bonus program) per lunch. The cost per lunch for equipment
was the only cost item that declined in the state survey; this most
likely reflects the use of these funds to partially offset the in-
creased cost of food and labor; however, six Major City Directors re-
ported an increase of one cent per lunch in equipment cost. When
commodities are counted into the federal suppnrt for school lunch,
the proportion of federal support to maintain the infrastructure has
declined from 39% in FY 1981 to 13% in 1993. (Congressional Re-
search Service)

Food service directors have coped wi:h ways ‘0 make the school
lunch program self-supporting. Consequently, they have looked for
ways to increase revenue to keep the programs operating. In many
:nstances the increased revenue has been derived from an alter-
native food program (a la carte) which often offers foods that are
less nutritious than those offered in School Lunch or even con-
tradictory to the recommendations of the Health Objectives of the
Nation. The a la carte food program is available only to students
who have money to pay for these food items.

Twenty-four state directors responded to a survey conducted by
the National Food Service Management Institute in April, 1993.
The purpose of the survey was to secure information about the cur-
rent status of school lunch programs, concerns of state directors,
and their views regarding program outlook. State Directors were
asked to provide information relating to the program since 1988-
89. A similar survey of a small sample of system level directors was
conducted.

Information was obtained about food and labor costs, impact of
site based management, barriers to participation and outlook for
the program in their states. Information from that study which is
related to the relationship of Section 4 funding to participation is
included here.

13




8

COMPARISON QOF FOOD AND LABOR COSTS!
{In cents)

1988-89 1991-92 Difference

Purciased food cost/lunch . . .. ... ... Lo . 58.9 682 93
Labor costflunch ... . ... .. P 68.6 80.0 14
Increase in food and labor costsAlunch . .. . ... .. . RO 203

'0ata fiom 10 states

Food service directors in Fairfax County, Virginia; Dekalb Coun-
ty, Georgia: Broward and Polk Counties, Florida; Minneapolis; and
Newark reported a median increase of 23 cents per lunch (for the
six districts) in the cost of food and labor for the 1988-89 through
1991-92 period.

While the sale price of the meal is the largest determinant in a
student’s decision to buy a lunch, state directors reported other
barriers to participation which in some instances continue to reflect
financ’ 1l constraints.

BARRIERS 10 STUDENT PARTICIPATION REPORTED BY 24 STATE DIRECTORS

Reported Reported
Barriers frequency Barers frequency

A la Carte foods . . . 17 Insensitive Staft/Admimistration . .. .
Scheduling/Time to Eat . 16  Bus Schedules

Static/Decreased funding . . 16 Space/Eavionment .. .. .
Competitive Foods . . . o 8  lack of Appealing Meals

Open Campus . . . L. 6 Paperwork .. ... . ..
Stigma/Ticket Handling . 5 L

In the NFSMI survey of a random group of system level directors
the same barriers were identified. Comments from the state direc-
tors regarding Outlook and Participati n Barriers are included in
Attachment B.

A recent USDA release (October 1993) indicated that the average
sale price of a school meal is currently $1.14. The increased meal
costs for food and labor in combination with financial constraints
on school districts are reflected in the increased average sale price
to students. Some of the barriers to participation which have been
identified relate to the constraints faced by food service directors
to keep the programs operating and to respond to the school dis-
trict financial need. While the numbers of free meals are increas-
ing, the percentage of students approved for free and reduced
meals who are actually participating is declining, as shown in Fig-
ure 2. There appears to be a relationship between the decline of
participation by students eligible for free/reduced meals and the de-
cline in the number of paying students who can no longer pay the
higher sale price. Maintenance of Section 4 supports the program(s)
for all students, including those who qualify for free/reduced meals.

SUMMARY: SECTION 4 SUPPORTS THE SCHOOL LUNCH
INFRASTRUCTURE

Positioning the School Lunch Program as a nutrition program
which operates as an integral part of a student’s educational oppor-
tunity will provide positive support for student acceptance of nutri-
tious meals and the recognition of need by school administrators
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for providing adequate scheduling for meals. Section 4 contributes
to this positioning; it provides positive support to schools as they
work toward the Health Objectives of the Nation and to the Edu-
cation Goals: 2000. Proper nutrition helps students to be ready to
learn when they enter the classroom. Regardless of family income,
learning for a hungry child is impaired; regardless of family in-
come, a poorly nourished child will suffer more health problems.

In a letter to the American School Food Service Association,
President Bill Clinton said, “We have to provide for the basic die-
tary needs of our children before we can even begin to teach them
in the classroom. The greatest teacher cannot teach a child who is
unprepared to Jearn. Nutrition is important preventive medicine,
. protecting and nurturing our nation’s most precious resource.”

The National School Lunch Week Proclamation (October 8, 1993)
included these words from The President: “Our commitment to the
National School Lunch Program reflects cur recognition of the im-
portance of nutrition to our children’s health and to our nation’s fu-
ture. * * * There is no longer any question that diet is related to
health, and school meal programs should meet the Dietary Guide-
lines for Americans so that children get nutritious meals. Like pre-
ventive medicine, the value of school lunches will multiply and the
benefits will last a lifetime.”

An October news release from the USDA stated, “With the
knowledge we have today linking diet with health, there are many
more improvements to be made (in school lunch). Increasing the
nutritional quality of the school meal program is an important ele-
ment to improve national health. Because diet is linked to health,
the school lunch program, serving 25 million children every school
day is a first line of defense against poor health.”

Section 4 funding provides motivation for schools to maintain the
School Lunch program for all children. It supports the infrastruc-
ture for all school nutrition programs. Section 4 funding is related
to student participation, and student participation is essential for
the School Lunch Program to be maintained as a nutritional serv-
ice for all students. All students need access to nutritious food con-
sistent with the Dietary Guidelines for Americans and opportuni-
ties to learn to make wise food choices.

R CONCLUSIC'S: WHY SECTION 4?

Ten conclusions about the relationship between Section 4 and
School Lunch participation:

Section 4 supports t’.e infrastructure for the school lunch

program and also the school breakfast and rutrition education

programs.
Section 4 is not a subsidy for affluent/middle class families;
- it provides a financial incentive for schools to participate in the

school lunch program and thereby supports the infrastructure
for all school nutrition programs.

When Section 4 funds are reduced and sale prices to stu-
dents are increased, paying students drop out of the program;
schools with low percentages of economically needy children
are vulnerable to dropping the program, and all students in-
cluding the needy are left on their own to buy meals/food. Sec-

15
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tion 4 funds provide a necessary incentive for school adminis-
trators to participate in the voluntary program.

The price that a student pays for the meal is the most impor-
tant single variable that affects school lunch participation.
There appears to be a relationship between the decline of pay-
ing children and the decline in percentage participation of eco-
nomically needy children.

Section 4 payments ensure that the program is available to
all children. It is important that this program not be viewed
as a “welfare program” because the welfare stigma of school
lunch adversely impacts participation of all children; both
those who can pay and those who are approved for free and re-
duced price meals. For example, even under the existing struc-
ture approximately 4 million children approved for free and re-
duced lunches do not participate in school lunch

As Section 4 funds are reduced or the b ying power is erod-
ed, schools turn to alternative ineal service (a la carte) which
often compromises both the nutritional standards of meals and
access of economically needy children. Section 4 funds supports
the program for all students.

Paying free and reduced price all students need to have their
school day nutrition needs met in order to effectively perform
in the classroom. Regardless of family income:

A hungry child lacks energy to learn and energy to de-
velop the necessary skills to function in society.

Overnutrition and transient hunger impact a child’s
health status and learning ability. Health consequences of
poor nutrition are not “means tested.” A child who does
not develop to his/her full potential is a missed opportunity
for our nation’s economic health.

Section 4, which supports the infrastructure for tnhe school
meal program, is an investment in education and in our na-
tional economy because school meals help to prepare students
for learning.

NoOTE.—Primary sources of data for this report: Child Nutrition
Programs: Issues for the 101st Congress; National School Lunch
Act; Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (PL 89-642); 1993 NFSMI State
Director’s Survey; ASFSA; USDA, FNS Final Reports, 1989-1993;
School Food Service Research Review, Issue 2, 1993; Unpublished
presentation, Congressional Research Service; Telephone inter-
views with Food Service Directors in Georgia.

Prepared by Dr. Josephine Martin, Executive Director, National
Food Service Management Institute, and Mary Nix, School Food
Service Consultant, Kennesaw, Georgia (Retired Director, Cobb
County Schools, Georgia).
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Attachment A

SCHOOLS THAT HAVE DROFPED THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM"® 1989-53

Eimaed Numbes of Saxiens
. Quallfying for Free and
Hamc of SChoOl(8) Tawn Enmilmex
Alaka
Homer High Schoo! Homer 457 42
Adzous
Cactus High School Peoria 1,369 65
Cenicxaial High School Protia kr1) ‘2
* d Iroawood High School Proda 1.700 6 .
Peoria High School Peotiz 1583 261
Yamell Elemotery 63 M
- Coroom ded Sol High School 2,178 2%
. Califoenia
Kalghrs Ferry School District Stanigizos Cty. T 63 16
Evangelical Methodist Christden School San Joequia Cry. 9 4
Calldren's Garden Montessori School Imperial Cty. 110 14
2Prunsdde Chrisan School Mountzrey Cty. 108 -
First Lutheran Chrindan School San Bermerdino Cry. 173 3
Mt Zion Christizn School . San Beroardino Cty. 3s 29
Heamoss Bexch Clry School Disries Los Angeles Cty. 3s 23
Santz Clara Cry. Officz of Educadon -
Quidoor Education Santx Clam Cty. 382 -
Equinox School Disict Humboldt Cty. 56 7
Nevada County Sup. of Schoots Nevada Cty. NIA N/A
St. Joarhina School Ornoge Cty, 238 2%
Sutz Special Schools (2) Sscramcato Cty. 49 25
Bemoett Valley Usics Schoa! Dist, Sovoma Cry. . 950 45
Colorda .
Cherry Creek High Schoal Eoglewood 2919 &0
- Cheyenae Mo High School Colorado Sptiags 603 as
o Brighton High School Bdghton 1,141 150
Maniion Springs High School Manitou . 388 12
Falrview High School . Boulder < 1,282 -]
Aapabo High School Littleton 1,853 2]
Boulder High Scbool | Boulder 1.552 142
Widefield High School Widefield 1,514 120
Bear Creek High School " Lrkzwood DR L I 156
Lake Councy High School Leadville 291 . &3

Aspes High Schoot
Ch—hﬂ?;plh.o High fuleos]

*Not a complete [st. mamwmw«mmmw.&m
N/A = Not avallabla LN

.

SoUrcE; ASFSA,

Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




I high schoct
Likchfield High School

Geonis .
Beresn Eleru. School
Fuliington Academy

Indizna
Mishawaka High School
Micpah - SDA

Loulsians

Cabrinl High School

De La Salle High School
Trfton Acdany
Gnwood Christian
Epbesus Acadery

Mains

Tishon High Schoal

Presque, Isle High

Falmouth High School
Mucshwood High School
Brunswick High Scboot

Gorham High Schoal

Gearge Stevers Academy

Gray - New Glouster High School
Kittery High School

=83

ELEEL

Masaachusents

Mt. Carmel Elamentary
St Beroard's Elemenoary
Hellenic School

Mimcxog

Edina High Sedbool
Valley View Jr, High
Southiview Jr, High

Missgurl

Sacred Heart School

SL Peer's School .
s School .

$1, Roac of Lima Eiemeatary School

Nevada
Baker School

*Not s complets list, Mormwmohduedwmpdﬂ&owm.
N/A = Not avalishle :

.
.
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New Jeraey

Nocthera Highlaods Reg. HS
Bordentowa Reg. H.S.

1. Miwchell/Spruce Ron
Paaick McOaeran

Round Vallcy

Centzal
Frack J. Smith

Eagz Hanaver Middle School
Deane Porer -

Riker Hill Elemeatary

New Mexico
Los Alamos High School

Port Jeflerson CSD

Bay Poioy/Bluc Point CSD
SUNY Campras West
St. Anibony Paha
Yeshiva Saanse} Hirschs
Buoos Lsmel

Ohie :

Noge Dame

Adrian Elcrmentary
Ridgebury

Rowland

Southlyn

Sun Yiew

QrzgQo

Cacby Unioa Hligh School
Drewsey ES 13

St Siephen's Schoal

St Mary of the Valley High School -
Reedspoct High School

Rbode Loland
Blcssed Sacrament Elcacmtary

*Not a complete Iist, Nmeofmenncimkclmdwmuwmmommk.
N/A = Not avaliable *

.

=

— ~—
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St Paul Lathenan

St. Edwards

Blessed Sacramest

St. John Lutheran

St. John Grade School

Arcadiz Catholic Upper

New Hope Christan

Skeets Millard Vallzy

Bethichem Lothersa

Hilled

Luthersn H.S. Geeater Sheboygan

Slloth Lutheran School

Holy Trioity Evangelical Luthersu
School

$St. Huberras Gonde School

vu RuRSRBEBwl ~aa

8

¥yoming
Tackson Hole High School

*Not a complete list, Nﬂ“ﬂnﬂlhdmichudﬂ‘ntpd with Nhefm
N/A = Not avallable
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ATTACHMENT B

OUTLOOK AND BARRIERS—COMMENTS FROM STATE CHILD NUTRITION
DIRECTORS

Alabama: Schools are seeing the usefulness of a la carte items as
an additional income source, especially the espresso bars. Programs
are tired of paperwork requirements of NSLP and often talk of
dropping the program. We have too short eating periods in some
areas, too many kids released at one time, and unfortunately, alter-
native places to eat on campus. We are seeing increasing competi-
tion from principals for the child’s food dollar. Participation by pay-
ing students continues to drop as a la carte and competitive food
sales increase.

Alaska: Our districts are small and most do not have a full time
food service director.

Arizon.: Sponsors are offering more entree choices. More interest
in items from fast food chains (such as pizza) is evident. No state
funding is available for school lunch programs and none is antici-
pated. The time allowed to eat rather than the number of lunch pe-
riods is the greater barrier to participation. Open campus policies
allow the administration to “give” the students something. This af-
fects good service, but would be difficult to stop.

Arkansas: A la carte foods remain a problem. Too many schools
select items on the basis of profit margin rather than nutritional
value. State funding has not increased in several years and the
likelihood of its happening soon is not good. Inadequate time to eat
has been identified by many parents as a problem. Lunch periods
in many schools have been shortened in order to provide more time
for academics.

California: Due to the continued budget crisis in California, state
funding is not expected to increase. Paid participation has de-
creased over the past three years.

Florida: School lunch is mandated in all public schools. Florida
is a heavy a la carte state because of competition from fast food in-
dustry and need to “pay for themselves.” No increase in school
lunch state funding. Paid school lunch participation has declined
from 51% to 39% from 88-89 to 91-92. State requirements for in-
struction time coupled with unions leaves little time to negotiate
for lunch and breakfast periods.

Georgia: As directors are asked to assume more of their program
costs they are looking at a la carte as a means to finance; vendors
and food chains are aggressively seeking a place in school food
service; contractors, also, are trying, but not as aggressively as in
some other states. State funding is increasing very slowly—we
have not regained what we lost in 91-92; the future is dim regard-
ing much increase. We are seeing only a slight decreasing trend in
paying students, but the proliferation of a la carte will hasten it.
And principals, as tax monies shrink, are looking for more ways to
generate revenue, such as food sales. As more emphasis is put onto
“ime in class,” and as population$ grow/shift, making dining rooms
too small, there is a great problem with scheduling.

Idaho: School lunch continues to increase about 3—5% per year.
A la carte is minimal, usually in large schools only. No state fund-
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ing is provided, except for matching requirements. Payinz students
have remained constant, around 56%.

Kansas: A la carte expansion is being encouraged to assist with
the funding situation. We do not anticipate any changes in State
funding. Merchandising and marketing ideas a.e encouraged to
keep free/reduced/paid participation up. Open campus is probably
the biggest challenge to participation.

Kentucky: State funding will continue at the minimum necessary
per federal regulations due to budget shortfalls. A la carte is %-row-
ing at the secondary level with participation by paying students
falling. Transportation, short lunch periods, duty-free lunch, viola-
tions of competitive food regulations passed by the State Board and
indifference on the part of middle and secondary principals all
serve as barriers to participation.

Louisiana: A la carte is not allowed in our state based on a olicy
by the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (BESE).
State funding to the local school system seems to be shrinking.
Participation of paying students for lunch are as follows:

1988 1989 1999 1991 1992

Percent of paid . 425 120 415 409 .388
Decrease n participation . 0247 0160 0056 0015

Meal penods should caincide wilh the seating capacily of the cafetena

Maine: Increased a la carte sales down to the elementar: level.
Superintendents try to eliminate mandate for school lunci- in ele-
mentary schools. Students are being priced out of the lunch pro-
gram. Barriers to participation include: open campus and competi-
tion near schools; attitude of union lunch workers; retirement of
long term employees with their positive attitude towards feeding

children; and a la carte sales.

Maryland: The trend shows a decrease in paid meals, possibly
due in part to the downturn in the economy. Also, though, we are
seeing a la carte expansion, use of brands, and foods like fresh de-
livered pizza from fast-food chains. State funds are decreasing.

Minnesota: The number of schools offering a la carte programs
have expanded as well as the number of items being offered within
the a la carte program. Beginning in 90--91, the fully paid lunches
have decreasecF. Barriers to participation have been bus schedules,
supervision of nonparticipants and length of breakfast service.

Mississippi: No expansion of a la carte anticipated. State Board
of Education policy limits a la carte to students who have pur-
chased a reimbursable meal and the items to components of the
meal. State funding is stable. Participation of paying students is
stable. The time allowed for children to eat, the lack of choices, and
marketing programs are the barriers to participation.

Missouri: State funding will remain approximately the same to
meet matching requirements. Participation by paying students will
remain the same or drop. The burdensome paperwork of the pro-
gram and the unrealistic expectations as a result of CRE reviews
are barriers to participation.

Nebraska: Schools are interested in using “Pizza Hut” type prod-
ucts on an infrequent basis. State funding will continue to be lim-
ited to the required levels. Parents are voicing concern on the
amount of time students are allowed for lunch.
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Pennsylvania: Fear of “covert” identification, inadequate market-
ing, and preference of a la carte menus are real barriers to pro-
gram participation.

South Dakota: Most sci:00ls are offering some choice, Time to eat
is a serious impediment, as are open campus policies.

Texas: NSLP and SBP participation continues to increase ap-
proximately 5% and 8% respectively. Participation by paying stu-
dents continues to decrease approximately 2% per year. Barriers to
program participation include: (1) scheduling includes buses arriv-
ing too late for students to eat breakfast; reducing lunch pericds
to as short as 15 or 20 minutes; not, staggering multiple lunch peri-
ods, ete. (2) administrative policy, such as the principal not allow-
ing students into the school building until five minutes before class
starts, thus prohibiting the service of breakfast; requiring students
to go outside as soon as they get through the lunch line so the cafe-
teria can be cleaned and the tables and chairs removed for gym
class, ete: and (3) facilities produce problems when the kitchen/din-
ing roum areas are too small or outdated to provide adequate meal
service resulting in students standing in line for 25 minutes and
then having only five minutes to find a seat and eat; students hav-
ing to stand up because there are no seats available.

Utah: A la carte has greatly expanded the number of items of-
fered and sold. Schools dropping the NSLP have food chain contrac-
tors. State funding has remained about the same, but meals are
up, so there is less per meal when distributed to the SFA’s. Paying
students have gone down. We lost 1 million meals last year, Almost
all SFA increased free meals. We experienced growth (7,000 new
students/year state wide) causing many cramped facilities. Stu-
dents are taking less time to eat (less food selectec. under Offer vs.
Serve); more meals are pizza, fruit, drink meals. Still major prob-
lems to compete with are other school sales (marketing classes,
etc.) or vending machines (pop) outside the lunchroom door.

Virginia: Schools continue to increase a la carte offerings—some
with little nutritional contribution. The number of high schools no
longer participating has increased—so they can sell carbonated
beverages, and be unrestricted in foods sold, State funding contin-
ues at the minimum state match, participation by paying students
is declining—probably due to inadequate time, competition of a la
carte sales, or lack of customer appeal. Adequate time and space
to service students, number of serving periods available, breakfast
times vs. bus schedules, and a la carte sales in the cafeteria are
all barriers to program participation.

Washington: Recent state legislation and the state budget will
provide funds for low-income breakfasts in 93-94 at an estimated
18 cents per meal. As breakfast programs grow (89% mandate for
severe need schools), lunch programs are gradually being added.
However, school districts have trouble covering costs, so continue
to add a la carte. Paying student participation is dropping. Site-
based management has had the great effect on the breakfast pro-
gram. Schedule changes cut into the serving period or eliminate it.
Excessive numbers of lunch periods increase labor costs and con-
versely, on lunch period is inadequate to provide effective meal
service. Some food service directors have been included on teams.
Barriers to participation include: length of lunch period, number of
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lunch periods, open campuses, student stores, inadequate ticketing
syste)zms, insensitive staff (both food service and administrative/sup-
port).

Wisconsin: A la carte expands in sch s when revenue needs to
be generated, therefore, continued expaii..ion is expected. The pay-
ing students are expected to remain about the same (64% of aver-
age daily participation). The universal concept (more federal dol-
lars) WOUI(F increase participation.




IMPACT OF HUNGER AND MALNUTRITION ON CHILDREN’S
HEALTH AND LEARNING

In recognition of the demonstrated relationship between
food and good nutrition and the capacity of child}:‘en to de-
velop and learn, based on the years of cumulative success-
ful experience under the national school lunch program
with its significant contributions in the field of applied nu-
trition research, it is hereby declared to be the policy of
Congress that these efforts shall be extended, expanded,
and strengthened . ... as a measure te safeguard the
health and well-being of the Nation’s Children . . . to
meet more effectively the nutritional needs of our chil-
dren.—Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (PL 89-642)

Congress historically has been a strong proponent of nutrition
programs for children. The National School Lunch Act was enacted
in 1946 to safeguard the health and well-being of the Nation’s chil-
dren. Congress further recognized the relationship between nutri-
tion and learning with the passage of the Child Nutrition Act of
1966, which established the School Breakfast Program and further
enhanced nutrition programs.

Nutrition, health, and eduvzation are three critical and inter-
related areas for America’s caildren, and each recently has been
addressed in public policy. The Dietary Guidelines for Americans,
issued jointly by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices and the U.S. Department of Agriculture (1991), provides rec-
ommendations for healthful eating habits. “Healthy People 2000
National Health Promotion and Disease Prevention Objectives”
(1990) includes 11 nutrition-related objectives addressing issues
such as overweight, growth retardation for low-income children, fat
intake, calcium intake, iron deficiency, breastfeeding, implementa-
tion of the Dietary Guidelines for Americans in school meals, and
nutrition education. Several of the education goals are related to
nutrition, particularly the goal that “all children in America will
start school ready to learn” (U.S. Department of Education, 1990).

Recognition of the relationships among nutrition, health, and
learning is important in developing a comprehensive nutrition,
health, and education program for children. The focus of many of
these health and education initiatives is on prevention and early
intervention with young children.

Pollitt (1993) noted t.:at while the relationship between nutrition
and cognitive development is recognized by professionals working
with children it is not well known by the general public. He also
stated that this relationship has not adequately been addressed in
public policy.

Nutrition has a major impact on health and learning. Hunger
and malnutrition are thought to impair the functioning of individ-
uals and, thus, their quality of life. Malnutrition can affect growth,

(21)
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morbidity, immunocompetence, cognitive performance, social-emo-
tional performance, and activity (Allen, 1990). A recent study indi-
cates that for malnourished children the probability of death in-
creases as weight-for-age deteriorates (Pelletier, Frongillo, &
Habicht, 1993).

Several reviews have been written about the impact of nutrition
and hunger on academic performance of children summarizing re-
search back to the 1930s (Pollitt, Gersovitz, & Gargiulo, 1978; Stitt,
1989; Meyers, 1989; Meyers, Sampson, & Weitzman, 1991). The
purposes of this paper are to provide definitions of hunger and mal-
nutrition, review the recent research literature on the relationship
between hunger/malnutrition and learning, and summarize re-
search on the impact of Child Nutrition Programs on nutrient in-
take and learning.

DEFINITION OF HUNGER AND MALNUTRITION

Definitions of hunger and malnutrition are consistent throughout
the research literature. Hunger is defined as “a psychologic and
physiologic state resulting from insufficient food to meet immediate
energy needs” (Read, 1973a). Allen (1990) defines hunger as “the
physiological manifestations of acute, current food shortage such as
that which occurs when a child is deprived of a meal.” This condi-
tion is sometimes referred to as transient hunger. Hunger is acute
and is readily reversible.

In contrast to hunger, malnutrition is chronic, usually requires
prolonged rehabilitation, and may result in permanent detrimental
effects. Read (1973a) defines malnutrition as “the state of impaired
functional ability or development caused by an inadequate diet over
a long period of time.” Malnutrition results in “measurable changes
in nutritional status that result from a chronic marginal deficit of
food quality and/or quantity” (Allen, 1990). There are degrees of
malnutrition, ranging from severe to moderate to mild, with con-
sequences relating to the degree of malnutrition (Read, 1973a;
Read, 1973b; Grantham-McGregor, 1984; Buzina, Bates, van der
Beek, Brubacher, Chandra, Hallberg, Heseker, Mertz, Pietrzik,
Pollitt, Pradilla, Suboticanec, Sandstead, Schalch, Spurr, &
Westenhofer, 1989; Simeon & Grantham-McGregor, 1989).

NUTRITION AND LEARNING

Pollitt (1993) stated that “even moderate undernutrition, the
type seen most frequently in the United States, can have lasting
effects on the cognitive development of children.” He further- noted
that “inadequate nutrition is a major cause of impaired cognitive
development and is associated with increased educational failure
among impoverished children.”

Short-term nutritional deficiencies can “influence children’s be-
havior, ability to concentrate, and to perform complex tasks” (Sher-
man, 1993). In addition to nutritional deficiencies, problems associ-
ated with learning may be related to hypoglycemia, or low blood
sugar (Joos & Pollitt, 1987). It is recommended that children up to
age ten eat every four to six hours to maintain adequate blood
sugar levels to support brain and nervous system activity (Whitney
& Rolfes, 1993).
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Severe malnutrition has been reported to be associated with poor
brain development and intellectual dysfunction in young children
{Latham & Cobos, 1971; Pollitt & Thompson, 1977; Rosenthal &
Goodwin, 1985; Gabr, 1987). Severe malnutrition before the third
year of life has significant psychobiological consequences (Cravioto
and Cravioto, 1990). Inadequately nourished children have been
characterized as apathetic, nonresponsive, inactive, and irritable
and these children have difficulty tolerating frustration and stress
(Barrett, 1986; Gabr, 1987). Ricciuti (1981) and Grantham-
McGregor (1990) stress that poor mental development is likely at-
tributable to both malnutrition and poor social background. Grant-
ham-McGregor (1990) contends that severe malnutrition in the
first years of life, coupled with economic and social deprivation, is
associated with long-term behavioral changes.

Iron nutriture is related to cognitive performance and behavior,
particularly with shorter attention spans, lower intelligence scores,
and perceptual disturbance (Beard, Connor, & Jones, 1993). Re-
search indicates a strong relationship between iron status and
brain function (Tucker, Sandstead, Penland, Dawson, & Milne,
1984). Short attention span and poor educational achievement have
been linked with iron deficiency anemia of pre-school and school-
aged children (Buzina et al., 1989; Pollitt, Saco-Pollitt, Leibel, and
Viteri, 1986; Pollitt, 1991). Improving the iron status of iron-defi-
cient anemic children results in improved scores on achievement
tests (Soemantri, Pollitt, and Kim, 1985; Pollitt et al., 1986).
Hallberg (1989) discussed the possible confounding factors related
to iron deficiency and brain function, including a low intake of
ascorbic acid (vitamin C) that can effect bioavailability of dietary
iron, an excess intake of phytates that can inhibit iron and zinc ab-
sorption, and an increased absorption of lead that occurs due to
iron deficiency.

Research clearly indicates that nutrition influences cognitive de-
velopment and health. According to Dr. Larry Brown, Director of
the Center on Hunger, Poverty and Nutrition Policy at Tufts Uni-
versity School of Nutrition, “protecting children’s health and cog-
nitive development may be the best way to build a strong America”
(1993). Pollitt (1993) stated that “the challenge now is to incor-
porate this new knowledge into programs and policies which im-
prove the nutritional status and cognitive development of our most
vulnerable youngsters.”

“The lifelong effects of chronic undernutrition are cognitive limi-
tations and behavioral impairments that restrict educational expe-
riences and later adult productive capacity” (Sherman, 1993). Sher-
man (1993) noted that “perhaps the greatest costs associated with
undernutrition among children are the more intangible ones. In
economic terms, these are ‘opportunity costs’ . . . the lost oppor-
tunity is the contribution that m%itionally-deprived children
might otherwise make to society as a whole, and to the productivity
and well-being of their families in adult life.”
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IMPACT OF CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS ON NUTRIENT INTAKE AND
LEARNING

IMPACT OF BREAKFAST ON TOTAL NUTRIENT INTAKE

Several regional and national studies examine the impact of eat-
ing breakfast on total nutrient intake (Radzikowski, 1983;
Radzikowski & Gale, 1984; Morgan, Zabik, and Stampley, 1986;
Devaney, Fraker, and Morgan, 1987; Nicklas, Farris, Bao, Myers,
& Berenson, 1992; Nicklas, Bao, Webber, & Berenson, 1993;
Burghardt & Devaney, 1993). Results indicate that breakfast skip-
ping tends to increase with age and is most prevalent among fe-
male adolescents. These studies conclude that children who
consume breakfast regularly have a better quality diet than those
who omit breakfast. Children who eat breakfast are more likely to

onsume recommended quantities of vitamins and minerals.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN BREAKFAST AND LEARNING

Since the inception of the School Breakfast Program (SBP), many
studies have examined the relationship between eating school
breakfast and performance on standardized achievement tests, be-
havior, and attendance. Martin (1979) found that fourth-grade chil-
dren in Georgia performed better on achievement tests if they ob-
tained adequate calories at breakfast, which generally related to
overall calorie intake for the day and a more adequate total intake.

A recent study of 1023 third through sixth-graders in Massachu-
setts found that eating breakfast improved standardized test
sceres, and decreased attendance and tardiness with controls for
gender, ethnicity, grade, number of children in the family, income
category, pre-SBP test scores, absences, and tardiness (Meyers,
Sampson, Weitzman, Rogers, & Kayne, 1989). A survey of third,
fifth, and eighth grade children in Pennsylvania showed that fre-
quency of eating breakfast was positivaly related to performance on
reading and math questions on a stu...dardized test (Birkenshaw,
1991). Dickie and Bender (1982), however, reported no significant
difference in mental performance of school children in Britain
based on the consumption or omission of breakfast.

A clinical study conducted in the United States with 34 children
9-to-11 years of age showed that fasting had a negative impact on
accuracy in problem solving and a positive effect on immediate re-
call in short-term memory because of a heightened arousal associ-
ated with brief fasting periods (Pollitt, Leibel, & Greenfield, 1581).
For children with IQ scores below the median, the number of errors
increased when no breakfast was eaten.

Simeon and Grantham-McGregor (1987, 1989) conducted a clini-
- cal study in the West Indies with children aged 9-to-10.5 years.
The study included a control group, a group of children with stunt-
ed growth, and a group of severely malnourished children. Cog-
nitive test performance of children in the control group was not ad-
versely effected by the la-k of breakfast. For children in the stunt-
ed and malnourished groups, omission of breakfast had an adverse
affect on generation of ideas, motivation, and visual short-term
memory, even when IQ and degree of wasting were controlled.
Thus, it appears that omission of breakfast by children at risk can
seriously affect learning.
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IMPACT OF THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM ON TOTAL
NUTRIENT INTAKE

Studies of the nutrient contributions to diets for children of the
School Lunch Program have been funded by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture (Radzikowski, 1983; Radzikowski & Gale, 1984;
Burghardt & Devaney, : 33). Akin, Guilkey, Haines, & Popkin
(1985) studied nutrient contributions using data from the Nation-
wide Food Consumption Survey. Results of these major nationwide
evaluations indicate that students who participated in school lunch
programs have higher intakes of energy and other nutrients, in-
cluding iron, than children who do not participate. Not only was
the nutrient intake at the noon meal higher for participants, their
total daily intake also was higher than the intake of
nonparticipants. Other studies have shown that children who eat
a school lunch have a better nutrient intake than children who eat
a bag lunch brought from home or purchased from a vending ma-
chine (Perry, Shannon, Stitt, and Bonner, 1984; Ho, Gould, Jensen,

Kiser, Mozar, & Jensen, 199 1).
CONCLUSIONS

Several conclusions about the relationship between malnutrition
and learning are indicated in the research literature:

Inadequate nutrition may be far more serious that pre-
viously thought.

Malnutrition contributes to poor academic performance and
to a high rate of scholastic failure or dropout.

Malnutrition interferes with a child’s ability to concentrate
and learn and contributes to frequent absenteeism due to nu-
trition-related illnesses.

The School Breakfast Program is important for children be-
cause breakfast consumption is related to the overall adequacy
of the nutritional intake for the day and to improved academic
performance of children.

The importance of breakfast must be emphasized because
laboratory and field studies show detrimental effects of morn-
ing fasting.

Tron deficiency prevention must receive attention because of
the strong linkage between iron nutriture and achievement.

Emphasis on prevention of nutritional disorders can yield
health and economic benefits. The preventative approach can
decrease behavioral and developmental problems.

Transient hunger can negatively influence learning. Al-
though transient hunger may nov result in chronic health prob-

lems associated with chronic malnutrition, it can have long-
term impacts on learning.

Hypoglycemia may account for some problems related to
learning in school. Children up to age 10 need to eat every four
to six hours to maintain adequate blood glucose levels to main-
tain activity by the brain and nervous system. Thus, both
school breakfast and lunch programs are critical to learning.

Low-income children consume one-third to one-half of their

nutritional intake at school.
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Because low-income children depend on school meals for a
significant portion of their daily nutritional intake, summer
food programs are critical for continuous provision of nutrients
and calories for good health.

Additional research is needed to determine the relationship
between nutrition and learning since there are few current
studies of children in the United States.

Child Nutrition Programs do make a difference in the nutri-
tional status and learning ability of children. These programs
provide children with access to a variety of nutritious foods
that are acceptable.

Additionally, the school cafeteria provides a learning laboratory
in which children learn life-long eating habits.

Child Nutrition Programs are inextricably related to reaching the
health and education goals for the nation. Continued support of the
Child Nutrition Programs can help fulfill the vision for children:
Every child will have the opportunity to enjoy the benefits of effec-
tive Child Nutrition Programs, with healthy food choices, provided
in pleasant surroundings served by compassionate and empowered
people.—(White, Sneed & Martin, 1992)

This paper was prepared by the Applied Research Staff of the
Nationaﬁ) Food Service Management Institute, Box 10077, Hatties-
burg, MS 39406-0077. Phone: 601-266-5773. National Food Serv-
ice Management Institute, P.O. Drawer 188, University, MS
38677-0188. Phone: 601-.32-7658. November 1993.

This project has been funded at least in part with Federal funds
from the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Serv-
ice, under Grant number F33385. The contents of the publication
do not necessarily reflect the view or policies of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture, nor does mention of trade names, commercial
products, or organizations imply endorsement by the U.S. Govern-
ment.

This report was reviewed by Dr. Kathleen Stitt, University of
Alabama.
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APPENDIX A

CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS:* A NARRATIVE
LEGISLATIVE HISTORY AND PROGRAM ANALYSIS

(By Jean Yavis Jones)

SUMMARY

For FY1993, the Federal government provided some $7 billion in
support to child nutrition programs serving nearly 27 million chil-
dren. These programs support institutions serving meals (or milk)
to children in schools and residential and non-residential child care
facilities and summer camps. They also provide aid for the State
administrative costs of operating programs, nutrition education and
training and research and evaluations, Federal review costs, and
the operation of a Food Service Management Institute.

Since 1935 when the Congress first approved the donation of gov-
ernment-acquired agricultural surplus commodities to schools for
lunch programs, some 30 authorizing bills have been passed creat-
ing, revising, and expanding child nutrition programs. In approving
these laws, the Congress has expanded the role of child feeding be-
yond surplus commodity disposal and the promotion of food con-
sumption to include the promotion of good nutrition and health and
education; income support for poor and near-poor families, and so-
cial services for families and children.

Child nutrition is one of the most actively legislated areas in the
Congress. Over the past eight years, the Congress has approved 10
laws amending child nutrition statutes. Four of these laws have
been approved since the enactment of the Child Nutrition and WIC
Reauthor a .n Act of 1989. This level of activity reflects the wide
array of interests encompassed by child nutrition programs: farm-
ers, educators, health professionals, nutritionists, dieticians, food
manufacturers, processors, wholesalers, and some 27 million chil-
dren in over 93,000 public and private elementary and secondary
schools throughout the United States.

Legislative activity in this area also reflects a long history of con-
gressional reliance on child feeding programs to help deal with na-
tional upheavals and emergencies. For example, the national school
lunch program got its start with Depression era farm and work re-
lief measures, grew with the addition of Federal cash aid as sur-
plus food commodities dried up or were unable to be transported

*For the purpose of this report, child nutrition programs refer to federally supported meal
service programs—the national school lunch, school breakfast, child and adult care, summer
food service, commodity distribution, and special milk l;:rog'rams. The special supplemental food

program for women, infants, and children (WIC), whic
trition program, is treated in a separate t;ecrort.

Jean Yavis Jones is a Specialist in Food and Agriculture Policy with the Environmental and
Natural Resources Division, Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress.
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sometimes is referred to as a child nu-

.
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because of World War II food and fuel shortages, and was codified
into law when, after World War II it was discovered that many
young men were rejected for military service because of nutrition-
related health problems. Likewise, Federal school lunch aid was
part of furious legislative battles fought during the 1950’s and
1960’s over Federal aid to education and racially segregated
schools. As Congress moved to fight poverty and hunger, child nu-
trition became part of the battle with the ereation of the school
breakfast, child care and summer food programs, and free and re-
duced price meal programs for poor children. More recently, child
nutrition programs have been caught up in budget battles over
redirecting or lowering Federal domestic spending and reducing
huge deficits.

This report provides a description and narrative legislative his-
tory of child nutrition programs. It includes individual program de-
scriptions and histories, as well as current and historical data, and
summaries of recent evaluations and studies.
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PART 1. GENERAL DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY

I. OVERVIEW

The National School Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Act of
1966 provide authority for Federal financing of eight meal-service
and nutrition programs serving approximately 27 million children.
These programs, for which Federa? cash and commodity support ex-
ceeded $7 billion in FY 1993, are the school lunch, school breakfast,
child care food, summer food service, special milk, nutrition edu-
cation and training (NET), State administrative expenses, and com-
modity distribution programs. Child nutrition programs previde
food aid indirectly to children through institutions that operate
meal services for children in schools, child care facilities, and sum-
mer programs. Meal service programs are designed to assist insti-
tutions in offering nutritionafl)y balanced meals to children in their
care. The programs are administered at the Federal level by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) and are financed annually
under agricultural appropriations laws. The school lunch, school
breakfast, child care food, and special milk programs are perma-
nently authorized; the commodity distribution program, summer
food service program, State administrative expenses, and the NET
program are authorized through FY 1994.

Fedéral support for child nutrition programs originated during
the Great Depression when commodities bought by the government
to relieve the price depressing effect of farm surpluses were do-
nated to schools for lunch programs. Over the years since 1935
Federal aid for child nutrition has expanded beyond its original ag-
ricultural surplus removal purpose to include a wide array of social
welfare goals, including low-income support, aid to elementary and
secondary education, improved health and nutrition, and support
for child care. For instance, more lower income children receive free
or reduced price meals under child nutrition programs than receive
benefits under the food stamp or aid to families with dependent
children (AFDC) programs, which generally are regarded as the na-
tion’s largest income transfer programs for the poor. Moreover,
Federal cash and commodity support for school meal programs rep-
resents the second single largest source of Federal aid to elemen-
tary and secondary schools, and aid for the child and adult care
food program is the single largest source of direct Federal support
for children in day care.

The authority for eleven child nutrition programs or projects will
expire at the end of FY 1994 unless legislation extending them is
enacted.1 These include the summer food service program, the com-
modity distribution program, the nutrition educatjon and training
(NET) program, the State administrative expense (SAE) program;

1 Authority for the WIC and WIC farmers' market coupon programs also will expire at the
end of FY 1994. These programs are treated in a separate report.

(34)
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the school breakfast start-up grant program; the homeless pre-
school children’s project; a two-State demonstration project provid-
ing alternative eligibility for the child care food program for
proporietary child care facilities; authority for the continuation of
Cash/CLOC commodity alternative schools; and the authorization
of funding for the Food Service Management Institute.

A. FEDERAL BENEFITS
1. Child Nutrition Funding

In FY 1992, $6.8 billion in Federal cash and commodity support
was provided for child nutrition programs serving some 27 million
children in schools, child care institutions and summer residential
and day camps. Most of this assistance, $6.1 billion (or 90%), was
in the form of cash aid to States; the remaining $725 million in
Federal aid was in the form of USDA food commodities. These com-
modities either were provided specifically to meet child nutrition
program needs (so-called entitlement or mandated commodities) or
were donated to the programs from surplus government commodity
stocks which the Secretary of Agriculture determined otherwise
would have been spoiled (so-called “bonus” commodities). Most com-
modity assistance for child nutrition programs in FY 1992, some
$603 million (or 83% of the total commodity support), was provided
to meet program mandates.

Mearly all Federal support for child nutrition programs (about
99%) goes to support the cost of providing meals or milk to children
in participating institutions. In FY 1992, of the total $6.8 billion es-
timated to have been spent for these programs, about $88 million
in Federal aid was for non-food service. This aid provided funding
for State administrative expenses associated with meal and milk
program operations; nutrition educatior, training, and studies;
Federal review systems to monitor programs; and the operation of
a Food Service Management Institute.

Although Federal meal service support is available for nearly all
children in institutions participating in child nutrition programs,
regardless of their family income, most Federal aid goes for meals,
snacks, or milk served to lower income children. In FY 1992, of the
$5.17 billion in cash assistance provided for meal or milk service
programs, $4.25 billion (or 82%) went for meals, snacks, or milk
served free, or at a substantially reduced price to some children
with family incomes at or below 185% of the poverty level. The re-
mainder (some $920 million) went for basic cash subsidies for
meals, snacks, or milk served to children whose familier either did
apply for, or whose incomes did not qualify them for tree or re-
duced price benefits.

TABLE 1.—CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS, FEDERAL FUNDING AND PARTICIPATION—FY 1992

Funding (in mil-  Participation (1n
Programs lions) 1 millions)

Schoo! funch . e e e e .. $3.870.1 456
School breakfast ) o e e 801.2 49
State admunistrative expenses L L 688 NA
Summer food service C . P 202.9 19
Child care food . . . S e 1.089 6 20
Commodity value . .o AU P 7255
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TABLE 1.—CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS, FEDERAL FUNDING AND PARTICIPATION—FY 1992—
Continued

Funding {n mil-  Paticspation (n
Programs lisns} ¢ millions}

Entitlement e e . (6033 2266
BOAUS .« oo e e e e (1222) 2266
Hutntion education, traiming, and studies . .. v e 138 40
Special milk .. .oooooeoee e —— e e 216 49
$6.798.9 (G}

| Estimated program level, This 1s total obligations {budget authonty plus carryover) plus the vaiue of commodities financed from other ac-
counts

2 Number of children participating 10 programs for which commodily assistance 1 provided

sNumber of children who received nulntion education instruction.

«Number of half pinls served daily.

< Includes costs for Federal eview system and Food Service Management Institute

~Should not be totalled due to possibility of multiple program particioation

NA = Mot applicable of not available
Soutce Data denved from USDA budgel explanatory notes for the FY 1989 budget. Food and Nutntion Service (FNS)

2. Meal Service Programs

Federal support for meal service programs takes the form of both
cash and commodity assistance, and is made available on the basis
of each meal, or half-pint of milk served by the institution. The
Federal Government offers cash and/or commodity assistance to
States for various portions of the cost of providing meals (or in the
case of the special milk program, half-pints of milk) to children in
elementary and secondary schools, residential institutions, child
care centers and day care homes, and summer day programs. Addi-
tional Federal funds are provided for the State administrative costs
of operating these programs, and for nutrition training for school
food personnel, nutrition education for children, and nutrition stud-
ies and evaluations.

Institutional meal service programs receive legislatively specified
cash and commodity reimbursements for each meal served to a
child. This kind of Federal funding is known as “performance fund-
ing” and guarantees payment for all qualifying meals served, with-
out limit. Meals must meet nutritional standards set by the USDA,
and in most cases must be offered free or at reduced price to chil-
dren from lower-income families. Reimbursement rates are set by
law and adjusted annually for inflation. The rates are based on the
type of meal served—breakfast, lunch or supper, and meal supple-
ments (or snacks)—and whether the child’s family income qualifies
him or her for a “paid,” free, or reduced-price meal. Paid meals are
available to children who either do not apply, or do not qualify for
free or reduced-price meals, based on their family’s income. Schools
receive a basic cash and commodity reimbursement for such
lunches, and there is no limit on the amount schools may charge
children for paid lunches. Substantially higher cash reimburse-
ments are given for free and reduced-price meals. The law sets a
maximum charge for reduced-price meals and prohibits any charge
for free meals.

In addition to cash assistance, institutions participating in child
nutrition meal service programs also receive commodities pur-
chased by the USDA for agricultural price support and surplus re-
moval reasons. Schools and other eligible institutions must receive
so-called “entitlement commodities,” and may receive “bonus” com-
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modities, if these are available. Entitlement commodities are those
purchased by the USDA to reduce agricultural surpluses and to
meet the per meal commodity reimbursement rate set by law and
annually adjusted for inflation. Commodities purchased to meet the
child nutrition commodity entitlement are financed with section 32
agricultural surplus removal funds2 and, when such commodities
are not sufficient to meet meal program needs, with child nutrition
program funds. Such items generally include fresh and canned
fruits and vegetables, frozen and canned meats, and canned fish.

Bonus commodities are commodities offered to meal service pro-
grams in addition to those required to meet the commodity entitle-
ment. These may be section 32 types of commodities purchased by
the USDA to meet unexpected surplus removal needs, or they may
be price support commodities held and otherwise uncommitted for
use by the Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC).3 The availability
of CCC commodities for meal service program use is entirely con-
tingent upon agricultural market conditions and the need for such
commodities for other purposes (e.g., other domestic or inter-
national food program needs, or sales). Price support commodities
donated to meal service programs in the past usually have included
cheese, butter, nonfat dry milk, honey, rice, and flour. In recent
years government holdings of these items have diminished, as have
bonus donations. There is no charge to child nutrition programs for
the donation of bonus commodities.

B. ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS
1. Institutions

All public or private nonprofit schools, residential institutions,
and day care centers may participate in federally subsidized meal
service programs as long as they operate a nonprofit program;
agree to make meals available to all children; provide free and re-
duced-price meals to low-income children, using federally set in-
come criteria; offer meals that meet federally specified nutritional
requirements; and follow the recordkeeping and claims procedures
required by the USDA. For-profit child care centers and family and
group day care homes may participate in the child care food pro-
gram if they receive funds from the State’s social services block
grant program under Title XX of the Social Security Act for at least
25 percent of the children they serve.

The special milk program may operate ¢ .- in schools or other
child care iastitutions that do not have fe. :lly subsidized meal
programs, although special milk may be ma.e available to kinder-
garten children in schools with meal service programs, if such chil-
dren are in split session programs and lack access to breakfast or
lunch programs. Unlike meal service programs, where participating
schools must offer free meals to children whose family income

2Section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935, provides 30 percent of annual gross customs re-
ceipts to be used, among other things, for the purchase and disposal of agricultural surpluses,
to increase domestic food consumption, and to help meet the food needs of low-income popu-
lations. The Secretary of Agriculture has broad discretion to determine what types of commod-
ities will be purchased with these funds.

3The CCC acquires commodities under agricultural price support programs set up to guaran-
tee minimum prices for legislatively specified commodities. Section 416 of the Africu]tura] Act
of 1949 authorizes the CCC to donate commodities in its inventory to schools and other institu-
tions.
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qualifies them for such meals, schools operating milk programs
may choose whether or not to offer free milk.

Participation in the summer food service program generally is
limited to public or private nonprofit school food authorities, local,
municipal, or county governments serving children in low-income
areas, higher education institutions participating in the National
Youth Sports program, and public and private nonprofit summer
camps. Nonresidential, private, nonprofit orgenizations may par-
ticipate in the summer food program only in those otherwise eligi-
ble areas where public entities do not operate programs, and under
certain conditions that restrict their size and types of operations.

In order for participating institutions to claim meal reimburse-
ments for federally subsidized meals they must offer specified por-
tions and types of foods. However, children may refuse to take cer-
tain items offered if they are in high schools or, at the option of
local schools, if they are in lower grades: their refusal does not af-
fect the amount of the Federal meal reimbursement.

TABLE 2.—MEAL PATTERN MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR SCHOOL LUNCHES, ITEMS AND
QUANTITIES BY AGE GROUP

Age group
Food ttem

Age } 2 Age 3-4 Age s 8 Age 9+

Milk Whole milk must be offered: unflavored low-fai, ¥a cup Ya ctup Y2 pind Y2 pint
skim. buttermulk or tlavored milk are optional
Meat or meat alternate
Lean meat poultry. or fish. cheese 10 150 150z 20
Large egg . Y2 Yi Ya R 1
Peanut butter 2 1bsp 3 thsp 3 thsp 4 thsp
Vegetable or fruit Two or more servings of vegetables > tup 2 cup Y2 cup Y cup
or fruits or both
Bread or bread alternate
Must be enniched or whole grain A serving 1s a5 per week 8 per week 8 per week 8 per week
shice of bread or equivalent serving of bis-
cuits. rolls. etc. or ¥2 cup cooked nce. maca-
rom noodles pasta products. or cereal grams.
Minimum serving . Y2 per day 1 per day 1 per day 1 per day

Source 7 CFR . Sublitte 8 21010

By law, the Secretary may regulate the sale of foods sold in com-
petition with federally subsidized meal programs. Current regula-
tions prohibit the sale of foods of minimal nutritionzl value, that
is, foods that contain less than 5 percent of the U.S. Recommended
Dietary Allowances (RDA) for specified nutrient servings. Excluded
items include soda water, water ices, chewing gum, hard and spun
candies, and jellies. Regulations permit State agencies and local
school food authorities to exclude other items, and to petition the
USDA to determine if a food qualifies as an acceptable or unaccept-
able item. Any item considered to have more than minimal nutri-
tional value may be sold in the school food service area if the in-
come from such sales accrues to the benefit of the nonprofit food
service program or to school or student organizations approved by
the school.
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TABLE 3.—CHILD NUTRITION AVERAGE MONTHLY PARTICIPATION, FY 1992

{Unfess otherwise noted)

Number of
. Number of ctul- Number of per-
Programs 5°“°°l';"'|';‘“‘“ dren enrolled sons served

School lunch . . . . o 92.284 42.696.000 25,095,000
Schoo! breakfast . .. .. . ... .. .. 49973 24.460.000 4.981.000
Child care food? . . ... . . . .. ... 188.320 1.955.000 1.955,000
Specidl milk . ... ... . . e 9.811 NA 2891.000
Summer food3 . . . . . e e 22.586 1.919.000 1.919.000

'FY 1932 peak participation data Partcipation data not reported on monthly basis. Enfollment assumes partic-pation, although a very
shght number of children of family day care home participants may not participate hecaute of income requirements that exclude them fram
receiving subsidized meals

2 Average number of half-pints served daly.

Yuly participation

Soutce US Department of Apnculture. Faod and Nutntion Service. FY 1594 budget explanatory notes.
2. Recipient Eligibility

In general, all children enrolled in schools, child care facilities,
and summer programs that participate in federally subsidized meal
or milk programs are eligible for the benefits of these programs, re-
gardless of family income. However, children in schools and child
care centers who wish to qualify for free or reduced-price meals, or
free milk (for which considerably higher federal subsidies are pro-
vided) must meet Federal income standards.

In order to qualify for a free or reduced-price meal, or for free
milk, children in most child nutrition programs must meet income
standards that are set by law and annua ly adjusted for inflation.
Under the school lunch, breakfast, and child care center portion of
the child care food program, free meals are available to children
from families with incomes at or below 130 percent of the Federal
poverty income guideline. Although schools are not required to offer
it, free milk may also be given under the special milk program to
children whose family income qualifies thein for free meals. Re.
duced-price meals are available to children from families with in-
comes above 130 percent but no higher than 185 percent of the pov-
erty guideline. There is no reduced-price category under the special
milk program.

Federally subsidized meals served in family day care homes and
summer food programs are not income tested, although summer
food programs may receive Federal meal reimbursements only if
they are located in low-income areas. Children of family day care
providers may not receive federally subsidized meals if their family
income is above 185 percent of the poverty level.

TABLE 4.—ANNUAL INCOME ELIGIBILITY CUT-OFF LEVELS FOR CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS—
JULY 1, 1993 to JUNE 30, 19941

Free meals Reduced-pnce
(130% of pov-  meals {185% of
erty) poverty)

Poverty income
guideline

Family size

$6.97¢ $9.061 $12.895

9.430 12.259 17 446
11 8% 15.457 21.977
14.350 18.655 26.548
16.810 21.853 31099
18270 25.051 35.650
21730 28.24% 40.201
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TABLE 4. —ANNUAL INCOME ELIGIBILITY CUT-OFF LEVELS FOR CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS—
JULY 1, 1993 to JUNE 30, 1994 1—Continued

Free meais Reduced-price
(130% of pov-  meals (185% of
erty) poverty)

B o o s e e e e+ ey S s i 24.190 31.447 44,752
EACh BO0IIONAE PEFSOM ...cu. wous omvereens covecracnas oo msmrenimisecaems e sesessosis +2.460 +3.198 +4.551

I These are the guidelines for the 48 contiguous States. District of Columbia. Guam. and the terntones. Higher mcome guidelines are used
tor Alaska and Hawan.

Source: Federal Register. v. 58, no 55, March 24, 1393. p 15838.

Poverty income
guideline

IL. HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS
) A. DEPRESSION ORIGINS

The scope and focus of Federal support for child nutrition have
expanded considerably since aid was first provided under relief pro-
grams instituted in the early years of the New Deal. This early as-
Sistance took the form of Reconstruction Finance Corporation loans,
employment assistance under the Civil Works Administration and
Federal Emergency Relief Agency, and donations of surplus food
commodities purchased for agricultural support reasons. Early Fed-
eral involvement in child nutrition was largely a byproduct of Fed-
eral relief efforts dealing with the economic problems of the Great
Depression.

The donation of surplus commodities to schools, which began on
a limited basis in 1932, was part of Federal relief efforts to relieve
farmers and promote agriculture. Schools essentially served as out-
lets for farm commodities purchased by the USDA to lessen price-
depressing surpluses. They also offered public service employment
in a country with nearly 13 million (or just under 25 percent) of
its workforce unemployed.s Thus, although feeding children at
school was supported, it was largely incidental to farm and job re-
lief efforts.

B. CASH ASSISTANCE FOR CHILD NUTRITION

As the economy improved and the country faced the needs of
war, Federal relief activities subsided. Expanded wartime agricul-
tural markets, food shortages, and transportation difficulties di-
minished Government acquisitions and donations of commodities to
schools. As a result, it became evident that USDA commodities
were not a reliable form of support for school lunch programs, and
pressure rose for other and more dependable forms of Federal food
assistance. This pressure came from the growing number of schools
operating lunch programs, as well as from others concerned about
balanced diets and good nutrition. In response, Congress appro-
priated sums from agricultural support funds to subsidize local
purchase of foods so as to offset the diminished donations of sur-
plus commodities. Until 1970, commodities and milk support con-
tinued to make up the major portion of total Federal support pro-
vided for school food programs. However, with the imposition of
performance funding and the establishment of substantially higher

4U.S. Dept. of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. Historical Statistics of the United States,
Colonial Times to 1970, Part 1. Series D 85-86. Unemployment: 1890 to 1970. Washington, U.S.
Govt. Print. Off.,, 1975. p. 135.
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cash reimbursements for free and reduced-price meals than for
paid meals, Federal cash assistance overtook commodity aid to
child nutrition that year. In subsequent years cash aid for child nu-
trition continued to increase with the growth and addition of pro-
grams (e.g., WIC and the school breakfast program) primarily tar-
geted to the needy and the indexation of benefits and income eligi-
bility criteria. In FY 1988, cash assistance represented 85 percent,
or approximately $6 billion of all Federal support for child nutri-
tion programs. Of that amount, nearly $5.6 billion was provided for
programs supporting food assistance to lower-income recipients.

C. SCHOOL LUNCH EVOLUTION: 1946—1962

In 1947, when the provisions of the National School Lunch Act
were first implemented, total Federal expenditures for schoo!
lunches and commodities were just under $70 million. In FY 1988,
the estimated total Federal expenditure for all child nutrition pro-
grams, authorized under both the National School Lunch Act and
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, is approximately $7 billion. In the
40 years between these two dates, nine programs were added to the
school lunch and commodity programs, and participation in feder-
ally subsidized child nutrition programs expanded from 6.6 million
school children to an average of nearly 28 million children and
some 750,000 low-income, nufritionally needy mothers.5

When Congress approved the National School Lunch Act in 1946,
it intended to do more than provide an outlet for the disposal of
surplus agricultural commodities. The congressional debate on this
legislation showed a growing awareness of the relationship between
nutrition and good health and learning, and the desire for Federal
support to child nutrition activities. Designed to provide a basic
level of support for the improved nutrition of all school children,
the program continued to be supported as a broad-based program
for children throughout the 1950s. However, in the early 1960s leg-
islators and other policymakers began to focus on hunger and pov-
erty in America, and the school lunch program took on new goals.

Although participating schools always had been required to offer
free or reduced-price meals to children who could not afford to pay
for the basic, or “paid” lunch, no differential in the amount of ¥ed-
eral support for free or reduced-price meals was provided at first.
Since schools depended on children’s meal payments to finance
much of the cost of their programs, schools with large proportions
of children who could not pay for their lunches were less likely to
operate school lunch programs than those with large proportions of
children who could afford to pay. To adjust for this problem, in
1962 Congress approved a new special assistance program (section
11) to supplement regular (section 4) school lunch grants (P.L. 87—
823). This special assistance was targeted to needy schools (defined
as schools which drew children from “areas in which poor economic
conditions exist”). The special assistance grant established the
framework for the current system of additional reimbursements for

s Programs added were special assistance for free and reduced-price lunches (normally consid-
ered part of the school lunch program), school breakfast. child care food, summer food, State
administrative expenses, nutrition education and training, WIC, the s cial milk program, and
the food equipment assistance program, which was terminated under the 1981 Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act.
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meals served free or at reduced price to low-income children in all
schools. It also introduced the idea that child nutrition programs
could serve as a vital source of food assistance to needy children.

D. OTHER SCHOOL-BASED NUTRITION PROGRAMS (1966)

In 1966, Congress further extended Federal food assistance to
schools by permitting lunch program benefits for children in pre-
school programs operated by schools, and by authorizing a school
breakfast program (P.L. 89-642). Under this legislation, all schools
could qualify for breakfast program assistance; however, States
were to give first consideration to schools which drew attendance
from areas with poor economic conditions. The same law made per-
manent the special milk program, which previously had been au-
thorized and funded annually under agricultural laws, and incor-
porated the program under the category of child nutrition pro-
' grams. Programs authorizing funds for food service equipment as-
sistance and funds for State administrative expenses also were cre-
ated under this law.

E. NUTRITION AID FOR CHILDREN NOT IN SCHOOL (1968)

In 1968, Congress again expanded access to child nutrition pro-
grams by authorizing a special food service program for children
who were not in schools (P.L. 90-302). This program provided
grants to States for the establishment and maintenance of meal
services for children in child day care centers, recreation centers,
and settlement houses. Essentially, the special food service pro-
gram was for children who did not have access to meal service pro-
grams in schools, either because they were too young, or because
they were in summer programs. This program was targeted to
areas with poor economic conditions, and with high concentrations
of working mothers.

F. SCHOOL MEAL DEVELOPMENTS IN THE 1970S

By 1970, Congress had authorized all of the current meal service
programs, and began a series of adjustments in the various pro-
grams to assure that meals would be avaiiable to all children, par-
ticularly low-income children. In 1970, special assistance funding
for free or reduced-price meal programs in low-income schools was
extended for free or reduced-price meals served to needy children
in_all schools (P.L. 91-248). In addition, rather than leaving it to
schools to determine the basis for a child’s need for a free or re-
duced-price meal, Congress required the Secretary of Agriculture to
establish uniform guidelines for determining eligibility for free and
reduced-price meals. Beginning in January 1971, the guidelines es-
tablished for free or reduced-price meals were set at 100 percent
of the Federal poverty level. As time went on, separate eligibility
levels were established for free and for reduced-price meals, and
Congress gradually raised the income eligibility standards tO ac-
commodate more children.

Up to this point, Federal assistance to child nutrition programs
had been available to States in the form of grants, allocated on the
basis of student enrollment and (since 1962) on student participa-
tion. Although the Secretary had been required to establish maxi-
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mum allowable reimbursements for meals to assure that schools
did not receive sums in excess of meal costs, there was no guaran-
teed reimbursement for meals. This changed in 1972, when guaran-
teed reimbursement rates were established by law under a Joint
Resolution of Congress (P.L. 92-153). This law set an average reim-
bursement rate of 6 cents for every school lunch served, and addi-
tional reimbursements for free and reduced-price meals. The free
rate of reimbursement was set at the full cost of the meal, or 40
cents, whichever was less. Reduced-price meals were to be reim-
burs&;(} at the same rate, less the price charged to a child for such
a meal.

In the years immediately following the establishment of manda-
tory meal reimbursements, rates were raised twice by Congress:
Section 4 basic assistance was raised to 8 cents near the end of
1972 (P.L. 92-433) and then again to 10 cents in 1973 (P.L. 93—
150). The 1973 Amendments to the National School Lunch Act also
raised the reimbursement rates for free lunches and reduced-price
lunches by 5 cents (from 40 to 45 cents per lunch, and 10 cents less
for reduced-price lunches. This Act also established minimum reim-
bursement rates for school breakfasts—8 cents for a paid breakfast,
an additional 15 cents for each reduced-price breakfast, and 20
cents for each free breakfast. Moreover, all of the meal reimourse-
ment rates established by this law were required to be adjusted
semi-annually to reflect food price inflation. In 1974, a minimum
reimbursement rate of 5 cents was established for each half-pint of
milk served under the special milk program, with provision for an-
nual inflation adjustments (P.L. 93-347).

In response to Administration attempts to eliminate commodity
assistance for child nutrition programs as cash funding grew and
commodity inventories declined in the early 1970s, Congress also
provided for a mandatory commodity support rate of 10 cents per
lunch served for child nutrition programs in 1974 (P.L. 93-326).
This commodity reimbursement was the same for all meals served,
regardless of the income of the child, and was annually adjusted
for inflation. In 1975, the special food service program for children
was split into two individual programs—the summer food service
program and the child care food program. Each of these programs
was authorized separately and mandatory reimbursement rates
were established for meals and snacks served.

Through the 1970s the Federal commitment to child nutrition
grew as Congress took actions increasing reimbursements and ex-
pandling program eligibility to cover a wider range of low-income
families.

G. ENACTMENT OF WIC (1972)6

In addition to establishing a quasi-entitlement status for Federal
meal reimbursements, the early 1970s brought a new focus to Fed-
eral child nutrition activities as the health consequences of poor
nutrition, especially for pregnant women and infants and children,
gained national attention. In 1972, Congress expanded its meal
service-oriented approach to child nutrition to include direct food
assistance to low-income mothers and children. Established under

¢ The creation and expansion of the WIC program is treated in a separate report.
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the Child Nutrition Act as a 2-year pilot program (P.L. 93-150),
the WIC program was authorized. It provided funding for grants to
State health departments for the distribution of supplemental foods
to low-income pregnant women, nursing mothers, infants, and pre-
school children considered to be at health risk because of poor nu-
trition. Modeled on an earlier commodity distribution program for
low-income mothers and their children, the WIC program tied food
delivery to the health care system and nutrition education. It has
since become the second largest federally supported child nutrition
program.

H. CUTBACKS IN THE 1980S

By 1980, child nutrition programs had enjoyed nearly 45 years
of uninterrupted growth in Federal support. However, in 1980 and
then again in 1981, legislation was enacted cutting back Federal
support for child nutrition programs as part of all-encompassing
laws designed to reduce Federal domestic spending.

The Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1980 included changes in
child nutrition programs that reduced FY 1981 funding by approxi-
mately $400 million (P.L. 96-499). With spending projected at $4.6
billion for all child nutrition programs in FY 1981, this $400 mil-
lion reduction had relatively small impact. The changes included
reductions in, and less frequent inflation adjustments of meal reim-
bursement rates, scaling back of the special milk program, and
lower-income eligibility cut-off levels. Such changes set the tone for
the considerable program reductions that were enacted the follow-
ing year under the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981
(P.L. 97--35). This law reduced Federal funding for all do :stic pro-
grams by some $35 billion in FY 1982. Legislative changes in child
nutrition programs accounted for approximately $1.4 billion of this
amount. These projected savings in FY 1982 spending for child nu-
trition programs amounted to about 25 percent of the amount that
would have been spent in FY 1982 had no legislative changes been
enacted. The child nutrition program receiving the largest dollar
amount reduction was the school lunch program, which lost almost
$1 billion in FY 1982 as a result of reimbursement rate reductions,
lowered income eligibility criteria for free and reduced-price
lunches, and the exclusion of private schools from participation in
the program if they had tuitions that averaged over $1,500 per
year. Although the lunch program took the largest dollar cut, other
smaller programs took substantially larger proportionate cuts.

The special milk program was cut by 77 percent by prohibiting
the program’s operation in schools that had federally subsidized
meal programs. (At that time nearly 90 percent of milk programs
operated in such facilities.) Grant funding for the NET program
was cut from $15 million to $5 million, for a net reduction of 67
percent in FY 1982 funding. The summer food service program was
reduced by approximately 54 percent below the expected FY 1982
level, primarily as a result of the elimination of private nonprofit
organizations as sponsors. A commodity reimbursement rate cut
lowered FY 1982 spending for commodity distribution by an esti-
mated 42 percent. Child care food program funding was reduced by
29 percent below the projected FY 1982 level due to the reductions
in lunch, breakfast, and meal supplement reimbursements and
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changes in income eligibility standards for free and reduced-price
meals. Reductions in reimbursements for paid and reduced-price
breakfasts accounted for a 19 percent reduction in FY 1982 school
breakfast program spending, and the food equipment assistance
program was eliminated entirely. Of all the child nutrition pro-
grams, only the WIC program, State administrative expenses, and
nutrition studies were essentially unaffected by the 1981 Reconcili-
ation Act. The Administration had wanted Congress to narrow the
focus of Federal support for child nutrition programs by eliminat-
ing all Federal support for meals served to non-needy children,
thus eliminating the broad-based nutrition support focus of the pro-
grams. Although Congress substantially reduced meal subsidies for
paid meals in 1980 and 1981, it was unwilling to eliminate such
Federal aid entirely, both for philosophical and pragmatic reasons.

The school lunch program had been conceived in 1946 as a broad-
based nutrition support program for all children, and over the
years this goal had been consistently reaffirmed by Congress. Addi-
tionally, there was philosophical objection to what was viewed as
turning child nutrition programs into welfare (income-tested) pro-
grams. Many school officials objected that the proposal to confine
coverage to low-income children would cause paperwork burdens,
and they said it would reduce the programs’ broad support and
make them more vulnerable to cutbacks in local, State, and Fed-
eral funding. School officials and others also maintained that elimi-
nation of even the minimal Federal support for meals served to
nonpoor children would raise prices and reduce participation by
such children. It was argued that the financial support needed
from these children’s meal payments would be lost, and that the
unit cost of producing meals for lower-income children would be in-
creased because of the loss of economies of scale from reduced pro-
gram size. Another concern was that schools would have difficulty
protecting low-income children from being identified if coverage
were confined to them. Further, some said that schools with small
percentages of low-income children might stop participating in the
Federal program entirely. Largely in response to these arguments,
the Congress voted to substantially lower Federal subsidies for
meals served to nonpoor children, rather than to eliminate this as-
sistance entirely.

I. PROGRAM RESTORATIONS AND REFINEMENTS, 1983—1993

Following the 1981 budget reduction law, both the Reagan and
Bush Administrations continued to submit budgets to Congress
that proposed eliminating or restricting child nutrition program
benefits for non-poor children. The Congress, however, was reluc-
tant to make any further cuts and rejected these budget proposals.
Instead, it protected child nutrition programs from further budget
law cutbacks by exempting them from funding reductions that,
under various budget deficit reduction measures, would automati-
cally occur whenever Federal deficit reduction targets were not
met. Congressional attempts in 1983, 1984, and 1985 to enact child
nutrition legislation that would have restored some of the earlier
funding losses were not successful.

Thereafter, however, the Congress had more success. It passed
legislation in 1986, 1987, 1988, 1989, 1990, and 1992 containing
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provisions that moderated some of the earlier changes in Federal
payments and program eligibility.? These laws included: (1) pro-
gram reauthorizations; (2) increased subsidies for school breakfasts
and authorization of a school breakfast start-up grant program; (3)
the creation of new programs and demonstration projects extending
food program eligibility to homeless preschool chi{dren and dis-
advantaged youth participating in National Youth Sports pro-
grams; (4) the restoration of summer food program eligibility for
certain private non-profit agencies, school lunch and breakfast eli-
gibility for private schools, and special milk program eligibility for
certain kindergartens; (5) the addition of adult day care facilities
to child care food program eligibility, and demonstration projects
permitting reimbursements for an additional meal or snack in fam-
ily day care homes in one State, and participation by certain other-
wise ineligible for-profit child care facilities in two States; (6) allow-
ance for receipt of snack reimbursements under the school lunch
program in certain schools operating after-school care programs; (7)
changes in requirements for the type of milk offered in school
meals; (8) requirements that meals follow dietary guidance devel-
oped by the Secretary; and (9) the creation of a food service man-
agement institute. Numerous provisions intended to provide relief
to program operators from some of the administrative (or paper-
work) burdens associated with program operations also were en-
acted. These included automatic eligibility for children in food
stamp and AFDC households, universal school meal and alter-
native meal counting pilot projects, the institution of a uniform ac-
countability (so-called coordinated review) system for school food
authorities; and a variety of commodity distribution reform require-
ments.

TABLE 5.—CASH ASSISTANCE ! TO MEAL SERVICE PROGRAMS, BUDGET AUTHORITY—SELECTED
YEARS 1947-1993

{In millions)

Child/aduit care

to0d Summer food

Fiscal year Schoel lunch Specsal milk School breakfast

Current dollars

1947 $599

1950 645

1955 689 $500

1960 936 850

1965 1304 1930

1970 3000 1040 $109 $56
1975 12854 1250 830 549
1980 7.1038 156 8 2470 2157
1981 23725 1188 3210 2898
1982 2.0453 281 3350 2705
1983 2.3539 201 3410 352
1984 25563 119 3ne 359
1985 2650 176 4070 4349
1986 26811 115 4049 4758
1987 3.0008 175 4683 5513
1988 2.9350 221 4732 6131
1989 30822 199 5130 6774
1990 32299 220 5315 8144
1993 35532 204 6938 9?79
1992 371189 208 8012 1.189 4

? Public laws 99-591, 99-661, 100~71, 100~237, 100-356, 100-435, 101-147, and 101-624.
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TABLE 5.—CASH ASSISTANCE ! TO MEAL SERVICE PROGRAMS, BUOGET AUTHORITY—SELECTED
YEARS 1947-1993—Continued

{In millions]

Fiscal year Schaal tunch Special milk  School breakfast Chnlﬂf&ujl G Summer fond

1993 . . 4.0552 230 902 4 127132 2157

Constant 1993 dollars?

1947 . 3804

1950 . 3816

1956 . . . 446 5 3244

1960 529 6 4809

1965 . 664 0 5245

1970 . 1.1815 409 6 429 221 1
1975 3.4973 3401 2258 1494 1366
1980 36758 2726 1316 3769 1978
1981 37894 1898 5127 4629 1582
1982 3.0798 423 504 5 4073 e
1983 3.390 8 289 4912 4829 1432
1984 35316 164 5148 4531 1451
1985 35294 234 5408 5779 159
1986 3.4298 147 5179 6087 1959
1987 36892 215 5757 6778 15172
1988 34726 262 5599 7254 1513
1989 3.488 2 225 580 6 1666 160
1990 . 34898 238 6391 8729 167
1991 . . 3.6992 212 7223 966 0 186 5
1992 3.1750 212 8148 12096 19256
1993 40552 230 902 4 12732 2187

1Cash oaly does not include Ihe vaiue commedities

2f0r £Y 1947 and FY 1950, the fiscal year avetage Consumer Price Index for All Usban Consumers (CPI U) for All tems was used t< cen
vert cutient to constant 1993 donars For all other years. the Foad Away From Home componenl of the CPI U was used

Source US Department ol Agnculture. Food and Nutntion Service. Budget Division. and selecled years budgel explanalory notas

III. ENACTMENT OF THE NATIONAL ScHHOOL LUNCH ACT OF 1946
A.} RLY ORIGINS OF CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

Initia]l Federal assistance for school lunch programs began in the
early 1930s. Some surplus commodities were donated to schools in
1932 on a limited basis, and the Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion made loans to several towns in Missouri in 1933 for the labor
costs of preparing and serving school lunches.8 By the end of 1934,
nonfood assistance was available in some 39 States through the
Civil Works and the Federal Emergency Relief Administrations.
Trained management personnel and labor were later furnished by
the Works Project Administration (WPA) and the National Youth
Administration.? It was not until 1936 that wide-scale donations of
surplus commodities were made to school lunch programs. The
driving force for this food assistance was the enactment in 1935 of
amendments to the Agriculcural Adjustment Act of 1932. Section
32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (P.L. 74-320), among other things,
gave the Secretary of Agriculture a source of funds and the author-
ity to reduce agricultural surpluses, encourage domestic consump-
tion, and divert commodities from normal channels of trade. Essen-
tially, section 32 provided a permanent source of funding from

8U.S. Library of Congress. Legislative Reference Service. Legislative Background of Federal
Food Aid Programs. Regort No. 69-216, by Harvey Sherman, Oct. 6, 1969. Washington, 1969.
9Cronan, Marion L. The School Lunch. Peoria, Ili.,, Chas. A. Bennett and Company, 1962.
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oss customs recei(s)ts for the Secretary to purchase commodities
or farm support and surplus removal reasons.

Although food assistance to schools was not mentioned in the
1935 Act, the wide discretion given the Secretary by this law per-
mitted the donation of surplus commodities to schools. In 1936, the
Secretary began donating commodities to schools throughout the
country, and by March 1937, 3,839 schools, enrolling more than
342,000 children, were receiving Federal surplus commodities. By
1942, 95,585 of the Nation’s 222,000 pub! - and private elementary
and secondary schools and 6.6 million children were participating
in the program.10

Surplus commodities purchased by the USDA with section 32 ag-
ricultural support funds continued to be the basis for Federal sup-
port of school food programs from 1935 to 1944. However, the re-
duced availability of surplus commodities and transportation dif-
ficulties of wartime mobilization lessened the amount and types of
commodities donated to schools, and in 1943 the number of partici-
pating schools began to drop, as shown in table 6.11

TABLE 6.—PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS AND ENROLLMENT, FEDERAL COMMODITY SUPPORT FOR MILK
AND LUNCH PROGRAMS

Fiscal year Schools Children

1937 . .. e e 3.839 342.031
1938 S .. e 11021 567.000
1939 . o .o . 14.075 892.259
1940 . . . .. . 43.384 3.032.380
1941 . . . S . . 67.559 5.040.550
1942 . S o A . 95.585 6.896.220
1943 . . S 77353 5.925.883
1944 o . . 34.064 5218778
1945 . . . . . [ 42405 6.638.024

Source US Congress Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry Providing assislance to the Stales i the establishment. mainte.
nance optration. and expansion of school lunch programs Report to accompany S 962. Report No. 553, 79th Cong.. st Sess Washinglon,
US Govi Pnnt 0ff, 1945

In response to the wartime limitations on USDA commodity do-
nations to schools, Congress in 1943 authorized the Secretary to
use section 32 surplus removal funds for the purchase of commod-
ities for school lunch and milk programs. In making FY 1944 agri-
cultural appropriations, Congress provided that up to $50 million
of such funds could be used for the operation of school lunch and
milk programs.!2 This was the first time that the school lunch pro-
gram was mentioned in any law, and the effect was to create a
school lunch program in an appropriations statute. This law pro-
vided that section 32 commodity purchases for the school lunch and
milk programs could be made without regard to the usual rules
governing surplus removal and donations to increase food consump-
tion.

Under the so-called indemnity program authorized by this law,
States were reimbursed for their purchases of agricultural commod-
ities used in serving lunches, up to a per meal maximum deter-

10U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. Providing Assistance to the
States in the Establishment, Maintenance, Operation, and Expansion of School Lunch Pro-
i;rams. Report to Accompany . 962. Senate Report No. 553, 79th Cong., 1st Sess. Washington,
J.S. Gpvt. Print. Off,, 1945,

1 1bid

12 Public Law 129, 78th Cong., July 12, 1943.
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mined by the Secretary. Some concern was raised about spending
money for a program that was not authorized, and the conference
committee report stipulated that a renewal of such funding would
not be favored . . . next year unless the same is specifically au-
thorized by substantive legislation.” !> Some members of the House
Committee on Agriculture expressed concern about what they re-
garded as a misuse of section 32 funds for other than agricultural
purposes.

Early in 1944 an attempt was made to authorize the school lunch
program by way of a floor amendment to an omnibus agricultural
bill under House consideration.}4 Offered at the direction of the
House Committee on Agriculture, this amendment was defeated by
a 54 aye to 136 nay vote. Objections to authorizing Federal funds
for school lunch programs centered on the growing Federal debt;
improved economic conditions that some said ended the need for
Federal food relief; the fear that section 32 funds would not be
available for direct farm relief; and the view that responsibility for
feeding children lay with parents and State or local governments
rather than the Federal Government.15

Shortly after this vote, the House approved its FY 1945 agricul-
tural appropriations bill (H.R. 4443). Maintaining the conference
committee position of the previous year, the House rejected the Ad-
ministration request that school lunch program funding be contin-
ued under the FY 1945 appropriations bill, and it appropriated no
funds for the program. However, the Senate amended the House
appropriations bill to include school lunch program funding, as well
as support for meal programs in child care centers. With an au-
thorizing bill on school lunches pending in conference (H.R. 4278),
the House eventually agreed to continue school lunch funding for
an additional year under the 1945 appropriations law (P.L. 78—
366).

This Act provided $50 million of section 32 funds for food pro-
grams in schools, as well as for such programs in child care cen-
ters. It also spelled out detailed requirements on the use of this
Federal support, adopting much of the language in unpassed bills
that would have authorized the school lunch program. Assistance
was apportioned to States on the basis of school enrollment and
need; payments were not to exceed the costs of food products pur-
chased for the program; no more than 2 percent of the funds could
be used for food for children in child care centers, and States and
local agencies had to furnish at least the same amount of support
(in cash or kind) as was provided by the Federal Government.16
These requirements were repeated in the FY 1946 appropriations
law and established a framework for the forthcoming debate on the
National School Lunch Act of 1946.17

13 Congressional Record, Mar. 6, 1944. p. 2287.

14H.R. 4278, The Department of Agriculture Organic Act of 1944 (P.L. 78-425).

15 Congressional Record, Mar. 7, 1944. p. 2322.

16 Public Law 367, 78th Cong., Department of Agriculture Appropriations Act, 1945. June 28,
1944. (The addition of support for child care centers reflected the growing number of women
in the World War II workforce.)

17 Public Law 52, 79th Cong., Department of Agri.cl*re Appropriations Act, 1946. May 5,
1945.
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B. THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT—HOUSE CONSIDERATION AND
PASSAGE

On June 5, 1945, 1 month after the passage of the FY 1946 agri-
cultural appropriations bill, the House Committee on Agriculture
reported H.R. 3370.18 This bill was reported as a clean bill follow-
ing committee hearings and amendments to an earlier introduced
bill, HR. 3143. H.R. 3370 provided permanent authority for the
funding of school lunch and child care feeding programs.” Modeled
on earlier appropriations laws and administration of the program
by the USDA, it authorized $50 million for apportionment to States
for the operation of lunch programs in schools and nonprofit child
care centers. No more than 2 percent of the funds could be used
for child care centers, and up to 3 percent of funds could be used
by USDA for administrative costs. Of the remaining funds, up to
75 percent were to be apportioned to States on the basis of their
child population aged 5-17 and their per capita income. Funds re-
maining after these purposes were met were to be used by the Sec-
retary to purchase and distribute commodities to States for use in
school feeding programs. The reported bill also included an author-
ization for up to g‘iS million for apportionment by the U.S. Com-
missioner of Education to State educational agencies to assist them
in establishing, maintaining, operating, and expanding school
lunch programs, to provide and train technical and supervisory per-
sonnel, and to provide equipment and facilities for such programs.

1. Matching Requirements

Past agricultural appropriations had required that Federal funds
provided for school lunch programs be matched from sources within
the States on a dollar-for-dollar basis. States could count in-kind
contributions and children’s meal pay.ients in meeting the match-
ing requirement, and this was continued under the matching re-
quirement in the House bill. However, the amount of non-Federal
matching was gradually increased from a dollar-for-dollar match in
FY 1946 and FY 1947 to $4 dollars in non-Federal support for each
$1 in Federal support beginning in FY 1951. A new provision per-
mitted reductions in the amounts States had to match if their per
capita income were below the U.S. average per capita income.

2. Role of State Education Agencies

Another new feature in the House bill was the requirement that
Federal assistance go through State educational agencies, rather
than directly from the USDA to participating schools, as had been
the previous practice. Exceptions to this were provided for private
schools and child care food programs that did not operate under the
auspices of State agencies.

3. Program Requirements

The House bill included provisions establishing conditions for
schools’ participation in the lunch program. It stipulated that
lunches served under the program had to meet nutritional require-
ments determined by the Secretary. Another new feature of the

181J.S. Congress. House. Committee on Agriculture. School Lunch Program. Report to Accom-
pany H.R. 3370. Report No. 684, 78th Cong., 2d Sess. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1945,
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House bill was the requirement that schools offer free or reduced-
price lunches to children whom school food authorities determined
to be unable to pay the full cost of lunches. This was the first time
that meal service for lower-income children was stipulated by law,
although in the early days of the New Deal commodity donations
had been distributed to schools in proportion to the number of chil-
dren who schools judged were eligible for free meals. Moreover,
many schools participating in the subsequently developed lunch
(plrogram offered lunches at no cost or at reduced cost to needy chil-
ren.

4. Broadened Focus of Federal School Lunch Support

Except for loans made during the 1930s by the Reconstruction
. Finance Corporation for equipment and the construction of cafe-
teria facilities and for WPA personnel support provided under New
Deal programs, Federal aid had been limited to the food costs of
operating school lunch programs, With the end of these New Deal
programs, Federal assistance for lunch programs was solely derived
from agricultural support funds and could be used only for directly
related costs of purchasing, preparing, and serving food. Title II of
the House bill authorized funding for equipment assistance, as well
as for the development of nutrition education and the training of
technical and supervisory school lunch personnel. The require-
ments for apportionment and matching of Federal funding under
this new title were the same as those specified for the apportion-
ment of funding for food assistance under Title I of the bill.

The addition of Title II to the House-reported bill, the require-
ment that school lunches meet nutrition requirements, and the rule
that schools must offer meals at free or at a reduced price to low:
income children all signaled a departure from the past agriculturaf
emphasis of the program. The use of surplus agricultural commod-
ities continued to be an important feature of Federal support for
school lunch programs under the House bill. However, the edu-
cational and nutritional benefits of the program occupied consider-
ably greater attention in Congress. The absence of surplus com-
modities in 1945 undoubtedly contributed to this new emphasis on
the nonagricultural basis for the program.

Although proponents continued to point out the importance of
school lunch programs to domestic food consumption and their role
as an outlet in the event of agricultural surpluses, most support for
the bill expressed in the House debate concentrated on the pro-
gram’s value to the health, education, and welfare of children.
Much of the focus on nutrition was a result of hearings held by the
- Senate Education and Labor Committee in 1944 on wartime health
i and education. During these hearings, Major General Lewis B.

Hershey, Director of the Selective Service Commission, had testi-
fied that nutrition-related health problems were a factor in sub-
» stantial numbers of rejections for wartime military service. Dr.
Thomas Parran, Surgeon General of the U.S. Public Health Service
also testified on the nutritional inadequacy of many American
diets, and the consequences of poor nutrition to health.19 These

191J.S. Congress Senate. Committee on Education and Labor. Wartime Health and Education.
Hearings, 78th Cong., 2d Sess. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off,, 1944.
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witnesses were called again during House Agriculture Committee
hearings on school lunch legislation and both again attested to nu-
trition-related problems that impeded military service and good
health and education.20

Also, while the House was considering legislation to establish a
school lunch program, a House Special Committee on Postwar Eco-
nomic Development and Planning was studying the school lunch
proposal within the context of long-range agricultural policy. A sub-
committee report to this committee noted that the school lunch pro-
gram supplied a double benefit: assisting in the building of sound
nutritional habits and helping provide needed food elements to chil-
dren during the critical growing age. The final report of this special
committee (known as the Colmer Committee after its chairman,
William Colmer) recommended an educational and assistance pro-
gram to improve the nutritional standards and food consumption of
the American people and a program to improve the diet and nutri-
tion of low-income consumers in periods of economic distress.21

5. House Floor Debate

Floor debate on the House bill mentioned the farm support as-
pect of the school lunch program, but placed the greatest emphasis
on the value of the program to children’s health, diet, and nutri-
tion, as well as their education. Agriculture Committee Chairman
Flannagan said the school lunch bill under consideration:

. . . looks to the betterment of two classes in America
that are dear to my heart, in that it gives consideration to
the children whose health it will protect, and to the farm-
ers whose economy it will strengthen.22

Arguing the need for this legislation to improve knowledge about
children’s diets, Mr. Granger of Utah stated his belief that:

I believe that the farmers of the country and the people
generally know more about the diet for the welfare of live-
stock than they do about the necessary diet for a child.23

Mr. Kelley, chairman of the Subcommittee on Aid to the Phys-
i::alithandicapped, emphasized the importance of diet to good
ealth:

If we are not careless with the health of our children,
the great numbers of physically handicapped in the na-
tional can be reduced. One of the safeguards we may intel-
ligently and economically employ is the providing of the
most excellent school lunch we can devise.24

Mr. Cannon of Missouri linked the program directly to education
in his remarks supporting the bill:

20Other witnesses testifying before the House Agriculture Committee on H.R. 2673, H.R.
3143, and H.R. 3370 (reported), bills relating to the school lunch program, included the Medical
Director of the Public Health Service, the U.S. Commissioner of Education, the War Food Ad-
ministrator, the Assistant Administrator of the Federal Security Agency, and numerous direc-
tors of school food programs and members of local school boards.

21J.8. Congress. House. Special Committee on Postwar Economic Development and Planning.
Postwar Economic Policy and Planning: Postwar Agncultural Policies. House Report No. 2728,
79th Cong., 2d Sess. Washington, Aug 6, 1946, p. 37.

22Congressnonal Record, Feb 19, 1946. p. 1454.

231bid., p. 1461.

24lbxd., p. 1453.
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A hungry child cannot study properly. A poorly nour-
ished child cannot learn readily. In providing food we are
not only nourishing the body and producing a sturdier gen-
eration of children, but we are securing a higher grade of
scholarship in the schools of the nation.25

Mr. Harless of Arizona integrated the national defense argu-
ment for the program into his general support for the bill as being
beneficial to the diet and education of children. Said Mr. Harless:

It is essential for the national defense of our country
that all of the youth of this nation be properly fed. It is
not only necessary for the national defense, but it is nec-
essary for peacetime operations, that the children of this
nation be given good, wholesome food, that they be given
a diet that will mature their bodies and make it possible
for them to acquire a complete education.26

Those who objected to the bill primarily found fault with its cost
and impact on the deficit, and with the notion that school feeding
was a Federal responsibility. Mr. Arends of Illinois argued that:

With an unprecedented Federal debt of around $280 bil-
lion, it might well be said that our country is broke, and
if not broke then so close to it that it is not even funny.
We just cannot continue to spend money we do not have.
. . . The objective of hot school lunches is desirable, but I
do not believe that Uncle Sam is in a position where he
can, or should spend $65 million to initiate such a perma-
nent program.27?

On the same subject, Mr. Buck of New York said of the school
lunch bill:

This bill will further unbalance the Federal Budget at a
time when State treasuries are bulging with money. For
that reason alone, the bill should be defeated.28

Mr. Gwynne of Iowa clarified the objections of some others in his
outline of who was responsible for feeding children, and the order
of responsibility:

I believe in school lunches. I believe in children having
proper food and proper education, but those responsibility
is it? The responsibility is first upon the parents. If they
cannot meet it, the duty then devolves upon the local com-
munity, then upon the State, and lastly upon the Federal
government.29

Concern about Government bureaucracy and Federal intrusion in
State and local educational matters also caused objections to the
bill. For some, this problem applied to all aspects of the bill, but
most objections were directed to the proposed new Title II. Mr.
Andresen of Minnesota had this to say about this provision:

26 [bid., p. 1466.
26 [bid., p. 1465.
22 [bid., p. 1451.
29 [bid., p. 1464.
29 [bid., p. 1467.
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I still favor school lunches, but I do not favor the cre-
ation of a new bureaucracy in Washington to tell the peo-
ple of this country what they must do. I refer to Title II
of the bill in particular which creates a new department in
the Bureau of Education.30

Mr. Clevenger of Ohio elaborated on this objection:

This Title II of the bill which provides $15 million to the
Commissioner of Education to set up this program within
our schools means eventual Federal control of the school
systems of this country. . . . If you participate in this
thing you will find that under Title II you have lost control
of your free public-school system when the Commissioner
of Education gets it well organized.31

An amendment introduced by Mr. Andresen to strike Title II of
the bill was adopted by a voice vote on the third day of House de-
bate.32 Other amendments introduced by opponents of the entire
bill (Title I and Title II) had less success. Mr. Buck of New York’s
amendment would have permitted only State revenues to be count-
ed toward eventual $4 State to $1 Federal match. Although sume
States had been contributing to school lunch program costs, this
was never required by law since matching funds could consist en-
tirely of revenue or support from non-State sources such as chil-
dren’s meal payments and contributions from local school districts,
and volunteer agencies such as PTAs. Mr. Buck’s amendment
would have required States to use their own revenue for the pro-
gram the first time, and in a considerable amount. This amend-
ment was defeated by a voice vote.33 An amendment by Mr. Aber-
nathy of Mississippi, which would have ended the lunch program
after FY 1951, instead of providing a permanent authorization, was
narrowly defeated on a teller vote, with 124 voting aye and 127
voting no.34

The most controversial amendment introduced during House
floor consideration of H.R. 3370 was that of Mr. Powell of New
York to restore language that had been struck by the Agriculture
Committee during its consideration of the bill.35 The language that
Mr. Powell proposed to restore prohibited States or schools from re-
ceiving funds under the program if they discriminated on the basis
of race, creed, color, or national origin in using school lunch pro-
gram funding. This provision was dropped during committee con-
sideration because of concern that it would make the bill more con-
troversial, and difficult to pass. Further, it was held to be
unneeded because no charges of racial, ethnic, or religious discrimi-
nation had been reported during the previous years of program op-
erations. The Powell amendment raised objections by members who
expressed concern that it would prohibit any Federal funding of
school lunch programs in States with segregated school systems.
These objections were countered by Mr. Powell and Committee

a0 Ibid., p. 1460.
=1 Ibid.. p. 1460.

2 Congressional Record, Feb. 21, 1946. p. 1540.
1 Congressional Record, Feb. 20, 1946. p. 1488.
a4 Tbid., p. 1491
95 Ibid., p. 1493.
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Chairman Flannagan who contended that the issue was being used
by opponents of the school lunch program who wanted to defeat the
bill. They argued that the anti-discrimination language was not in-
tended to deny program benefits in schools that were segregated,
but rather to assure tWat children in both black and white schools
would have equal access to the program. The language of the Pow-
ell amendment was slightly revised to clarify this intent and was
approved by a division vote of 114 ayes to 48 nays during the Com-
inittee of the Whole deliberations.36 A separate vote was demanded
just prior to House passage of the bill, and the Powell amendment
was affirmed by a vote of 258 ayes to 110 nays, with 62 not vot-
ing.37 After 3 days of debate, H.R. 3370 was passed by the House
on February 21, 1946, on a vote of 276 ayes, 101 nays, 50 not vot-
ing, and 3 voting present.

C. SENATE CONSIDERATION AND PASSAGE
1. Committee-Reported Bill

The Senate Agriculture and Forestry Committee considered sev-
eral different bills proposing the establishment and operation of a
federally supported school lunch program during the last session of
the 78th Congress and the first session of the 79th: S. 1721, intro-
duced by Mr. Wagner; S. 1820, introduced by Mr. Russell, and S.
1824, introduced by Mr. Smith and Mr. Ellender. Extensive hear-
ings were held by the committee on S. 1820 and S. 1824, and on
July 28, 1945, a compromise version of these bills, S. 962, was re-
ported favorably by the committee.38

S. 962 provided a permanent authorization of $100 million for
grants to States for the purchase of food for lunch programs in pub-
lic and private nonprofit elementary and secondary schools. This
was twice the amount that had been authorized in the House-
passed bill. Assistance for lunches in child care centers, which had
been funded under earlier appropriations laws and was authorized
in the House-passed school lunch bill, was not permitted by the
Senate bill, except in Puerto Rico. The method of apportionment of
funds was & milar to that in the House bill except that there was
no provision setting aside up to 2 percent of funds for food pro-
grams in nonprofit child care centers. Approximately 75 percent of
the funds appropriated were to be apportioned to States through
the State educational agency for the purchase of foodstuffs for chil-
dren’s lunches. These funds were to be apportioned to States on the
same basis as had been specified in the House-passed bill, the
number of school-aged children in the State, and State per capita
income. No more than $3 million of these apportioned funds could
be spent for school lunch programs in the territories (at that time,
Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands). A maximum
of up to 4 percent of appropriated funds could be used by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture for the Federal costs of operating and admin-
istering the program. Remaining funds were to be used by the Sec-

36 Ibid., p. 1498.

37 Congressional Record, Feb. 21, 1946. p. 1540-41.

aU.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. Providing Assistance to the
States in the Establishment, Maintenance, Operation, and Expansion of School Lunch Pro-
grams. Report to Accompany S. 962. Senate Report No. 553. 79th Cong., st Sess. Washington,
U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1945.
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retary to purchase and distribute commodities to States for use in
school lunch programs.

Like the House bill, S. 962 had a matching requirement that was
phased in over a period of time, and that permitted in-kind con-
tributions. But the Senate bill phase-in was slower, and the final
matching was $3, as opposed to the $4 to $1 matching requirement
in the House bill. Like the House bill, S. 962 also required that
lunches meet minimum nutrition requirements set by the Secretary
and that lunches be served free or at reduced price to children de-
termined by local school authorities to be unable to pay the full
cost. The Senate committee bill included a provision similar to one
dropped from the House bill during floor debate, which authorized
$15 million for the Commissioner of Education to assist States in
training technical personnel, purchasing equipment, and develop-
ing nutrition education for lunch programs.

2. Senate Floor Debate

On February 26, 1946, 5 days after the House passed H.R. 3370,
the Senate began consideration of S. 962. As was the case in the
House, Senate debate emphasized the educational and nutritional
and health benefit of the program over its benefit to agriculture.
However, Senate floor debate was relatively brief. Senator Russell
opened debate after several noncontroversial committee amend-
ments were approved. Noting the educational benefits of the school
lunch program, Senator Russell said: '

Mr. President, I may say that, in my opinion, this pro-
gram has been one of the most helpful ones which have
been inaugurated and promises to contribute more to the
cause of public education in these United States than has
any other policy which has been adopted since the creation
of free public schools.?®

Senator Taft said that housing and health were more appropriate
Federal concerns than school lunch, which he saw as the respon-
sibility of States. He disagreed with Senator Russell’s contention
about the educational value of the lunch program, saying:

I really think the relation to education is rather remote.
I think it really must be justified on the ground of its rela-
tion to the health program.40

Senator Aiken conceded that the school lunch bill might be more
appropriately regarded as a health bill than an education bill, but
noted that:

. . . from my experience as a director of schools during
a 15 year period, I know for a fact that a child that has
enough to eat is definitely a better student than a child
that goes to school with little of the proper food to eat.41

In reference to the dietary and nutritional benefits of the pro-
gram, Senator Russell argued that:

29 Congressional Record, Feb. 26, 1946. p. 1610.
< ]bid., p. 1624.
411bid., p. 1625.
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This program has been of vast benefit in improving the
standards of nutrition in this country. . . . I have found
that what the children have learned in school concerning
the preparation of food in the school and the value of var-
ious foods, was carried home to their parents. In some
cases school children were able to educate their own par-
ents as to a better use of food and as to the nutritive val-
ues of various foods.42

Opposition to the school lunch bill in the Senate centered on its
constitutionality and its failure to identify Federal sources of reve-
nue to pay for it. Senator Donnell introduced an amendment re-
quiring the Secretary of Treasury to deposit in a special account,
sufficient funds from taxes, duties, imposts, or excises to cover the
costs of funding the school lunch program. Said Senator Donnell:

. . . there is no provision, so far as I know, in the Con-
stitution of the United States under which an appropria-
tion for the purposes sought in this bill can be made un-
less the provision be what is known as the general welfare
clause; namely section 8 of Article I of the Constitution of
the United States. . . . I think that there is adequate pro-
vision under the general welfare clause, provided the funds
so used are derived solely from taxes, duties, imposts and
excises to cover the situation. . . .43

Alluding to findings that substantial numbers of men had been
rejected for military service in World War II because of nutrition-
related health problems, Senator Pepper asked if the common de-
fense of the Nation did not constitutionally justify the appropria-
tion of school lunch funds:

If the school lunch program is for the purpose of improv-
ing the health of the boys and girls of the Nation, would
it not contribute to the provision for common defense,
which is one of the cardinal fundamentals for which the
Constitution was ordained and established? 44

Senator Donnell’s amendment requiring identification of the Fed-
eral revenues used to finance the lunch program was defeated. An-
other amendment was introduced by Senator Taft, who objected to
the fact that there was no required contribution from State reve-
nues to meet the matching provisions of the bill. The matching pro-
vision permitted in-kind contributions, and funding derived from
children’s meal payments and local school and voluntary agencies
could be used to match Federal funds. To place more responsibility
on the States for the operation of the school lunch program, Sen-
ator Taft offered an. amendment which lowered the $100 million
authorization of Federal funding to $57.5 million. Said Mr. Taft:

The point is, Why should the Federal government pay
for the lunches of every school child in the United States?
Why should not the States do it? The Federal government
can help, but why should not the States put something up?

+2]bid., p. 1611.
43]bid., p. 1618.
44 bid.
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There is nothing in this bill which requires the States or
school districts to put up a red cent, except for supervision.
All the rest of the cost can be charged to the children. So
this is really not a matching bill in the ordinary sense in
which matching bills have been drafted. It seems to me the
only way we can force the matching, unless we rewrite the
whole bill, is to reduce the amount. . . .45

Senator Taft’s amendment was defeated by a vote of 21 yeas to
50 nays, with 25 not voting. Senator Taft also objected to the cre-
ation of a bureaucracy in the Commissioner of Education’s office to
oversee the establishment of the separate Title II program which
provided Federal funding for school lunch equipment, nutrition
training and education, and other nonfood services. He offered an-
other amendment proposing to strike Title II of the bill. Senator
Ellender argued for the Title II pro~ision of Federal nonfood assist-
ance, stating:

Thousands of schools will need help in employing
trained lunch rcom managers and operators if they are to
make the wisest use of the aids provided through Title I.

. . Without some help in providing equipment, school
lunch programs cannot be established in many of the
schools now without programs. . . . I consider Title II a
most necessary adjunct to the continuation and expansion
of our school lunch program. . . . I desire to see this pro-
gram expand so that it will reach all sections of the coun-
try, particularly where such help is needed in order to fos-
ter and stimulate school lunch programs.46

The Taft amendment striking Title 11 was rejected by a vote of
25 yeas to 47 nays, with 24 not voting. Thus, the Senate retained
the provision authorizing $15 million for nutrition training, edu-
cation, and equipment assistance that had been deleted from the
House-passed bill. Following the vote on the Taft amendment, the
Senate amended the House bill, H.R. 3370, by striking all after the
enacting clause and substituting S. 962. The Senate then passed
the amended bill without a recorded vote, and approved a motion
to go to conference with the House on the bill differenc -s.

D. CONFERENCE AGREEMENT AND ENACTMENT

House conferees on H.R. 3370 were Representatives J.W.
Flannagan, Jr., Clifford R. Hope, Stephen Pace, August H.
Andresen, Orville Zimmerman, and Harold Cooley. Senate con-
ferees were Senators Richard Russell, Arthur Capper, Allen J.
Ellender, and George Aiken. The compromise agreement reached
by these conferees (H. Con. Rept. 2080) was passed by the House
on May 23, and by the Senate on May 24, 1946, without objection.
It was signed by President Truman on June 4, 1946. In signing the
new law, President Truman referred to the benefits of the program
both to the children and farmers of the Nation:

In the long view, no nation is any healthier than its chil-
dren or more prosperous than its farmers; and in the Na-

4sIbid., p. 1625.
s¢Ibid | p. 1626-1627.
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tional School Lunch Act, the Congress has contributed im-
measurably both to the welfare of our farmers and the
health of our children.47

The finally enacted school lunch law was entitled the National
School Lunch Act. It maintained most of the major provisions that
had been approved in the initial House and Senate passage of H.R.
3370 and S. 962. However, there were some changes. Unable to
agree on the amount of the authorization for food purchases for
schools, the conferees eliminated the authorization ceilings voted
by the House and Senate, $50 million and $100 million, respec-
tively, and substituted a provision authorizing “such sums as may
be necessary.” Beginning in FY 1947, the law permanently author-
ized appropriations of such sums to assist the Secretary of Agri-
culture in carrying out programs authorized by the new Act. A dec-
laration of policy stipulated that the program was intended not
only to encourage the consumption of agricultural commodities but
also, “as a measure of national security, to safeguard the health
and well-being of the Nation’s children. . . .”

Funding was to be apportioned to the States under the same for-
mula as had been proposed by the House and Senate bills: 75 per-
cent according to the number of school-aged children and State
need, as reflected by per capita income. No more than 3 percent of
the funds so apportioned could be provided to the territories of
Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. There was no
provision for funding of child care centers, except for Puerto Rico
where these could be included under the definition of schools.

Additionally, up to $10 million, rather than the $15 million speci-
fied in the Senate bill, was authorized to be apportioned by the
Secretary to States for nonfood assistance, in the same manner as
funding for foods was apportioned. Nonfood assistance was defined
by law as aid to States to purchase equipment for use on school
premises to store, prepare, and serve food under the program. The
nonfood provisions enacted under the final law differed from those
in the original Senate-passed bill and in the House-reported bill in
several ways. First, Federal aid was provided as a part of the over-
all school Iunch program instead of under a separately authorized
title. Second, responsibility for the distribution of funds was placed
with the Secretary of Agriculture instead of the Commissioner of
Education. Third, a method for the 2pportionment of funds was es-
tablished in law rather than being left to the discretion of the ad-
ministering Federal official. Finally, the revised provision per-
mitted funding only for assistance directly related to storing, pre-
paring, and serving school lunches. Federal funding for nutrition
education and training, which had been permitted under the origi-
nal Senate-passed bill, was eliminated. These changes reflected
concerns about Federal interference in local education that had
been raised during both House and Senate floor debate. In fact, a
provision was added in a separate part of the finally passed bill
that expressly forbade the Secretary and the State from imposing
any requirements in the administration of the school lunch pro-

47 Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States. Harry 8. Truman. Jan. 1 to Dec. 31,
1946. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off,, 1962.
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gram over teaching personnel, curriculum, or materials and meth-
ods of instruction.

Under the finally enacted law, an additional amount, not to ex-
ceed 3.5 percent of the amount appropriated for the program could
be used by the Secretary for the Federal administrative expenses
of operating the program. All funds remaining after the apportion-
ment of the initial 75 percent among the States and the provision
of Federal administrative expense funds were to be used by the
Secretary to purchase commodities directly, and to distribute them
to the States for school lunch programs.

The matching requirements were essentially the same as those
enacted under the original Senate-passed bill—for FY 1947-50, $1
from sources within the State was required for each Federal dollar;
for FY 1951-55, $1.50 in non-Federal funds were required for each
Federal dollar, and from FY 1956 on, the matching rate was to be
$3 in non-Federal funds for each Federal dollar. As in both the
House and Senate versions, the finally enacted law permitted in-
kind donations and services to be used to meet the matching re-
quirement, and required a reduction in the matching rate for
States with per capita incomes below the U.S. per capita income.

As earlier USDA regulations had required, the new law prohib-
ited schools from making profits on their lunch programs, and from
receiving Federal payments in excess of a maximum food-cost con-
tribution rate established by the Secretary. The final law also
adopted the earlier requirements in both bills that lunches meet
minimum nutritional requirements. These were to be established
by the Secretary on the basis of tested nutritional research. The re-
quirement that schools offer meals at no cost, or at reduced cost to
children unable to pay the full cost of a meal also was maintained
in the finally enacted law. House and Senate provisions that pro-
hibited schools from physically segregating or discriminating
against children who received free or reduced-price lunches, also
were incorporated.

Controversial language contained in both the House and Senate
bills that prohibited racial discrimination in the use of school lunch
funds was revised to clarify questions about its meaning that had
arisen during the House floor debate. The revised language stipu-
lated that if a State maintained separate schools for minority and
majority races, school lunch funds would not be provided unless the
State justly and equitably distributed such funds for the benefit of
rxinority races.

E. FIRST APPROPRIATIONS UNDER THE ACT

On June 22, 1946, 18 days after the President signed the Na-
tional School Lunch Act, FY 1947 agricultural appropriations were
enacted re%uiring that $75 million in section 32 agricultural sup-
port funds be used to implement the newly authorized schoel lunch
program.48 This funding was for State grants and the commodity
support portion of the program. The FY 1947 appropriation law
made no reference to the $10 million authorized in law for nonfood
assistance to States under section 5 of the National School Lunch
Act. However, in the 1948 appropriation law, and annually there-

48 Public Law 79-422,
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after until 1967, Congress explicitly prohibited use of any school
lunch appropriations for nonfood assistance.4®

F. ESTABLISHMENT OF NUTRITION REQUIREMENTS

On August 16, 1946, the USDA issued regulations in the Federal
Register governing the operation of the national school lunch pro-
gram. For the first time these regulations established nutritional
requirements for the three types of lunches authorized under the
program. These regulations also set maximum amounts that Fed-
eral grant funding could provide for each type of lunch. The Type
A lunch had to consist OP a complete lunch, hot or cold, and was
to provide one-half to one-third of one day’s nutritive requirements
for a child. The maximum rate of payment a school could receive
for a Type A lunch was 9 cents. To be eligible for a Type A lunch
payment, schools had to serve: (1) one-half pint of whole milk; (2)
2 ounces of meat, poultry, fish, or cheese, or one-half cup of cooked
dry peas, beans, or soybeans, or 4 tablespoons of peanut butter; (3)
6 ownces of vegetables and/or fruit; (4) one portion of bread, muf-
fino, or other hot bread made of whole grain cereal or enriched
floor; and (5) 2 teaspoons of butter or fortified margarine.

The Type B lunch was described as an incomplete lunch, hot or
cold, and “less adequate” than a Type A lunch. The maximum pz}f"-
ment a school could receive for a g‘ype B lunch was 6 cents. To
qualify for this payment a school would have to serve the same
types of items as were required for the Type A lunch, but smaller
servings of meat or protein alternates, fruits and vegetables, and
butter or margarine were permitted. Because the Type B require-
ments were designed for schools that had limited lunch facilities
and could be supplemented by foods brought from home, regula-
tions permitted building around a main dish, or serving sandwiches
consisting of required items, so long as both included milk and
fruits or vegetables.

The Type C “lunch,” was not really a lunch, but rather a half-
pint of milk, which could qualify for a maximum reimbursement of
2 cents per container.

PART 2. PROGRAMS—DESCRIPTION, HISTORY, AND
EVALUATIONS

I. THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM
A. PROGRAM SUMMARY AND DESCRIPTION

The national school lunch program is permanently authorized
under the National School Lunch Act of 1946. The program pro-
vides Federal financial assistance and commodities to schools serv-
ing lunches that meet required nutritional standards. As of March
1993, 92,900 public and private schools and residential institutions
were participating in the program, serving lunches to approxi-
mately 25 million children. In FY 1993, the Federal Government

4 P.L. 80-266 was the first appropriation law to do this. Thereafter, Congress continued to
include this exception in annual appropriations laws. A new, separately authorized nonfood as-
sistance provision was included in tge Child Nutrition Amendments of 1966, and appropriations
were ﬁrovided for this program beginnin% in FY 1967. However, appropriations law continued
to prohibit the use of school lunch funds for nonfood assistance under section 5 of the National
School Lunch Act.
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provided 4.1 billion in cash assistance and approximately $746 mil-
lion worth of commodities to States for the operation of lunch pro-
grams in schools, according to preliminary estimates.

Federal assistance for this program is provided by way of cash
and commodity reimbursement for each meal served, at rates that
are set in law and adjusted for inflation. The amount of the cash
reimbursement varies according to the family income of the partici-
pating child although all meals are minimally subsidized by a basic
cash and commodity reimbursement regardless of family income
(sections 4 and 6 of the National School Lunch Act). Additional re-
imbursements are provided for each lunch served to a needy child
(section 11 of the National School Lunch Act), with need deter-
mined on the basis of a specified percentage of the Federal poverty
income guidelines. Free meals are available to children whose fam-
ily income is no greater than 130 percent of the poverty guidelines,
and reduced-price meals are available to children from families
i;vith incomes between 130 percent and 185 percent of these guide-
ines.

The basic (or section 4) cash reimbursement for the 1993-94
school year for each lunch served is 16.5 cents, except in school dis-
tricts determined by law to be in special need because 60 percent
or more of the meals are served free or at reduced price. In such
school districts, the reimbursement is 2 cents higher, or 18.5 cents
per lunch. Additional (or section 11) cash reimbursements are pro-
vided for lunches served free or at reduced price to low-income chil-
dren. For the 1993-94 school year, the added free lunch reimburse-
ment is $1.56 for each free meal served, and thus the Federal Gov-
ernment will provide a total cash subsidy of $1.725 (plus 2 cents
in special-need schools) for each free lunch served. The reduced-
price reimbursement rate is set by law at 40 cents less than the
free rate; thus, schools will receive a Federal cash reimbursement
of $1.325 (plus 2 cents in special-need schools) for each reduced-
price lunch they serve.

In addition to the cash reimbursement, commodities valued at a
specified amount, adjusted for inflation, are required for each
school lunch served under section 6 of the National School Lunch
Act. These are provided without regard to the family income of the
participating child. For the 1993-94 school year commodities val-
ued at 14.0 cents for each lunch must be offered to States for their
school lunch programs. In addition to these so-called “entitlement”
commodities, bonus commodities may be offered for school lunch
programs when available from USDA holdings

The USDA estimates that for FY 1993, approximately 4.2 billion
lunches were served through the national school lunch program.
Over half (55%) of these meals were expected to be served frée or
at reduced price to needy children. The remaining 45 percent were
expected to be served to children under the basic, or so-called
“paid” lunch program, which provides for lower Federal subsidies
that are unrelated to family income. Although only a little over half
of the lunches served under the school lunch program are provided
free or at reduced price to lower-income children, nearly 92 percent
of Federal cash assistance for school lunches is used to support free
and reduced-price lunches. Commodity assistance, which is pro-
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vided without regard to children’s family income, is almost equally
divided between lower-income and nonpoor children.

B. LEGISLATIVE AND PROGRAM HISTORY
1. Querview

In the 53 years since the Federal Government began supporting
lunch programs in schools 25 laws have been passed by Congress
making changes in the form and the goals of Federal school lunch
assistance. By and large, perceived societal needs and the cir-
cumstances of the time governed most of the changes that Congress
made. However, when taken together over the course of the pro-
gram’s history, the changes reflect some consistent patterns in
school lunch program policymaking by Congress. Among these was
congressional insistence that the program maintain its agricultural
heritage through its utilization of commodities, irrespective of agri-
cultural conditions and the growing reliance on cash assistance.
Congress also consistently rejected proposals to narrow the pro-
gram’s benefits to include only low-income children. This did not
interfere, however, with consistent congressional support for the
growing commitment of Federal funds (now accounting for nearly
92 percent of Federal program costs) to the service of free and re-
duced-price lunches for low-income children. This section summa-
rizes the transformations in the school lunch program over the
course of its history.

As farmers suffered from the price-depressing effects of over-
production and worldwide market collapse in the 1930s, the Gov-
ernment acquired commodities and donated them to schools for
lunch programs. In addition, Federal efforts to promote employ-
ment led to the hiring and training of school lunch workers by the
Works Project Administration (WPA). Unemployment, surplus farm
crops, and low food prices gave way to manpower shortages, tight
food supplies, and high food prices after the United States entered
World War 11. Lessened supplies of USDA commodities, together
with wartime difficulties of transporting them to schools, prompted
legislation providing Federal cash support to schools for meal serv-
ice programs. This cash assistance was derived from agricultural
revenues (section 32), and schools were directed i. use these funds
only for food purchases. USDA commodities continued to be avail-
able to schools if farm conditions necessitated their purchase and
disposal.

Although cash assistance fo- the school lunch operations may
have been considered a temporary expedient due to wartime needs,
it established a framework for future school lunch legislation. Over
time cash and commodity assistance (irrespective of surplus condi-
tions) became permanent program features, financed from both
agricultural revenues (section 32) and from direct appropriations.

The war years also saw Federal support for lunch programs justi-
fied by the growing numbers of women in the workforce, and Con-
gress authucized the use of school lunch funding and commodities
for meal programs in child care centers. Although this rationale for
Federal support of school lunch programs (as well as Federal sup-
port for lunches in child care centers) waned in the postwar years,
it was to reemerge in later years as growing numbers of mothers
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of young children entered the workforce. Reports of substantial re-
jections of young men for military service due to nutrition-related
health problems also increased support for Federal involvement in
child nutrition during the war years, and in 1946 the program was
permanently authorized by the National School Lunch Act.

In the decade following the enactment of this law there was little
activity concerning the national school lunch program. Participat-
ing schools and children continued to grow, and appropriations as
well as commodity donations gradually increased. However, by the
late 1950s pressure had begun to build for extra Federal assistance
to schools that were not participating in the program. Many of
these schools had large populations of low-income children who
could not afford to pay the regular price of a “paid” school lunch.
Consequently, these schools were unable to collect revenue from
children’s meal payments to offset the cost of operating a program.
Additionally, such schools usually did not have sufficient local com:
munity resources to support lunch programs. Although the law re-
quired schools participating in the program to offer meals free, or
at a reduced price to low-income children, many needy children
went unserved because their schools could not afford to operate a
school lunch program. In response to this situation, Congress
passed legislation in the early 1960s authorizing a “special assist-
ance” program for schools with large populations of low-income
children.

This extra Federal funding for lunches served to needy children
and subsequent changes in law that increased and expanded eligi-
bility for this funding set in place a new goal for the school lunch
program: help for low-income children. Over the years this goal
came to compete with another program goal: better nutrition for all
children. A continuing issue in debates over the lunch program has
been whether it should be a broad-based nutrition program for all
school children, or (primarily or exclusively) a nutritional and in-
come support program for low-income children.

In the mid-1960s, as part of a coordinated Federal “War on Pov-
erty,” attempts were made to narrow the school lunch program’s
focus to poor children and to expand Federal meal services to needy
children outside the school population. These and more recent at-
tempts to cut off Federal support for meals served to nonpoor chil-
dren have been consistently rebuffed by Congresses that wanted
the program to provide nutrition support for all children, but were
willing to increase support for meals served to needy children, if
this were done without reducing overall aid.

In the early 1970s Congress began to focus on the operational
needs of school lunch programs. It enacted a series of laws that es-
tablished guaranteed cash and commodity reimbursements for each
school lunch served and required inflation adjustments in these re-
imbursements. This so-called “performance funding” feature was
designed to encourage program expansion by assuring schools of
the amount of Federal funding they would receive. Congress main-
tained a basic cash and commodity reimbursement for all meals
served, plus additional special assistance reimbursements for meals
served free or at a reduced price to lower-income children. Addi-
tionally, Congress established uniform, national income eligibility
criteria for children receiving free and reduced-price lunches so
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that the equal reimbursements would be provided to schools serv-
ing such meals.

Once Congress established uniform meal reimbursements for all
lunches served, the varied financial support for different types of
lunches according to their degree of nutritional content (the so-
called Type A, B, and C lunches) disappeared, and attention was
focused on the nutritional value of school lunches. Contributing to
this focus was the growing scientific evidence and pablic awareness
during the 1970s of the value of nutrition and .alanced diets to
good health. Although the law did not set nutriticn standards for
meals, it had always required the Secretary to develop such stand-
ards, based on tested nutritional research. With adoption of uni-
form meal reimbursements for all lunches, the USDA refined the
so-called Type A lunch requirement (which had to provide one-third
to one-half of the Recommended Dietary Allowance (RDA)) and
used it as the new requirement for all lunches served under the
program.

In a related matter, at the behest of nutritionists and school food
program operators, Congress turned its attention to complaints
about the quality of foods being sold in competition with school
lunches, and it regulated the sale of such foods. Congress also re-
sponded to criticisms of food waste in school lunch programs by
permitting high school children to refuse certain items contained in
a school lunch. Until this provision was enacted, if a child did not
take all of the required items in a school lunch, the lunch could not
be federally reimbursed. The “offer vs. serve” option eventually was
extended to include elementary school students, at the option of the
local school food authority.

By 1980, the school lunch program had enjoyed 45 years of unin-
terrupted growth in Federal support. Nearly 27 million children
were receiving federally subsidized lunches under the program, of
whom just under 12 million were from lower-income families, and
Federal cash and commodity assistance totalled over $3 billion. The
new decade, however, brought increased pressure to reduce Federal
budget deficits and a climate of support for reducing spending for
Federal domestic programs. The school lunch program presented a
relatively large target among domestic programs.

In 1980 Congress passed a comprehensive law (the Omnibus Rec-
onciliation Act, P.L. 96-499) that cut back cutlays for child nutri-
tion by approximately $400 million in FY 1981. As the largest of
the child nutrition programs, the school lunch program absorbed
most of these cutbacks. The changes made to reduce school lunch
program spending affected all segments of the program. Reductions
in reimbursement rates and delays in their inflation adjustment af-
fected all lunches, those provided free and at reduced price as well
as those served to students paying the full price. Congress provided
an offset to partially compensate schools serving large numbers of
free and reduced-price lunches. However, it rejected Administration
recommendations that all of the program savings come from reduc-
tions in Federal subsidies for paying for children’s meals. Some
narrowing of income eligibility for free and reduced-price lunches
also was included in the 1980 law, as was funding for grants to
States for training of school food workers and nutrition education
for students.
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Many of the changes enacted in the 1980 law were scheduled to
affect only FY 1981 spending. However, in 1981 a new administra-
tien’s budget and pressure for significantly greater reductions in
domestic program spending eliminated the likelihood of returning
to the pre-1981 funding status in FY 1982,

Responding to pressures for reductions in domestic spending,
Congress enacted another comprehensive budget measure in 1981:
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (OBRA) (P.L. 97—
35). Beginning in FY 1982, this law reduced overall domestic
spending by some $35 billion annually and child nutrition pro-
grams by $1.5 billion: For the school lunch program, this law made
changes that reduced funding by approximately $1 billion below
the level that would otherwise have existed in FY 1982.

The new Administration’s budget called for the elimination of all
cash and commodity support for lunches served to children not in
low-income families and for further narrowing of income eligibility
for free and reduced-price lunches. In effect, the Administration
wanted to make the school lunch program a low-income program
and eliminate its broad-based nutrition support for all school chil-
dren. Congress refused to eliminate Federal assistance for lunches
served to nonpoor children. The level of cutbacks demanded for
child nutrition programs by the congressional budget law, however,
resulted in substantial reductions in Federal support for lunches
served to nonpoor children. Lesser reductions were made in Fed-
eral support for free and reduced-price lunches. Additionally, the
level of commodity support for all lunches was reduced. Adminis-
tration proposals for cutting back on eiigibility for free and re-
duced-price lunches also were enacted. Nonfood programs also were
cut back by the termination of Federal assistance for the food
equipment assistance program and reductions in funding for the
nutrition education and training program.

The proportionately sharper reductions in funding for lunches
served to nonpoor children than for lower-income children, and the
elimination of program participation by private schools with high
tuitions indicated some sentiment for greater emphasis on the in-
come support features of the school lunch program. However, Con-
gress could easily have accomplished the OBRA funding reductions
by eliminating all Federal support for meals served to nonpoor chil-
dren. That it chose instead to make a variety of other program re-
visions to avoid this suggested continued congressional resistance
to the idea that at least some Federal support for the school lunch
program should not be available for all school children, regardless
of their family income.

This resistance was based largely on two beliefs: (1) The nutri-
tional benefits of the program shouid be available to all school chil-
dren, and (2) the elimination of Federal subsidies for paid meals
would lessen the financial viability of the program for all children,
since fewer paying children would participate. Hence, schools
would lose the revenues from children’s meal payments and would
face higher per unit meal costs because of the loss of the economies
of scale associated with broad program participation. Congress
maintained these positions in refusing to consider subsequent Ad-
ministration budgets that proposed the elimination of the
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nonincome tested portion of the school lunch program in each of FY
1983-1987.

Further congressional resistance to budgetary cutbacks in the
school lunch program was shown by a provision in the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. This Act ex-
empted the school lunch and other child nutrition programs from
the programs that were to have funding automatically reduced (or
sequestered) if its deficit reduction goals were not met.

After several years of trying to restore some of the cutbacks in
child nutrition program funding enacted in 1980 and 1981, Con-
gress finally passed the School Lunch and Child Nutrition Amend-
ments of 1986 (P.L. 99-591 and P.L. 99-661). Enacted separately
as amendments to the National Defense Reauthorization Act and
to the FY 1987 continuing appropriations law, the 1986 amend-
ments restored eligibility for school lunch program participation to
all private schools and permitted schools with lunch programs to
operate milk programs for children in kindergarten who do not
have access to lunch programs because they are in split session
programs.

The 1986 amendments and the subsequently enacted Commodity
Distribution Reform Act and WIC amendments of 1987 did not dra-
matically alter the nature of the changes or the degree of cutbacks
made to the school lunch program in 1980 and 1981. However, to-
gether with the protections afforded by the 1985 balanced budget
law, they signalled that Congress found further budgetary reduc-
tions in the school lunch program unacceptable.

The 1989 reauthorization law approved by Congress made a vari-
ety of changes to the school lunch program that were intended to
simplify programs operations.50 Continuing budget constraints and
the massive Federal debt limited the amount of new money that
could be provided for child nutrition programs. By and large, what
little new funding was available was focused on those programs
that targeted most of their benefits on the poor (e.g. school break-
fast, summer food service, and WIC). However, the Congress made
a number of changes to the school lunch program that were in-
tended to mitigate the administrative burdens placed on school
food operators due to more rigorous eligibility standards and proce-
dures mandated by the 1981 budget law. School food officials ar-
gued that these were denying eligibility to otherwise eligible chil-
dren because of mistakes on applications. The new law required
that only the social security number of the adult household mem-
ber applying for a free or reduced price meal for a child be included
in the application, instead of the names of all adult household
members, as was required under the 1981 law.

The 1989 law also contained provisions testing alternatives to in-
dividual meal counting and eligibility for free and reduced price
meals, and permitted schools to contact local food stamp or AFDC
offices’s to document that children were automatically eligible for
free lunches. Another provision intended to reduce administrative
burdens permitted schools to receive snack payments under the
school lunch program for after-school child care, instead of requir-
ing them to apply separately for such payments under the child

/

50 Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act of 1989, P.L. 101-147.
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care food program. For budgetary reasons, this provision was made
applicable only to those schools that already qualified for child care
food program snack payments for afterschool care.

The 1989 reauthorization law also responded to complaints from
school food operators about the existing accountability systems
used by Federal, State, and local officials to make sure that schools
were claiming appropriate meal reimbursements.51 A new provision
was added to require the USDA to develop a uniform accountability
system that would be foll i

more burdensome than the earlier system. Pressure was brought
on Congress to intervene with the USDA over these regulations
and legislation delaying the issuance of the new regulations was in-
troduced. After lengthy negotiations between the ASFSA, USDA,
and the Congress, however, a compromise was reached and legisla-
tive action was avoided. Discontent with the compromise review
system remains in some quarters.

The 1989 law also made a number of changes to the meal re-
quirements for school food programs. A provision added low-fat
milk to the type of milk that had to be oﬂ%red as part of a school
meal.52 Another provision. required the USDA to develop a publica-
tion, “Nutrition Guidance for Child Nutrition Programs”, which
was to be used by school food programs in their meal service pro-
grams. A Food Service Management Institute also was authorized
by this law, as were new training and technical assistance pro-
grams for school food personnel and administrators.

The following section provides information on the origin and de-
velopment of reimbursement rates and the special assistance (free
and reduced-price lunch) program. It also includes tables providing
a historical overview of program participation, reimbursement
rates, income eligibility standards, and Federal financial sulgport
fc;)r9 3the school lunch program from implementation through FY
1 .

2. Reimbursement Rates

Prior to 1972, Federal assistance for school lunch programs was
provided in the form of formula grants to the States. Funds were
distributzd to States on the basis of their proportion of U.S. stu-
dent enrollment and later (1962) on the basis of their proportion
of U.S. student participation in school lunch programs. There were
no guaranteed reimbursements or payments for each lunch served

$1The 1981 reconciliation law included provisions which increased accountability for school
meal programs by requiring schools to document and verify information on applications for free
and reduced price meals. Up until this time, schools could ask for verification of income reported
on a%plications only if they had reason to ili ad misreported their income
in order to qualify for free or reduced price lunches. The 1981 law necessitated more rigorous
oversight of school meal claims by the USD.’ in order to make sure that ungqualified children
were not receiving free or reducedyprice lunches, and that schools were not claimin the higher
meal reimbursements for those children's meals, According to the American School Food Service
Association (ASFSA), which represented school food program operators nationwide, the oversight
grocedures imrlementod by the USDA resulted in audits and reviews that were duplicative of

tate and local systems,

52The previous law allowed schools to offer all types of milk as part of a school lunch, but
required them to offer whole milk as an option,
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until 1972, when a guaranteed Federal basic reimbursement rate
of 6 cents per lunch was established. In 1973 Congress raised this
rate to 8 cents per lunch. Effective January 14, 1974 Congress in-
creased the national average rate to not less than 10 cents a lunch,
and legislative language was added requiring that the reimburse-
ment rate be automatically indexed to inflation. The law required
that rates be readjusted semiannually to reflect changes in the CPI
series for food away from home for the most recent 6 month period
for which data were available. Reimbursement rates for free and
regi.lceti-price lunches had similarly been guaranteed in 1972 (see
table 7).

For 1972, the free rate was set at 40 cents in addition to the
basic rate (i.e., 6 cents) for a total of 46 cents. The reduced-price
lunch rate was set at the difference botween the free rate and the
highest amount a school charged for reduced-price lunches. When
the section 4 rate was increased to 8 cents effective in 1973, the
total free and reduced-price rates r~flected the additional 2 cents
provided for basic assistance. Effective January 1974, when the 10
cents section 4 rate was established, the rates were set at not less
than 45 cents additional for free lunches and 10 cents less than
this free rate for reduced-price lunches. The rates were also subse-
quently to be readjusted semiannually to reflect changes in the CPI
series for food away from home. The reduced-price rate was again
changed in 1978 when it was set at 20 cents less than the free
lunch rate, with the exception that the reimbursement could be as
much as 10 cents higher if a State set a statewide reduced-price
lunch charge that was less than the national maximum allowable
charge of 20 cents.

Legislation enacted in 1980 lowered the general assistance (or
basic) reimbursement for all lunches by 2.5 cents (except in school
districts serving more than 60 percent of their lunches free or at
reduced-price). This change was enacted under the provisions of
the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1980 (P.L. 96—499). Other provi-
sions in this Act also eliminated the January 1, 1981, inflation ad-
justment and eliminated the extra (i.e., up to 10 cents) reimburse-
ment allowed for reduced-price lunches served in States that
charged less than 20 cents for such meals.

The following year, under the provisions of OBRA (P.L. 97-35),
further and more dramatic reductions were made in school lunch
reimbursement rates. These primarily affected the paid and re-
duced-price rates which were lowered by approximately 40 percent
and 25 percent, respectively. In addition, the maximum charge al-
lowed for a reduced-price lunch was raised from 20 to 40 cents per
lunch, to account for the commensurate reduction in the reduced-
price subsidy rates.

Tables 7 and 8 on the following pages provide information on the
growth in reimbursement rates since their implementation in 1972,
and the growth of Federal cash assistance for both the basic (sec-
tion 4) and special assistance (section 11) portions of the school
lunch program over the course of the program’s history.
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Paid .
Reduced-prce

Free

Paid

Reduced-pnce .. . ..

Free

Paid
Reduced-price
Free

Paid
Reduced-pnce
Free

Paid
Reduced-prce
Free

Paid
Reduced-pnce
Free

Paid
Reduced-pnce
Free

Paid
Reduced-pnee *
Free

Paid
Reduced-pnice
Free

Paid .
Reduced-price
Free

Paid
Reduced-pnce
Free

Paid
Reduced-pnce
Free
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1972
6 cents

+40 cents (46 cents} less the highest

charge for meals
+40 cents (46 cents)

1573
§ cents

+40 cents (48 cents) less the highest

charge for meats
+40 cents (48 cents)

1974
January-June
10 cents
+35 (45) cents
+45 (55) cents

1975
January-June
1175 cents
+42 5 (54 25) cents
+52 5 (54 25) cents
1976
January-June
125 cents
+46 75 (59 25) cents
+56 75 (69 25) cents

1977
January-June
1325 cents
+50 0 (63 25} cents
+60 0 {73 25) cents

1978
January-June
145 cents
+55 0 (69 5) cents
+650 (79 5) cents

1979
January-June
1575 cents
+51 50 (67 25) cents
+71 50 (87 29) cents

1980

January-June

1775 ceats

+59 50 (77 25) cents
+19 50 (97 25) cents

19814
January-june
160 cents
+63 5 (79 5) cents
+83 5 (99 5) cents
September 1981-June 1982+
105 cents
+58 75 (69 5) cents
+9875 (109 5) cents
July 1983-June 1984+
115 cents
+68 75 (80 25) cents
+108 75 (120 25) cents

July~December

11 cents

+395 (50 5) cents
+495 (60 5) cents

July-December
12.25 cents

+445 (56 75) cents
+54 5 (66 75) cents

July-December

13 0 cents

+485 (61 5) cents
+585 (71.5) cents

July-December
140 cents

+530 (67 0) cents
+630 (77 0) cents

July-December
1525 cents

+5825 (73 5) ceats
+68.25 (83 5) cents

July-December

17 0 cents

+56 25 (73.25) cents
+1625 (33.25) cents

July-December

1850 cents

+6350 (82 0) cents
+8350 (102 0) cents

July-September

1775 cents

+7150 (89 25) cents
+9150 (109.25) cents
July 1982-June 1983
110 cents

+64 0 (750) cents
+104 0 (1150) cents
July 1984-June 1985
120 cents

+735 (855) cents
+1135(1255) cents

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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TABLE 7.—SCHOOL LUNCH CASH REIMBURSEMENT RATES, CALENDAR YEARS 1972-1993 1. 2—

Continued

July 1985-lune 1986
Paid e o o 125 cents
Reduced-price .. . L . +7925 (80.25) cents
free L S +117.75(130.25) cents
July 1987-June 1988
Pald . e 13 5 cents
Reduced-price .. .. .. e +870 (100 5) cents
free . . .. - ... +127.0 (140.5) cents
July 1989-June 1990
Paid . .. e 1475
Reduced-price +985 (11325
fee .. . . ... .. . .. +1385(1535)
July 1991-June 1992
Paid . R AR 16.0
Reduced-pnce .. .. . .- +11025 (12625
free .. . . . e +150.25 (166 25)
July 1993-June 1994
Pad . . ... . 166
Reduced Price L. . +116001325
free . . . +156.0 1725)

July 1986-June 1987
130 cents

+825 (955) cents
+122 5 (1355} cents
July 1988—June 1989
140 cents

+92 25 (106.25) cents
+132.25 (146.25) cents
July 1990-June 1991
155

+104 75 (120 75)
+144 75 (160 75)

July 1992-June 1993
1625

+112.25 (1295)
+152 25 (169.5)

+ Higher rates are provided for Alaska and Hawau
2 Reimb t rates per
nated under the provisions of the Omnibus Recorcliation Act of 1980 1P L 96-439)

iy set and indexed semannually for ncieases i the CPI lanuary 1. 198!

_inflation adjustment was ehme-

\Beginning 1n 1979, the reduced-prce rate was lowered to 20 cents less than the free rate unless a State set a standard meal charge of
less than 20 cents for each such lunch. In that case. the reduced-prce e was to be the lower of either 10 cents less than the lree rate

+

was ted under the pi

of the difference between the free rate and the meal charge. This

of the Omnibus Reconcili-

atior Act of 1980 (PL 96-499). At that time all but five States and the Trust Terntones were recewing the higher reduced-puice payment.
agifective January 1, 1980, and through September 1981, the basic rate for all meals was reduced by 2.5 cents n all school distnets

where less than 60 percent of the lunches were served iree or at reduced puce This reduction was affected under the provisions of the Om-

mibus Reconciliatin Act of 1980 (PL 96-499) and was operative only through September 198 when the law was changed agan The Janu-

ary 1. 1981, inflation adjustment was eliminaled by this law.

<~Reflects changes enacted uncer the Ommibus Budget Reconciiation Act of 1981 (PL 97 35) Two cents additional aliowed for school dis-

tncts where 60 percent o more of meals are Served free and at reduced prce.

~Rate totals are 2 cents higher in school distcts where 60 percent o more cf the lunches are served free and at reduced pnce Rates

apply or one full school year from July to June
Source Federal Register Motice of payment rates for each of years 1972 1993

TABLE 8.—FEDERAL CASH ASSISTANCE FOR THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM !

{In thousands of dollars]

{ ,cal year 8asic (section 4)2

Special assistance
(section 11)

Total 2

$59.853
53 948
58 752
64 521
68.156
66.294
67.071
67 177
68.935
66.826
83.775
83708
93.794
93.647
93.628
98.680
108.537
120.793
130.413
139016
147.657
154.732
161.151
167.935

BEST COPY AVAILARLE
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$1.866
1958
4878
42.021
132012

$59.853
53.948
58.752
64.521
68.156
66.294
67.071
67.177
68.935
66.826
83.775
83.708
93.794
93.647
93.628
98.680
108.537
120.793
130 413
140.822
149.615
159610
203.172
300 007
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TABLE 8.—FEDERAL CASH ASSISTANCE FOR THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM 1—
Continued
[In thousands of doliars)

Fiscal year Basic (section 4)? Spe(c;;l:"aos::llalnce Total?

BT s i et e e e e e 225667 306,155 531.882
1972 . . 248.418 491,357 739.775
1973 ... . 324,102 555.307 879.409
1974 ... . U 407.923 681.540 1.089.463
1975 ... . e e 466.856 818.373 1,285,229
1976 o e [P 511.300 998.350 1.509.650
Q% Lo 125,786 192.642 218,428
1977 ... e . 561.674 1.105.251 1.666.925
1978 ... " 618.200 1.205.793 1.823.993
1979 ... 677.511 1.324.489 2.002.000
1980 oot 724.371 1.379.465 2.103.836
1981 e e 163675 1.608.800 23724715
1982 ... ... . 425.000 1.620.200 2.045.300
1983 e e .. 439.200 1.914.652 2.353.852
1984 ... . e 474.400 2.081.900 2.556.300
1985 . . 532.085 2.123.946 2.656.031
1986 . .. ... L e 524.195 2.191.468 2.715.663
1987 . o 541.500 2.255.700 2.797.100
1988 . ... ... ... e e .. 574.900 2,342,500 2.917.400
1989 . .. e 592.100 2.412.800 3.004.900
1990 .. . . - 622.000 2.588.900 3.210.800
199 . . e 658.700 2.866.800 3.525.500
1992 . .. . . e e —— 686.700 3.169.100 3.855.800

! Does not snclude ¢ ..modilies or cash ts 1 lieu of d Figures reflect budget authority for fiscal years 19471986 and
program levets for FY1987 through FY1992.

ZIncludes Federal revenues prowded under all of section 4. This includes the basic assistance provided for lunches served free o at re-
duced price which also recewe special assistance subsidies shown under column 2.

3Constant dollars for school lunch funding ower the course of {he Drogram history are shown in table 5 of this report.

4Although funding for the special assistance program was authorzed beginning 10 FY 1963, the program was not funded untl FY 1966

STranstion quarter—peniad Irom July | through September 30, 1976, just prior to the official change 10 the fiscal year from July 1
through June 30 to Octoder ! through September 30

Source US Department of Agnculture.

3. Free and Reduced-Price Lunches

In 1962 the law was amended (P.L. 87-823) to create a new sec-
tion 11 (special assistance) of the National School Lunch Act. This
new section authorized additional funds to States to promote school
lunch program operations in schools located in low-income areas.
Funds were to be provided to those school programs where large
numbers of children were unable to pay the cost of lunches. Such
funds were appropriated for the first time in FY 1966.

In 1970 the law was changed (P.L. 91-248) to allow any school
serving free or reduced-price meals to needy children to receive
special assistance funds. In addition, Congress directed the Sec-
retary to establish uniform guidelines for determining eligibility for
such free and reduced-price meals. The Secretary set these guide-
lines at 100 percent of the Federal poverty income level beginning
in January of 1971.

In 1972 Congress gave States the option to establish eligibility
for free lunches at 25 percent above the Secretary's guidelines (P.L.
92-433), and in 1978 Congress made this level mandatory and re-

uireC that income eligibility criteria be adjusted each July 1 using
the Federal poverty guidelines but updated through March for in-
flation (P.L. 95-627). In 1981, Congress eliminated the March in-
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flation update procedure and, to compensate, raised the free lunch
income standard to 130 percent of the new poverty guideline.53

The 1972 amendments had also set an optional level for reduced-
price lunches at 50 percent above the Secretary’s guidelines. This
was raised to an allowable level of 75 percent above the guidelines
in 1973 (P.L. 93-150) and was made mandatory at 95 percent
above them in 1975 (P.L. 93-326). The 1975 law also required that
reduced-price lunches be offered in all schools participating in the
program. In 1981, the reduced-price maximum eligibility level was
lowered to 185 percent of the Federal poverty income guideline.
Table 9 shows the growth in the poverty guidelines and income eli-
gibility levels for free and reduced-price lunches since 1971, when
uniform eligibility guidelines were first implemented. Table 10 pro-
vides information on the average monthly number of children par-
ticipating in the school lunch program for selected years from 1947
to 1992 by children receiving free and reduced-price lunches and
children receiving “paid” lunches. It shows that the share of free
and reduced-price participants in the program rose from one-fourth
in 1970 to more than one-half in 1983-1984 and since has fallen
slightly.

TABLE 9.—POVERTY GUIDELINES AND INCOME ELIGIBILITY FOR FREE AND REDUCED-PRICE
LUNCHES. 1971-1993

{Annuat income for a family of four]

Maumum income ehgidility

Poverty guiceline Free lunch Reduced pnce lunch

Janyary-June 1971 $3.720 $3 720 (100%) ¢ $3.720 (100%)
Juty 1971~june 1972 L. 83940 $3.940 (100%)? $3.940 (100%)
July 1972-$une 1973 $4.110 $4.110 (100%) ! $4.110 (100%)2
State option State option
125% = $5.140 150% = $6.160
July 1973-June 1974 $4.250 $4.250 (100%) $4.250 (100%) 3
State option State option State option
125% = $5.310 175% = $7.440
July 1974-june 1975 $4.518 $4.510 (100%) $4.510 (100%) 3
State option State option
125% = $5 640 175% = $7.900
July 1975—June 1976 $5.010 $5.010 (100%) $9770 (195%) ¢
State option begin Dec 1975
125% = $6.260
July 1976-}une 1977 $5.700 $5.700 (100%) 311,110 (195%)
State option
125% = $7.130
July 1977-une 1978 $6.090 $6.090 (100%) $11.880 (195%)
State option
125% = $7.610
July 1978-June 1973 $6.490 $6.490 (100%) $12.660 (195%)
State ophon
125% = $8.110
July 1979-june 1980 $7.150 $8.940 (125%) ° $13.940 (195%)
July 1980-December 1980 $8 200 $10.250 (125%) $15.990 (195%)
January 1981-Aug 19816 $7.450 $10.270 (125%) $15.490 (195%)

3 Prior to 1981, the law required special USDA poverty guidelines to be used in establishing
the eligibility criteria for free and re uced-price lunch participation. These guidelines were the
same as the Federal poverty income guidelines, except that they were updated by an additional
3 months tthrough March! each year. This March update was eliminated in the reconciliation
Jaw, and to offset the impact of this change, the free lunch eligibility cut-off level was raised
frorg l125 percent of the USDA poverty guideline to 130 percent of the Federal poverty income
guideline.




E

Q

74

TABLE 9.—POVERTY GUIDELINES AND INCOME ELIGIBILITY FOR FREE AND REDUCED-PRICE
LUNCHES, 1971-1993—Continued

[Annual income for 3 family of four)

Maxmum income eligibihity

Poverty guideline Free v sh Reduced pnce lunch

September 1981-June 1982 7 . $8.450 $10 990 (130%) $15.630 (185%)
July 1982-June 1983 . $9.300 $12.090 $17.210
July 1983-june 1984 . .. .. $9.900 $12.870 $18.315
July 1984—June 1985 . $10.250 $13.260 $18.870
July 1985-une 1986 .. $10.650 $13.845 $19.703
July 1986-June 1987 . : $11.000 $14.300 $20.350
July 1987-June 1988 . . $11.200 $14.560 $20.720
July 1988-June 1989 . . $11.650 $15 145 $21.553
July 1989-June 1990 $12.100 $15.730 $22 385
July 1990-June 1991 . $12.700 $16.510 $23495
July 1981-June 1992 $13.400 $17.420 $24.790
July 1992-June 1993 . $13.950 $18.135 $25.808
June 1993-July 1994 $14.350 $18.665 $26.548

tPriorty for free meats delermined on the hasis of neediest children at discretion of the State

28eginming s November, all children in famihies with incomes below the poverty guidelmes wete declared eligible {or free and reduced-
price meals States could offer free meals to childcen from lamilies with 1ncomes up to 125 percent of guidelines. and reduced-price meals to
chiidren from families with incomes up to 150 percent of guidelines.

* States could ofter reduced-price meals to chidren from fam:hies with incomes below 175 percent of guidelnes

SBegim - ecember 1975, States required to offer reduced-price meais to children from famities with tmcomes beiween 100 percent and

195 percent of guidelines. or 125 percent and 195 peicent of guidelines | Stale chose to provide free meals to children from families with
incomes up to 125 percert of guidehnes

$Stales required to set 125 percent of poverty guidelines as eligibilily level for free lunches

¢ Temporary change enacted under the Omnidbus Reconcihation Act of 1980 (PL 96-459) Provided for lower poverty guideline but allowed
$960 annual standard deduction. which s included v the maximum income ehgibility shown

?Change enacted under the Omnibus Budgel Reconcdiation Act of 1981 (PL 97-3%) Permanently lowered poverty guidehne. elirmnated
standard deduction and changed free eligibility to 130 percent. 3nd reduced-price eligibility to 185 percent of poverty guideline To date. per-
centages have remained the same

Source Federal Register for appropriale years

TABLE 10.-—CHILDREN PARTICIPATING IN THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM. SELECTED
YEARS 1947-19921

[In millions}

Free and reduced-
fiscar year Total? P:a'zlls"?::ﬁ‘:::':;' prce paricipants
{section 11)

50 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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TABLE 10.—CHILDREN PARTICIPATING IN THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM, SELECTED
YEARS 1947-1992 i—Continued

[l milhions)

free and reduced-
Paid lunch partici-
Fiscal year Total? price participants
pants (sectiori 4) (section 11}

1988 . e e e 242 128 113
1989 . PR . R %2 128 114

1990 . . . R 241 12.6 116
1991 . e e Ly 122 121
1992 .. - e e %6 117 130

1 Nine- month average mon, cipation
7Totals may not add due to rounding

Saurce. US Department of Agnculture Annual Statistical Review Food and Nulrtion Pograms FY 1981, and Food Program Updates

C. PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS AND EVALUATIONS

1. The School Nutrition Dietary Assessment Study

In October, 1993, the USDA issued a study conducted for it by
Mathmatica Policy Research, Inc. which examined participation in
the school lunch and breakfast programs, the nutrient content and
foods provided in school meals and the average dietary intake of
children in schools participating in programs. Data for the study
was collected from a nationally representative sample of schools
(545 schools) and students in those schools (3,350 students) during
February and May, 1992.

Based on the findings, a comparison was made of the nutrients
in foods in school meals to: (1) the existing meal requirements (one-
third of the Recommended Dietary Allowances for key nutrients);
(2) the USDA Dietary Guidelines for Americans for fat and satu-
rated fat; and (3) the National Research Council Diet and Health
Recommendations for sodium, cholesterol and carbohydrates.

The study found that the school lunch program was available to
92% of all children, and that overall, 56 percent of those to whom
the program was available participated in it. Of the children in
schools with a lunch program that did not participate: 18% brought
lunch from home; 11% bought a non-reimbursable, or a la carte
lunch at school; 4% ate lunch at home; and 7% ate no lunch.

The rate of participation in the program varied according to: ¢ -
dren’s ages (participation declined with age); whether children re-
ceived free or reduced price lunches (more likely to participate than
those paying the full-price); were male or female (more boys than
girls participated); and whether schools were located in rural or
urban areas (rural school participation was higher).

According to the study findings, 79% of children determined eligi-
ble for free lunches participated in the program; 71% of those eligi-
ble for reduced price lunches participated; and 45% of those who
were not eligible for free or reduced price lunches participated in
the paid, or so-called full price program. Participation among chil-
dren aged 6-10 was highest (66%) among the different age groups;
55% of those aged 11-14 participated; and the lowest participation
was among children aged 15-18 (40%). Fifty-nine percent of boys
participated in the program compared to 52% of girls.

The study found that virtually all schools offered lunches that ex-
ceeded the one-third RDA requirements for key nutrients, although

51 -
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there was some variation by sex and age in the consumption of
these nutrients.54 For example, girls aged 11-18 fell short of the
one-third of the iron requirement, boys aged 11-18 fell short of the
zinc requirement; and boys aged 15-18 fell short of the calories and
vitamin B6 requirement.

The study also found that national schoel lunches do not meet
the Dietary Guideline goals for fat and unsaturated fat. These
guidelines recommend that no more than 30% of calories consumed
by Americans come from fat, and that no more than 10% of calories
come from saturated fat. According to the study, the average levels
of fat in school lunches provided 38% of the calories from fat, and
15% of the calories from saturated fat. According to the study only
1% of schools offered lunches that provided 30% of calories from
fat, and only one school offered weekly lunch menus that met the
10% recommendation for saturated fats. In 44% of the schools,
however, the study found that at least one lunch offered provided
components that meet the 30% of calories from fat recommenda-
tion. These lunches provided less calories than average lunches,
and less than the one-third RDA requirement for school lunches.
According to the study, there was no significant difference in school
lunch participation between schools that offered meals with mod-
erate levels of fat (32-35% of calories from fat) and those offering
lunches with higher levels (i.e., above 35%). However, participation
rates were noticeably lower (6%) in schools offering meals that con-
tained 32% or less of their calories from fat than those in the mod-
erate fat range.s5

Measured against the National Research Council (NRC) targets
for cholesterol (not more than 100 milligrams), sodium (not more
than 800 milligrams), and carbohydrates (at least 55% of calories
from carbohydrates), the study found that school lunches met the
cholesterol content recommendation (88 milligrams), fell somewhat
short of the target for . rbohydrates (47%), and greatly exceeded
the target for sodium (1,479 milligrams).

The dietary assessment also examined the overall dietary intake
of students over a 24 hour period. It found that calories of most
students exceeded 111% of the RDA’s and that this varied little by
family income. The study also found that female students were
below the RDA for minerals and calcium. The 24 hour recall also
showed dietary intake of 34% of calories from fat (vs. 30% maxi-
mum), 13% of calories from saturated fat (vs. 10% maximum), 4300
milligrams of sodium (vs. 2400 maximum) and 53% of calories from
carbohydrates (vs. 55% minimum).

The study also compared the nutrient value of school lunches to
lunches not consumed through the program. It found that students
consuming school lunches consumed slightly higher levels of fat
(38% of calories from fat) than those who ate other lunches (37%).
It also found that school lunches compared slightly unfavorably in
carbohydrate content (47% of calories) to non-school lunches (48%),
although both fell short of the 55% of calories recommended by the
NRC. Similarly, neither school lunches nor non-school lunches met

54Key nutrients are: calories, protein, vitamin A, Vitamin C, Vitamin BS6, Calcium, Iron, and
Zinc,

5 This study summary does not specify the comparison in participation between high fat con-
tent lunches (i.e., above 35%) and low fat (below 32%) lunches.
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the NRC recommendations for sodium (800 milligrams); although
in this case, schoel funch sodium was slightly lower (1479 milli-
grams) than that contained in other lunches (1501 milligrams).

Overall, the study found that school lunch participants had high-
er intakes of vitamin A, calcium,and zinc than nonparticipants, but
lower intakes of vitamin C. However, lunch program participants
consumed higher proportions of their calories from fat and unsatu-
rated fat, and lower proportions of their calories from carbo-
hydrates than did nonparticipants. School lunch participants also
were twice as likely to consume milk as ~onparticipants, and
consumed more fruits, vegetables, meat, poultry and fish than
nonparticipants. This would help explain why program participants
have higher levels of zinc and vitamin A than non-participants, but
also why their fat and saturated fat levels are higher.

9. Child Nutrition Program Operations Study (1991, 1992 reports)

The Child Nutrition Program operations study is a multi-year
study of school nutrition program operations conducted upder con-
tract with the USDA by the Abt Associates to gather information
about programs in order to address various policy issues. The study
was designed to collect data from States and participating school
food authorities through arnual telephone surveys in the school
years 1988-89, 1989-90, and site visits in 1990-1991. The survey
is intended to examine specific issues raised by the USDA to help
formulate policy. Thus far the first and second reports of the study
have been released. These responded to questions raised about the
proportions of schools and children participating in the school
lunch and breakfast programs, information on average meal prices
and meal costs, and food donation program issues (e.g. “buy Amer-
jca” purchasing, child nutrition labeling, technical assistance, in-
ventory management, and satisfaction with State commodity agen-
cies); the nutrient content of meals, factors affecting school break-
fast participation by institutions, school meal counting systems.
food service management companies, food service program charac-
tiristics, and training and technical assistance for school food au-
thorities.

a. Second year report (1992)

The second year report of the Child Nutrition Operations study
examined lunch participation rates, meal charges and costs, food
donation program activities, and food and nutrient content. This re-
port found that 98% of school lunches were served in public
schools; 40% of these lunches were served free, 7% 3t reduced
price, and 53% paid. Most free lunches were served in public
schools, schools with high proportions of children eligible for free
and reduced price lunches, and schools operating both lunch and
breakfast programs. Among the children approved for lunches, 88%
participated in the free program and 716 participated in the re-
duced price program, and 46% in the paid lunch program. Accord-
ing to the study findings, the highest participation rates were in
schools with both lunch and breakfast programs, schools under
small school food authority administration, and schools with large
proportions of free and reduced price lunch participants. Participa-
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tion rates also were found to be greater-in elementary than in mid-
dle or secondary schools.

On average, meal charges for lunches in the 1989-90 school
years were 95 cents for paid lunches in elementary schools and
$1.06 in secondary schools. Reduced price lunch charges were fairly
consistent at all levels, averaging 38 cents. Meal costs generally
were highest in larger school food authorities. Nationwide, the av-
erage cost of producing a lunch was $1.67; when analyzed by school
food authority the average was $1.46. According to the study, food
costs represented 48% of the total meal cost; labor represented
40%, and 12% was due to the costs of supplies, contract services,
capital expenditures, storage and transportation, and indirect
charges by school districts. Federal reimbursements for free
lunches ($1.66 in the 1988-89 school year) were close to the aver-
age national cost ($1.67) of producing a lunch.

The study’s examination of the food donation program found that
nearly half of the school food authorities did not know about the
“Buy America” requirements in the Commodity Distribution Re-
form Act of 1987. The study also found that nearly one-fourth of
all schools surveyed had a six-month supply of at least one com-
modity; and that two-thirds of the excess inventories contained
flour, peanut butter, butter, dates/raisin/figs, honey, oil, and nuts.
Forty-five percent of the schools received, on a regular basis, end-
products containing commodities that listed the value of USDA
commodities in them; 25 percent never received this information.
Some 78% of school food authority managers reported that they
had excellent, or very good communications with the State agencies
distributing commodities to them, and 71% rated these agencies’
performance as excellent or very good.

The study also examined participation in the child nutrition la-
beling program. Under this program manufacturers may be ap-
proved to make claims about the contribution that their product
makes to the school meal pattern requirements. One-third of the
school food managers were unfamiliar with the labeling program:;
and two-thirds of those who knew about the program required it
for their program. The most commonly labeled items were meat,
poultry and seafood products. Some school food managers (35%) ex-
pressed concern about labeled products being more expensive, not
readily available, and potentially misleading in terms of overall
food and nutritional quality.

The child nutrition operations study also surveyed schools on the
nutritional content of meals and foods offered. Overall it found that
the nutrient content of meals was greater in middle and secondary
schools than in elementary schools. Meals served to those aged 4-
10 years old were found to contain one-third of the Recommended
Dietary Allowance (RDA), which is the required level for school
lunches, for all nutrients. Those served to 11-14 year-olds were
found to meet the one-third RDA for all nutrients except calories
and vitamin B6 for males, and iron for females, In middle and ele-
mentary schools, meals provided slightly less calories than were
nced?d by males, and slightly more calories than were needed by
females.

This study also compared school }unches against the Dietary
guidelines for fat and saturated fat, and against the national Re-
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serrch Council’s recommendations for sodium. The study findings
matched those of the previously summarized School Nutrition Die-
tary Assessment Study. The mean proportion of calories from fat
in school lunches was 38%, compared to the 30% recommended by
the Dietary Guideli. . Similarly, school lunches provided 15% of
calories from saturated fat, instead of the recommended 10%.

Finally, the child nutrition operations study examined the effect
that not selecting a meal component or not consuming a component
(so-called plate waste) had on the nutritional content of meals. It
found that overall, the nutrient density of meals selected was com-
parable to that of meals offered. An exception to this ’vas in the
iron density of meals selected by females. The study identified this
as an appreciable problem which suggests that females rejected
items containing iron-rich foods.

According to the second year report findings, all children wasted
some food. This did not affect the nutrient value of meals consumed
in middle and high schools, however, it did affect the nutrient con-
tent of meals consumed by children in elementary schools. The
study found that elementary school children tended to consume less
of the food they selected than older kids and that this lowered the
nutri- nt content of their meals significantly. This did not lower the
fat contents of elementary school children’s lunches, although it did
bring the sodium levels closer to the NRC recommended level. Fi-
nally, the study found that the majority of children accepted all of
the meal components. Overall, 75% of elementary school students
and 90% of middle and secondary school students accepted all of
the items offered.

b. First year report (1991)

Like the second year report, the first year report of the child nu-
trition program operations study examined school lunch and break-
fast participation rates, meal prices and meal costs. Its findings in
these areas were not markedly different from those in the second
year report. In response to specific study requests by the USDA the
first year study also examined food donations programs, school
breakfast participation by institutions, school meal counting sys-
tems, food service management cornpanies, training and technical
assistance, and food service program characteristics.

The forty-four States that completed the survey were involved in
processing USDA commodities into various end-products. The most
frequently processed products were cheese, flour, oil, chicken and
turkey. Eighty-four percent of the States used fee-for service sys-
tems, 76 percent used rebate systems, and 66 percent used value
pass-through systems. Half of the States responding processed com-
modities at the State level, another one-third had both State and
local processing and the other one-third left processing to the local
school foed authority, or did not process at all.

According to the first year report ninety percent of school food
authorities received donated commodities under the USDA food do-
nation program. Eighty-four percent of these school food authorities
identified their commodity preferences either by directly ordering
from the States through state surveys, or special meetings or com-
Inittees. The remaining 16 percent reported that they did not com-
municate their preferences to the State commodity agencies.
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Most school food authorities reported that commodities were de-
livered in acceptable condition. Only 17% reported receiving some
off-condition commodities. The most commonly cited problems
among those reporting them were with dairy products, fruit, and
poultry. Thirty percent of the schools reporting that they received
commodities in more usable form through processing indicated that
they initiated at least one processing agreement themselves; 68
percent reported that they purchased end-products under State or
national processing agreements.

Reports by the USDA Inspector General of continuing problems
vith school lunch meal accountability and claiming procedures
prompted the FNS to ask for an examination of school meal count-
ing systems. The study found that over two-thirds of the school
food authorities required schools to use a mechanism for counting
meals served by number and by reimbursement category. Over half
of the schools uses coded tickets to indicate a child’s eligibility sta-
tus and forty-six percent gave lists to cashiers that identified the
eligible children by name. According to the study findings, most
school food authorities (85%) monitored schools for meal counting
accuracy; nearly all of these compared meal counts against ap-
proved free and reduced price meal applications for each reimburs-
able category. About 72 percent compared meal counts to attend-
ance records.

Because of the rising use of food service management companies
to run school food programs, the study examined the use of these
companies. It reported that 7 percent of the school food authorities
(1,011) used a food service management company during the re-
ported year. Most of these companies were given responsibility for
the full operation cf the programs—including selection of vendors,
menu planning and development, price setting, delivery scheduling
and food specifications. The most common payment system was a
flat administrative fee, although some school food authorities used
a per meal rate payment system. School boards almost always
made decisions about using a food service management company.

Most school food authorities bid competitively for most or all of
their food purchases; some used competitive bids only for large
order items, like bread, milk and ice cream. About one-quarter of
the food authorities never used competitive bids. Twenty-three per-
cent of school food authorities reported that they bought foods
through purchasing cooperatives; the most commonly reported
items purchased were canned goods, stapies, and frozen foods.

Kitchen tacilities varied considerably among school food authori-
ties, according to the study findings. Most schools (55%) used only
on-si * kitchens; 22% used one or more base kitchens or a central
kitchen to prepare meals for satellite or receiving kitchens. Some
combination of both systems were used by 23 percent of the school
feod authorities. Most meals served through the school meal service
programs were prepared and served in bulk to children passing
through a cafeteria line. Sixty-four percent of the schools reported
this type of preparation and service; 11 percent used bulk meal
service in combination with some type of prepackaged meal service;
10 percent used pre-packaged exclusively. According to the study,
some 28 percent of school food authorities used their food service
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. facilities for other programs, like the elderly food program, day care
centers, and summer food service program.

The first year report also looked at alternative food choices in
school meal programs. It found that children in middle and second-
ary schools have considerably more choices of foods (including a la
carte options) than those in elementary schools. Vending mactiines
and snack bars also were more prevalent in middle and secondary
schools than in elementary schools. Finally, the study found that
off-campus meal privileges were not widely available to children in
elementary, middle or secondary schools.

3. National Evaluation of School Nutrition Programs (NESNP)

The National Evaluation of School Nutrition Programs (NESNP),
conducted under a USDA-supported contract, included among its
objectives a determination of school lunch participation factors, and
the impact of the program on participating students and their fami-
lies. The study was begun in October 1979 in response to a con-
gressional demand (S. Res. 90) that the school lunch and other
school nutrition programs be examined. A summary of its major
findings, The National Evaluation of School Nutriticn Programs,
Final Report—Executive Summary, was published in April 1983.

The summary reported that in the fall of 1980, the program was
available in schools serving 98 percent of all children in public
school, but that only 60 percent of public school children received
school lunches. There were 1,700 public schools, with an enrollment
of approximately 1 million children, which did not offer the pro-
gram. Such schools tended to serve more higher-income families
than did schools witk lunch programs. Also, schools not participat-

ing in the lunch program had substantially higher pros;ortions of

white students (93 percent) than schools with school
grams (75 percent).

As a general rule, in schools with school lunch programs partici-
pation was the highest for students from families with the lowest
quartile ($12,250) and per capita income, and for students from
large families (i.e., five or more members) and from single-parent
families. The participation rate also was substantially higher for
black, Hispanic, and other minority students than for white stu-
dents, although two-thirds of the program participants were white.

An examination of the impact of the lunch program on family
food expenditures showed that the school lunch program was very
efficient in supplementing family food expenditures. Families in the
program did not reduce their food purchases, and the program ap-
peared to increase the amount and quality of food available to fam-
ilies. An analysis of the comparable worth of school lunch program
benefits showed that families would have had to increase their cash
income by $9 to $10 to achieve the same food value through higher
food spending as was provided by $1 through school lunches.

The NESNP summary reported nutritional benefits of the pro-
gram. It found that students who received lunches through the pro-
gram had higher intakes of energy and more nutrients (vitamins
A and B6, calcium, anc magnesium) than students who ate other
lunches. Additionally, over a 24-hour period, nutrient intake for
school lunch participants was found to be greater than that for
nonparticipating children. The differences in intake were accounted
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for by the higher nutritional value of the school lunch program
meals. These higher nutrient intakes were found in all age and
population groups examined. The study found that the beneficial
nutritional impact of the program was the same for all income
groups of children participating. The positive results of the pro-
gram were found to be comparable among low-, middle-, and upper-
income children.

Because other factors such as the child’s sex, ethnic background,
and parent’s height and weight influence them, it is difficult to
evaluate the full extent of the school lunch program’s impact on
growth. The NESNP. found no discernible effect from school lunch
program participation upon height. However, children in intermedi-
ate and secondary schools who participated in the program an av-
erage of 5 days a week were found to weigh slightly more than stu-
dents who participated less frequently. As was the case for nutrient
intake, height and weight measures did not vary with income sta-
tus.

According to the NESNP, the biggest determinant of school lunch
program participation was meal price. Holding all other factors
constant, students who paid higher prices participated in the pro-
gram less frequently than students who paid lower, or no price at
all, for their lunches. The responsiveness of participation to price
was found to vary by the price level; the higher the basis price, the
gr ater the rate of reduction in participation. For example, at a
price of 40 cents, a 10 percent (or 4 cent) increase in price was
equated with a 5 percent decrease in participation. However, at a
price of 60 cents, a 10 percent (or 6 cent) increase reduced partici-
pation by 7.5 percent.

4. NESNP II—Characteristics

In the 1983-84 school year, th~ USDA collected data on students
and schools participating in the schoecl lunch program. This was a
follow-up to the NESNP and is ¢ ‘ten referred to as NESNP II.56 It
examined the characteristics of students and their families with ac-
cess to the school lunch program.

The NESNP II reported that in the 1983-84 school year, the
school lunch program was available to 38.8 million children, just
under 99 percent of all public school students. Program participa-
tion was judged as eating one or more school lunche¢. during the
5-day survey period. Seventy-eight percent of chiluren observed
were found to be “participants” by this measure. Two patterns
emerged from the participation data. Younger students were more
likely to participate than older students, and students who received
free lunches participated in the program most frequently, followed
by students receiving reduced-price lunches. Participation was low-
est for children in the “full”-price (or paid) lunch category. Nearly
88 percent of all children in grades 1-3 participated in the lunch
program at least once a week. This rate fell to 61 percent for chil-
dren in grades 10—12. Over 96 percent of children classified as eli-
gible for free lunches participated in the lunch program at least
once a week; reduced-price lunch children showed a 91 percent par-

*«U.S. Dept. of Agriculture Food and Nutrition Service. Office of Analysis and Evaluation.
Characteristics of the National School Lunch and School Breakfast Program Participants. Janu.
ary 1988,
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ticipation rate. The percentage of full-price children participating
in the program at least once a week was 69 percent. The highest
participation rate was among children in grades 1-3 who were eli-
gible for free lunches. Conversely, children in grades 10-12 who
paid full price for their lunches participated at the lowest rate, 55
percent.

Eighty-four percent of children eligible for free lunches and 71
percent of children eligible for a reduced-price lunch participated in
the program five times a week. Only 4 percent of children eligible
for free lunches did not participate at all. Full-price (or paid) lunch
children participated either 5 days a week (40 percent) or not at
all (31 percent). Across all meal categories, 60 percent of children
participated in the lunch program four or five times a week, and
23 percent never participated.

The data collected during the survey period showed that only 83
percent of free meals were served to children from families with in-
comes below 130 percent of the poverty level (the income cut-off
Jevel for free meal eligibility). According to this data, 10 percent of
the free meals should have been served at reduced price, and 8 per-
cent should have been served at full price. Among the reasons for
the discrepancies, the report suggested misclassification of eligi-
bility and survey timing (some family incomes may have changed
after the initial eligibility certification) and the possibility that in-
come or price status was misreported in the survey questicnnaire.

The USDA alsc found that some children were being over-
charged, according to family income data. One-third of the children
receiving reduced-price lunches were income eligible for free
lunches, based on the income reported in the questionnaire. The re-
port said children eligible for free lunches were sometimes classi-
fied for reduced-price lunches or were being charged the full price.
The former may be explained by mistakes in the application or eli-
gibility determinations; the latter by inappropriate eligibility deter-
minations or refusal to apply.

Fifteen percent of reduced-price lunches were served to children
who did not qualify for either free or reduced-price lunches, accord-
ing to the information reported. Some 22 percent of children receiv-
ing full-price lunches reported income that qualified them for free
or reduced-price lunches. It was not possible to discern how many
of these children had been declared ineligible to receive free or re-
duced-price lunches, or had simply not applied. However, data col-
lected on children whose family income qualified them for a free or
reduced-price lunch, but who did not receive such lunches, showed
that among those who were potentially eligible but did not apply
for benefits, 70 percent of the parents thought they were ineligible,
and 30 percent believed they were eligible but did not want to
apply for various reasons (¢.g., they did not believe in government
“hand-outs,” or did not want the schools or others to know that
they were poor). A large proportion of free meals were served to
children with family incomes well beluw the income eligibility level
of 130 percent of the poverty guideline; 29 percent of the children
receiving free meals reported family :ncome below 50 percent of
this level. The families of 16 percent of all children receiving school
lunches also received food stamps; but nearly 50 percent of the chil-
dren receiving free lunches were in tood stamp households.
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Family composition data also were compiled in the NESNP Ii. It
showed that of all school lunches served: 21 percent were served
to children from one-parent, female-headed families; 1.4 percent
were served to children from one-parent, male-headed families; and
almost 78 percent of lunches were served to children from two-par-
ent families. These proportions shift when the family composition
is examined by the type of lunch served. For free lunches, just
under 42 percent were served to children in families headed by a
female, while 1.5 percent were served to children in families head-
ed by a male and just under 57 percent were served to children in
two-parent families. Converszely, 10 percent of full-price meals were
served to children from sne-parent female-headed families; and
88.5 percent were served to children from two-parent families.

II. ScHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM
A. PROGRAM SUMMARY AND DESCRIPTION

The school breakfast program is permanently authorized under
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966. It provides Federal funds to assist
States in providing breakfasts to children in schools and residential
child care institutions. The program must operate on a nonprofit
basis and must serve breakfasts that meet nutritional criteria set
by the Secretary of Agriculture. Federal funding exceeded $800 mil-
lion in FY 1992 and is expected to approach $900 million in FY
1993. Funds go to States (usually State educational agencies) ac-
cording to a legislatively mandated reimbursement rate (subsidy
rate) for each breakfast served. The rate, which varies according to
the family income of the child taking the meal, is adjusted each
July 1 to reflect the increase in the CPI series for food away from
home. Further, higher reimbursements are available to schools de-
termined to be in “severe need.”s7 In March 1993, the program op-
erated in 50,600 schools and residential institutions. compared to
92,900 schools and residential institutions with schc»l lunch pro-

ams.

In FY 1993, an average of 5.6 million children are estimated to
have participated in the school breakfast program. A large majority
of these children (84 percent) received free meals. Eleven percent
received “paid” breakfasts, for which there is no income test, and
the remaining 5 percent received reduced-price breakfasts. Free
breakfasts are available to children from families with incomes at
or below 130 percent of the Federal poverty income guidelines and,
in the 1993-94 school year, are subsidized at a rate of 96.0 cents
(regular program) per breakfast or 1.1425 cents (severe-need
schools). Reduced-price breakfasts are available to children from
families with incomes between 130 percent and 185 percent of the
poverty guideline and for the 1993-94 school year are subsidized
at a rate set at 30 cents below the free rate. Reduced-price rates
for the 1993-1994 school year are 66.0 cents (regular program) and
84.25 cents (severe-need schools). Paid breakfasts for the 1993
1994 school year are subsidized at a rate of 19 cents per breakfast.
There is no “severe-need” rate for paid breakfasts. Commodity as-

*7Schools may apply for “severe-nee” reimbursements if they serve 40 percent or more of their
lunches free and at reduced price and regular funding is not sufficient to cover prograr. costs.
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sistance is not mandated for the breakfast program, although
bonus commodities commonly are made available to it.

B. LEGISLATIVE AND PROGRAM HISTORY

1. Early years, 1966-1974

Initially authorized as a 2-year pilot project, the school breakfast
program was established in law by the Child Nutrition Act of 1966
(P.L. 89-642) but not given permanent authorization for appropria-
tions until 1975. In its first year the program served 80,000 chil-
dren at a Federal cost of $573,00C. The original legislation provided
for grants-in-aid to States. States were required to disburse grant
funds to schools accordirg to a rate per meal or other appropriate
method prescribed by the Secretary. However, first consideration
for program implementation was to be given to schools in poor
areas and in areas where children had to travel a great distance
to school. Federal funds were to help pay food costs but could not
be used for labor costs. In cases where the rates established by the
Secretary were insufficient to carry out a prcgram, Congress per-
mitted extra payments, but limited the total subsidy to 80 percent
of all operating costs. The 1968 amendments (P.L. 90-302) ex-
tended program authority through FY 1971.

Public Law 92-32, enacted in 1971, extended the breakfast pro-
gram through FY 1973. This law increased the number of schools
that could be given priority consideration for the program by in-
cluding those with a special need to improve the nutrition and die-
tary practices of children of working mothers and children from
low-income families. Additionally, the 1981 law allowed the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to pay 100 percent of the operating costs of
a program in cases of severe need and provided that eligibility for
free and reduced-price breakfasts was to be based on the same in-
come eligibility guidelines as used in the school lunch program.

In 1972, P.L. 92-433 extended the authorization for the break-
fast program through FY 1975 This law authorized the Secretary
to make payments directly to schools or residential institutions
where educational agencies were prohibited from making such pay-
ments (e.g., in private schools). But more importantly, the 1972 Act
required the Secretary to establish national average payments to
States for each breakfast served. These were to vary depending
upon whether the meal was served free, at a reduced pric , or at
a “regular” paid rate.

The 1973 amendments to the Child Nutrition Act (P.L. 93-150)
ended the practice of having the Secretary determine subsidy rates.
In tnis law Congress established minimum Federal reimbursement
rates: 8 cents for each paid breakfast, 15 cents for each reduced-
price breakfast, and 20 cents for each free breakfast. In cases of
schools with severe need, a maximum payment of up to 45 cents
was authorized for free breakfasts. The law directed that these
rates be adjusted semiannually each July 1 and January 1, accord-
ing to changes in the CPI series for food away from home.

2. Permanent Program, 1975-1979

In the 1975 amendments to the Child Nutrition Act (P.L. 94-105)
the authorization for appropriations for the school breakfast pro-
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gram was made permanent. This legislation included a statement
that Congress intended the program to “be made available in all
schools where it is needed to provide adequate nutrition for chil-
dren in attendance.” It required the Secretary to report plans for
breakfast program expansion and to undertake a program of infor-
mation to further the intent of Congress.

The 1977 amendments (P.L. 95-166) required each State edu-
cational agency to establish eligibility standards for special assist-
ance to schools with severe need. In zddition, the maximum reim-
bursement for free and reduced-price breakfasts in severe-need
schools was increased to the higher of (1) 10 cents above the regu-
lar reimbursement for free breakfasts or (2) 45 cents plus an infla-
tion adjustment. This law also set the reimbursement rate for re-
duced-price breakfasts at 5 cents below the rate for free breakfasts.

In the 1978 amendments (P.L. 95-627), Congress set criteria
that States were to use in determining which schools qualified for
severe-need assistance. Under these standards, severe-need schools
included: all schools in States which required breakfast programs
statewide; those schools that served at least 40 percent of their
school lunches free or at reduced prices; and those in which the
normal rate of reimbursement for breakfasts fell short of program
costs. The provision requiring severe-need reimbursement in all
schools in a State with a so-called breakfast program mandate was
added to encourage greater participation in the program.

3. Budget Reductions and Attempted Restorations, 1980-1985

In 1980, comprehensive legislation enacted to reduce overall Fed-
eral spending included provisions that lowered income standards
used for eligibility for free and reduced-price meals, as well as meal
reimbursement rates. Under the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of
1980 (P.L. 96-499) Congress ended the practice of semiannuzl in-
flation adjustments of reimbursement rates for all meals served
under child nutrition programs, including breakfasts. It substituted
a system of annual inflation adjustments, starting July 1, 1981
(and eliminated the scheduled January 1, 1981, adjustment). This
law also prohibited commodity assistance, previously offered to
school breakfast programs at a per meal rate of 3 cents per meal.

Further, the 1980 reconciliation act changed the income stand-
ards for free and reduced-price meals. Under previous law the Fed-
eral poverty income guidelines, which reflect price inflation
through December of the past year, had been adjusted by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to reflect price inflation through March. The
Secretary issued the annual income eligibility criteria for free and
reduced-price meals each July 1 based on these updated guidelines.
The new law eliminated the March update procedure and added a
standard income deduction to mitigate some of the effect that this
charl1ge was expected to have on free and reduced-price income eli-
gibility.

The following year more substantial reductions in assistance to
child nutrition programs were enacted under another comprehen-
sive budget reduction law, the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act
of 1981 (P.L. 97-35), often called OBRA. This law significantly low-
ered reimbursement rates for paid and reduced-price breakfasts be-
ginning on September 1, 1981, and changed income eligibility cri-
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teria for free or reduced-price meals served under all child nutri-
tion programs. The reimbursement rate for breakfasts was reduced
by 8 cents per paid breakfast, and by 25 cents for most reduced-
price breakfasts (see table 12 for historical record of reimbursement
rates), and the maximum allowable charge for a reduced-price
breakfast was raised from 10 to 30 cents. The income eligibility
cut-off level for reduced-price breakfasts (and other income-tested
child nutrition programs) was lowered from 195 percent to 185 per-
cent of the poverty guideline. Additionally, eligibility for both free
and reduced-price meals was lowered by eliminating the standard
income deduction that had been established in the 1980 law. Con-
gress also eliminated the provision of severe-need rate reimburse-
ments for all meals served in schools with a statewide mandate for
breakfast programs.

Congress tried several times to restore funding to various child
nutrition programs in the years following the OBRA’s enactment.
Legislation (H.R. 7) providing for restoration of the 1980 and 1981
cutbacks in school breakfast reimbursements was passed by the
House in 1984 and by both the House and Senate in 1985. How-
ever, the Senate did not consider the 1984 House bill, and in 1985,
agreement on the differences between the bills was not reached.

4. Program Restorations and Expansion, 1986-1993

In 1986, the House and Senate reached agreement on the School
Lunch and Child Nutrition Amendments. Enacted twice at the end
of the 99th Congress as amendments to the Continuing Appropria-
tions law (P.L. 99-591) and to the National Defense Reauthoriza-
tion Act (P.L. 99-661), these laws added 3 cents in cash to the re-
imbursement rates for school breakfasts. Congress also restored 3
cents worth of commodity assistance to breakfast programs, pro-
vided commodities were available from USDA holdings. Further, it
required the Secretary of Agriculture to change the meal pattern
requirements so as to improve the nutrients in the breakfast pro-
gram. Both the reimbursement rate increase and the revision of
nutrition requirements were predicated on the findings of a USDA
study (National Evaluation of School Nutrition Programs) that
showed breakfasts served under the program to be low in nutrient
content.

In August of 1988, Congress passed the Hunger Prevention Act
of 1988 (P.L. 100-435), which again increased the cash subsidy for
meals served under the school breakfast program by an additional
3 cents.

For most of the breakfast program’s history only about 30 to 40%
of the schools participating in the lunch program also operated
breakfast programs. Congressional efforts to expand the program’s
reach and coverage traditionally focused on increasing meal sub-
sidies, as was true with the 1986 and 1988 legislation. In general,
this tended to increase participation in the schools that already op-
erated programs, rather than substantially increase the number of
schools participating. In May, 1988, there were 38,700 schools par-
ticipating in the school breakfast program. While this represented
an increase in the number of schools participating (about 3,800
more than in FY 1985), the proportion of breakfast program schools
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remained at 43% of the 90,600 schools participating in the school
lunch program.

In 1989, Congress approved a new “School Breakfast Start-up”
program to focus Federal support on those schools without pro-
grams. The Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act of 1989
(P.L. 101-147) required the Secretary of Agriculture to award
grants to States, on a competitive basis, to help schools with the
costs of initiating new breakfast programs. The law authorized $3
million in FY 1990 and $5 million for each of fiscal years 1991
1995 for this purpose. Among the conditions set for receiving
grants was a school’s promise to continue operating a program for
at least three years after receiving grant funds. Following the initi-
ation of the start-up program the number of participating breakfast
program schocls shot up. By March of 1993, the number of schools
participating in the breakfast program had risen to 54,900, or
16,200 more schools than participated in May, 1988. An estimated
60% of the schools operating lunch programs in FY 1993 also were
operating breakfast programs—a marked contrast from the one-
third to forty percent of lunch program schools that had partici-
pated in the breakfast program for most of its history. Many at-
tribute the dramatic increase in the number of schools participat-
ing to the authorization of school breakfast start-up funding, which
will expire at the end of FY 1994 unless Congress takes action to
extend it.

The following tables provide data on funding and participation
for the school breakfast program from 1967 through 1992 and reim-
bursement rates for each of the years since 1973, when reimburse-
ment rates were implemented.

TABLE 11.—SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM—FUNDING AND PARTICIPATION

Average daily participation t

Program lev-
els2 (in thou-
"Paid” meals sands}

Fiscal year

Reduced pnce
Totat free meats meals

80.000 360000 . ... .. 20.000 $573
200.000 3100000 ... ... 100.000 2.000
300.000 3200.000 . . 160.000 5.540
600.000 3400000 .. .. 200.000 10.870

1.000.000 800000 .. ..... 200,000 20.140
1.100.000 3600.000 ... ... 200.000 24422
1.300.000 1.100.000 30.000 170.000 37,002
1.500.000 1.200.000 20.000 280.000 58,521
2.000.000 1.600.000 50.000 350.000 83.000
2.300.000 1.%00.060 70.000 330.000 116.500
2.100.000 1.700.009 80.000 320.000 16.963
2.600.000  2.100.000 100.000 400.000 144.076
2800.000  2.200.000 140.000 460.000 184,269
3.300.000  2.500.000 200.000 500.000 230.200
3.567.000  2.757.000 251.600 558.400 288300
3.810.000  3.050.000 250.000 510.000 339.100
3.320.000  2.800.000 160.000 360.000 319.400
3.360.000  2.870.000 150.000 340.000 345,400
3.430.000  2.910 000 150.000 370.000 365.000
3440000  2.830.000 160.000 400.000 407.000
3.500.000  2.930.000 160.000 410.000 405.000
3.610.000  3.010.000 170.000 430.000 468.300
3.680.000  3.030.000 180.000 470.000 473.200
3.810.000  3.110.000 190.000 510.000 513.000
4.070000  3.300.000 220.000 550.000 591.500
4440000  3.610.000 250.000 580.000 693.800
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TABLE 11.—SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM—FUNDING AND PARTICIPATION—Continued

Average daily participation ! Program tev-

els? (in thou-
“Paid” meals sands)

fiscal year Reduced pnce

Total Free meals meals

1992 ... . .. . e 4920000  4.050.000 260.000 600.000 801.200

1 Nine month average. Oclober thiough May plus September to match fiscal years from 1377 onward (rounded).

2Program funding 15 obhigations plus any donated from other accounts. Constant dollars are Shown in terms of the FY 1988
value of dollars based on changes 1 the CPl series for Food Away From Home.

3Free and reduced-prce participation not seported separately for these yeas

#Transition quacter—pernod from July 1, 1976, through Seplember 30, 1976, just prior to the ofhcial change n the fiscal year 1om July 1
through June 30 to October 1 through September 30.

Source: US. Department of Agnculture. Food and Nutntion Service budget documents and appropriations heanngs for vanous years.

TABLE 12— <CHOOL BREAKFAST REIMBURSEMENT RATES, 1973-1993

[t cents per breakfast]

Reduced-price meals Free meals

Eitective dates Schoals with
severe need

total

Schools with
severe need
totat

Regular pro-
gram total

Regutar pro-
gram total

1973

July-December . 2300 28 00

1974
January-June . . A . 2475 2950
July-December . .. . L 2525 30.75
1975
fanuary-june e 2675 3250
July-December . . . . . 2800 34.00
1976
January-June R 2900 35.25
July-December . 3000 3650

1977

Jansary-June . I . . 3075 3750
July-December . . . 3225 3925

1978
January-June L e 3325 4025
July-December S . 3475 42.25
1979
January-June . . . o 2 3650 4450
July-December ... . .. . 1350 3900 4725

1980
Jansary-June .. . . . 4050 4925
July-December . . 42 50 5200

1981
Jansary-June ! . . . 42 50 5200
July-August? . 46 50 5700

16811982

September 1981-June 1982 . . : 28.50 5700
1982-1983

July 1982-June 1983 3000 60.00

1983-1984
July 1983-June 1984 . 3275 6275

1984-1985
July 1984-June 1985 3550 6550

19851986
juiy 1985-June 1986 3800 6800
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TABLE 12.—SCHOOL BREAKFAST REIMBURSEMENT RATES, 1973—1993—Continued
{in cents per breakfast)

Reduced-price meals free meals

Etfective dates Schools with
Regular pro-
severe need
gram total total

Schoots with
severe need
total

Regular pro-
gram total

1986-1987

July 1986-lune 1987 . 1025 075 5500 7075 8500
19871988

July 1987-lune 1988 . 1350 625 6125 7625 9125
1983-1989 '

July 1988-lune 1989 1400 4925 6475 7925 975
1989-1990

July 1989-June 1990 1750 56 00 72,00 800 10200
1990-1991

Suly 1990-June 1991 1825 5975 775 8975 10675
1691-1992

July 1991-June 1992 . 1850 6275 8025 275 1025
1992-1993

July 1992 -June 1993 1875 6450 8225 9450 112.25
19931994

July 1993-June 1994 1900 6600 84725 9600 11425

tanuary through jure 1981 same as luly through December 1980 because of eisminalion of Janvary 1. 1981, intlation adjustment 25 pro-
vided under Pt 96-493

?Rates effective before implementation of OBRA of 1981 (PL 97 35)

SRales eftechive because of changes enacted under the OBRA of 1981 L 97 39)

Source US Department of Agriculture. food and Nutntion Service Fede:al Register. Motices of reimbursement rates for selected years
C. PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS AND EVALUATIONS

1. The School Nutrition Dietary Assessment Study

In Getober, 1993, the USDA issued a study conducted for it by
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. which examined participation in
the school lunch and breakfast programs; the nutrient content and
foods provided in school meals and the average dietary intake of
children in schools perticipating in programs. Data for the study
was collected from a nationally representative sample of schools
(545 schools) and students in those schools (3,350 students) during
February and May, 1992.

Based on the findings, a comparison was made of the nutrients
in foods in school meals to: (1) the existing meal requirements (one-
third of the Recommended Dietary Allowances for key nutrients);
(2) the USDA Dietary Guidelines for Americans for fat and satu.
rated fat; and (3) the National Research Council Diet and Health
Recommendations for sodium, cholesterol and carbohydrates.

The study found that the breakfast program was available to
slightly more than one-half of the nation’s students, and of those,
about 20 percent participated in it. Fifty-nine percent of those who
did not participate where a program was available ate breakfast at
home; 12 percent reported eating no breakfast, 6 percent ate an a
la carte breakfast at school; and 5 percent ate breakfast at a res-
taurant or elsewhere. No difference was found among children who
ate no breakfast with respect to whether there was a breakfast pro-
gram in their school or wasn’t one.
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According to the study, children from low-income families, young-
er students, male students, Afro-American students, and students
in rural areas were more likely to participate in the breakfast pro-
gram than others. The average charge for a paid breakfast in the
1991-92 school year was 60 cents. For reduced price breakfasts,
the charge averaged 28 cents. According to principals of schools
that did not participate in the program, the study revealed their
most common reasons for not operating a program as being: no
need for the program, transportation or scheduling problems, re-
source constraints, and lack of interest or support.

Nutritionally, the study found that school breakfasts provided
one-fourth or more of the daily Recommended Dietary Allowance
(RDA) for all nutrients but calories (24%) and zinc (21%). Program
breakfasts also came close to meeting the Dietary Guideline for
total fat (31% of calories from fat). The disparity in saturated fat
contained in breakfasts from the Guideline, however, was greater.
According to the study results, school breakfasts, on average, pro-
vided 14 percent of their calories from saturated fat, instead of 10
percent. The study also found that school breakfasts met the Na-
tional Research Council’s recommended levels for cholesterol and
carbohydrates: 73 milligrams of cholesterol (vs. recommended maxi-
mum of 75 mg.) and 57 percent of calories from carbohydrates (vs.
recommended minimum of 55%). The sodium level for school break-
fasts (673 mg.), however, exceeded the recommended maximum of
600 milligrams.

The 24.hour recall of children’s dietary intake revealed essen-
tially the same patterns as school breakfast intake. Program par-
ticipants consumed one-fourth of their daily RDA for all nutrients
but zinc; participants intakes of fat were within 1% of the dietary
guideline, but several percentage points higher than the guideline
recommendation for saturated fat. On average, school breakfast
program participants were found to consume higher average in-
takes of calories, protein, and calcium than non-participants. How-
ever, this positive finding was offset by the higher consumption
among these students of calories from fat and unsaturated fat.

9. Child Nutrition Program Operations Study (1991, 1992 reports)

The Child Nutrition Program operations study is a multi-year
study of school nutrition program operations conducted under con-
tract with the USDA by the Abt Associates to gather information
about programs in order to address various policy issues. The study
wae designed to collect data from States and participating school
food authorities through annual telephone surveys in the school
years 1988-89, 1989-90, and site visits in 1990-1991. The survey
was intended to examine specific issues raised by the USDA as
meriting information to formulate policy. Thus far the first and sec-
ond reports of the study have been released. These responded to
questions raised about the proportions of school participating and
children participating in the school lunch and breakfast programs,
information on average meal prices and meal costs, and food dona-
tion program issues (e.g. “buy America” purchasing, child nutrition
labeling, technical assistance, inventory management, and satisfac-
tion with State commodity agencies); the nutrient content of meals,
factors affecting school breakfast participation by institutions,

75-54i - 94 - 4 9 7
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school meal counting systems, food service management. companies,
food service program chararteristics, and training and technical as-
sistance for school food authiorities.

Factors influencing schools to participate in the breakfast pro-
gram included concern about the nutritional needs of students (re-
ported by 43% of schonls), the poverty level of students (30%), and
improved intellectual tiinctioning (28%). Common reasons given for
not participating were difficulty of opening early (27%), expected
low participation by children (21%), lack of transportation (17%)
and school board disinterest (14%). The study also found that a
substantial proportion (26%) of schools eligible for “severe need”
breakfast reimbursements did not apply for them because of the
cost-accounting requirements needed to justify them, because the
school did not offer a program, or because the school “did not need
the extra money.”

The first year report indicated that a wide array of breakfast
foods were available to students and that the typical breakfast con-
tained milk, citrus juice, and either iron-fortified cold cereal or
some type of bread or roll. Most schools (86%) offered some hot
food, and over half of participating schools offered some choice in
selections. Over three-quarters of the program respondents said
they offered “enhanced” breakfasts. Severe-need recipient schools
were slightly more likely to offer hot foods (pancakes, bacon, eggs,
hot cereal, etc.) than schools not getting the severe need reimburse.
ment. These schools, however, were less likely to offer students
choices than the non-severe-need school programs.

3. National Evaluation of School Nutrition Programs (1983)

In April 1983, the USDA published the final report of the Na-
tional Evaluation of School Nutrition programs (NESNP). This is
the most comprehensive study of school nutrition programs to date,
and the USDA is continuing to analyze and update its data and
issue reports extrapolated from it. Begun in October of 1979, the
NESNP’s objectives were:

. . . to assess the current nutritional status of school
children and the national need for school nutrition pro-
grams; to determine whether the current levels and
targeting of program benefits are appropriate for partici-
pants’ needs; to assess the impact of school nutrition pro-
grams on children their families, schools and school dis-
tricts, and to develop forecasting models that can be used
to predict participation rates in the school nutrition pro-
grams.58

a. Program and Participant Characteristics

The NESNP found that the school breakfast program was avail-
able to 39 percent of the Nation* sublic school students during the
study period (1980-81). Approx..aately 8 percent of these students
participated i: the program on any given day, and participation
was highest among students in low-income families, students in

* System Development Corporation. The National E aluation of School Nutrition Programs.
Final Report, Volume I, Overview and Presentation of Findings. Santa Monica, Calif, Apr. 1983,
p. L.
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“large” families (5 or more membe=~) and in “small” families (2 or
3 members), students who receiveu free meals, students in grades
1-6, and black, Hispanic and other minority students. White stu-
dents tended to participate in the program at a considerably lower
rate than nonwhite students; however, since they constitute most
of the population they received 40 percent of school breakfasts.

The study also found that schools with breakfast programs tend-
ed to have lower per pupil expenditures than nonbreakfast pro-
gram schools. Schools with breakfast programs tended to be in
poor, urban, and southern districts; to have lower proportions of
white students; to be large, and to operate in elementary or inter-
mediate schools.

Data from the evaluation showed that there was no reduction in
family food expenditures for the general population of school break-
fast participants, irrespective of family income. This suggested that
the program was supplementary to children’s diets and increased
the value of food available to participants’ families.

b. Nutritional Benefits

The NESNP found that the single greatest nutritional benefit of
the school breakfast program was that it increased the likelihood
that children would eat breakfast. Since children who eat breakfast
generally are better nourished than children who skip breakfast,
this may be regarded as a nutritional benefit. However, the
USDA’s evaluation showed that among children who ate breakfast,

a school breakfast was superior to a breakfast consumed by a
nonprogram participant only in milk-related nutrients. When
school breakfasts were compared to those eaten by children not
participating in the program, the NESNP found that school break-
fasts provided less vitamin A and B6 and less iron than breakfasts
eaten by nonparticipants. The NESNP found no substantial dif-
ferences in the growth and development of children participating
and not participating in the breakfast program. However, data in-
dicated that frequent breakfast participants were somewhat less
likely than nonparticipants to be underweight or overweight, re-
gardless of income status.

c. Participation Factors

The NESNP showed a high correlation between meal price and
program participation; children who received breakfasts free, or at
very low prices participated in the breakfast program more fre-
quently than children who paid higher prices. Similarly, fall-offs in
participation were associated with price increases. For example,
the NESNP showed that at a cost of 20 cents, a 10 percent increase
in the meal price was associated with a 7 percent decrease in par-
ticipation. The degree of program drop-off response depended upon
the price level of the meal, but was generally quite high in all
cases.

III. CHILD AND ADULT CARE FooD PROGRAM
A. PROGRAM SUMMARY AND DESCRIPTION

Permanently authorized ander section 17 of the National School
Lunch Act, the child and adult care food program (CACFP) pro-
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vides funds for food service to children in child care centers and
family and group day care homes and for chronically disabled and
elderly persons in adult day care facilities. Program sponsorship is
limited to public and private nonprofit sponsors, and for-profit
sponsors if they receive conmipensation for child care under Title
XX 59 of the Social Security Act for at least 25 percent of the chil-
dren they serve, or in the case of adult care centers, if 25 percent
of their enrollment receives Title XIX funds.60 Homeless children
under age 6 also may receive program benefits if they reside in ap-
proved emergency shelters. Federal assistance is provided in the
form of set reimbursement rates for each meal served. Breakfasts,
lunches, suppers, and supplements (snacks) are eligible for reim-
bursement, however, the number is limited to two meals and one
snack per day per child in family and group homes, and two meals
and two snacks or three meals and one snack in child care centers.

For child care centers, reimbursement rates are based on the
family income of the child rece’ving the meal or supplement. As in
the case of the school lunch and breakfast programs, a basic cash
and commodity support reimbursement rate is paid for all meals
and snacks served to all children in participating centers. Addi-
tional reimbursements are made for meals or snacks servad at no
charge or at considerably reduced prices to children whose family
income meets federally set income criteria. The income cut-off lev-
els for eligibility for free meals or snacks are the same as for the
school lunch program: 130 percent of the Federal poverty income
guideline ($18,655 for a family of four from July 1, 1993 to June
30, 1994). For reduced-price meals and snacks, the income cut-off
level is 185 percent of the poverty guideline (or $26,548 for a family
of four). The income limits are adjusted for inflation each July 1.

Reimbursement rates for breakfasts and lunches in child care
centers are the same as those for school lunch and breakfast pro-
grams. Set rates are established for each snack served. Reimburse-
ment rates for meals or snacks served in family day care homes
vary only according to the type of meal served (breakfast, lunch or
supper, and snack). These flat payment rates, which apply to chil-
dren of varying family income, are slightly lower than those for
free meals and snacks in child care centers. However, the children
of family day care home providers may participate in the CCFP
only if their family income is at or below 185 percent of the Federal
poverty income guideline. Except for the children of home providers
who do not meet this income test, all children under age 12 (age
15 if children are migrants) are eligible to receive federally sub-
sidized meals in child care facilities participating in the CCFP,

For the period July 1, 1993 through June 30, 1994, the cash re-
imbursement rates for child care centers and family day care
homes are as follows:

59Tutle XX is the social services block grant

S0 Priot projects authorized through FY1994 permit for-profit facilities in Kentucky and Iowa
to participate if at least 25 percent of the children in their care have family incomes at or below
185 of the Federal poverty guideline.

1u9
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TABLE 13.—CHILD CARE FOOD PROGRAM CASH REIMBURSEMENT RATES

{tn cents per meall

Free Reduced-price

Child care centers.
Breakfast .. . . e e e 96.00 66 00
Lunch and supper e . e 17250 13250
Supplement . . [ 47.50 2375

Ait meals
~amily and gronp homes
Breakfas. e 815
Lunch and supper .. .. . Lo . N 1480
Sunnlement ) 440

v

Source Federal Register. v 58 00 1. Jan 4. 1933 and no 129. luly 8. 1993

Commodity assistance, valued at the same rate as for school
lunches (14.0 cents in 1993-94) also is provided for each lunch
served under the CCFP. This assistance is available either in ac-
tual commodities, or in their cash equivalent. Under current law
all rates are adjusted annually for inflation each July 1. Payments
to help pay administrative costs also are available for sponsors of
family and group day care homes.

In FY 1992, an estimated 1.8 million children received federally
subsidized meals daily under the CACFP. Approximately 48 per-
cent of federally subsidized meals and snacks served under the
CACFP in FY 19952 were served in child care centers, and the re-
maining 52 percent, in family or group day care homes. Most meals
served in child care centers are served free or at reduced price to
lower income children. The reverse is true for family and grouf
homes. According to a USDA report, “Study of the Child Care Fooa
Program,” issued in September 1988, 73 percent of the children in
participating child care centers have family incomes at or below
185 percent of the poverty Jevel. In family or group day care homes,
the comparable percentage is 29 percent. According to this report,
64 percent of children in chilé care centers and 16 percent of chil-
dren in family or group homes particip.ting in the CCFP have fam-
ily incomes at or elow 130 percent of poverty. Adult participants
in day care facilities represent about one-tenth of one percent of all
program participants. Data is not available on the types of meals
offered to these participants.

B. LEGISLATIVE AND PROGRAM HISTORY

Until 1968, Federal assistance for institutional feeding programs
was concentrated on food service programs in schools. That year,
responding to concern about the nutritional needs of primarily-low-
income, preschool children and those who did not have access to
food programs during the summer mnruths, Congress adopted legis-
lation creating a special food service . ogram for children.

1. Special Food Service Program for Children

The CCFP evolved from the special food service program for chil-
dren, which was authorized under section 13 of the National School
Lunch Act Amendments of 1968 (P.L. 90-302). This program pro-
vided for Federal grants-in-aid to State educational agencies for
distribution to public and private nonprofit service institutions for
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are settings in areas with poor economic
conditions or high concentrations of wo' <ing mothers.
For the most part, appropriations fo.

3

basic grant of not more than $50,000 to
ailocation formula.

In its first year, the child care segment of the special food service
program for children provided $2.8 million in Federal funds and
commodities for meals served to an average of 39,800 children
daily. Federal funds were to be used to reimburse the costs of ob-
taining food, although a special payment 6! could be made to pro-
grams that otherwise coulJJ not operate effectively. States were also
allowed to use uf) to 25 percent of their funds to buy or rent food
equipment. Meals were required to meet minimum nutritional
standards prescribed by the Secretary, and were to be served at no
cost or reduced cost to children unable to pay the full cost. Pro-
grams were encouraged to use surplus or price-supported commod-

to donate such commodities

9, $10 million was appro-

ial food service program in
that year. The program served a daily average of 39,800 children
in child care centers and 98,500 children in food programs operat-
ing during the summer months.

In 1970 Congress amended the National School Lunch Act (P.L.
91-248) to include a provision requiring that service institutions
operating child care or summer food programs establish and make
public, eligibility criteria for participation in the free and reduced-

i i i determinations were

authorization level, but also providing
lion of section 32 funds to be used for

, i iti provided through appropria-
tions. The authorization ceiling was removed, and such sums as
were necessary were to be provided for FY 1973, 1974, and 1975,
P.L. 94-20, enacted in 1975, extended the special food service pro-
gram through September 30, 1975.

An average of 457,100 children participated daily in the child
care portion of the program by the end of 1975, 2~d approximately
1.8 million children participated in the summer food service portion
of the program. The 1975 total cost of the special food service pro-

1 Not to exceed 80 percent of operating costs for the cost of obtaining, preparing, and serving
meals.
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gram was $100.8 million, with $47.2 million spent on the child care
portion and $53.6 million on the summer portion.

2. Creation of the CCFP

The 1975 amendments to the National School Lunch Act (P.L.
94-105) separated the child care and summer food components of
the special food service program for children. The summer food
service program continued to be authorized as a distinct program
under section 13 of the National School Lunch Act. However, a new
section 17 was created authorizing the CCFP through September
30, 1978. The definition of service institutions eligible for the CCFP
was expanded to include any nonresidential public or private non-
profit organization providing child care in low-income areas. Family
day care programs, Headstart programs, and comparable
Homestart programs for children under 3 were explicitly made eli-
gible for program participation. While the 1975 amendments broad-
ened eligibility for service institutions, they also included new pro-
visions requiring eligible institutions to have State, Federal, or
local licensing or approval as a child care institution, or satisfy the
Secretary of Agriculture that the child care standards followed
were no less comprehensive than those required under the Federal
interagency day care requirements.

For the first time, monthly payments were to be provided to the
State agency on the basis of reimbursement rates for paid, free, or
reduced-price meals. Breakfasts and lunches were to be reimbursed
at the same rate as provided for in school feeding programs; sup-
pers were reimbursed at the same rate as lunches, and snacks
were reimbursed at rates of 15 cents (free snack), 10 cents (re-
duced-price), and 5 cents (paid). Reimbursement rates were to be
adjusted semiannually each January 1 and dJuly 1 to reflect
changes in the CPI series for food away from home. The new law
also provided for a mandatory level of commodity assistance, the
value of which could be provided in cash if the State agency so re-
quested. The law also required that $3 million of the appropriation
be used for nonfood (or equipment) assistance. This funding was to
be apportioned to the States on the basis of their share of the total
number of children under age 6 in families that were eligible for
free meals.

3. Permanent Authorization

In 1978, the CCFP was authorized permanently. The definition
of eligible institutions was expanded to include programs developed
to provide day care outside of school hours and public or private
nonprofit organizations sponsoring family or group day care homes.
Service institutions generally were required to have Federal, State
or local licensing or approval. If such licensing or approval was not
available, service institutions could qualify if they received funds
under Title XX of the Social Security Act62 or otherwise dem-
onstrated ability to meet standards prescribed by the State or local
government or the Secretary of the Department of Health, Edu-

62 This title provided funds to States for social services which included child care provided in
centers that met Federal interagency day care requirements.
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cation, and Welfare {now the Department of Health and Human
Services).

The most significant of the 1978 chariges simplified sponsor
claims through a three-tier system of reimbursement for meals
served. Beginning in FY 1979, if more than two-thirds of the chil-
dren in a child care center were from families with incomes below
the eligibility ceiling for reduced-price school lunches, the free re-
imbursement rate could apply for all meals and supplements
served in that center; if between one-third and two-thirds of the
children were from such families, reduced-price rates could apply
for all meals and snacks served; and if less than one-third of the
children were from such families, the paid rate could apply for all
meals and snacks served. The law allowed institutions (other than
family or group day care sponsoring institutions) the option of re-
ceiving meal and snack reimbursements at the rate appropriate for
the individual family income of each child served. In addition to
this change, the new law created a separate reimbursement system
for sponsoring organizations of family or group homes. This was in-
tended to cover the cost of food and labor involved in preparing
food and to encourage greater program participation by family day
care homes. Federal payments were not related to the famif’y in-
come of the children.

Advance payments for participating institutions were also per-
mitted, as were start-up payments for new programs. In an effort
to expand the program, particularly in areas in which there were
large numbers of needy children, the law provided that $6 million
of appropriated funds in each fiscal year were to be used by the
Secretary for equipment assistance. The allocation of such funds
among States was based on their share of the total number of low-
income children under age 6. Reallocation of unused equipment
funds was permitted, and States had to provide at least 25 percent
matching for such funds, except in especially needy situations.

The law imposed naw requirements on the Secretary: to conduct
a study of administrative costs of the operation of programs and to
establish administrative payments based on these costs; to study li-
censing problems and food service operations, and to pay particular
attention to the question of providing maximum reimbursements
for food service costs versus different reimbursement rates for self-
prepared and vendored meals. The law also required that the State
plan for child nutrition operations include information about the
CCFP in institutions and family or group day care homes. This in-
formation was to include: average daily attendance; status as li-
censed or approved by Federal, State, or local agencies, or receipt
of Title XX funds; outreach activities with a priority on institutions
serving needy areas; and audit and monitoring plans. Up to 2 per-
cent of the amount of funds provided to States in the second pre-
ceding fiscal year were also made available for conducting audits
of programs.

4. Reconciliation Acts of 1980 and 1981

In 1980, Congress enacted the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of
1980 (P.L. 96-499). This law reduced the Federal subsidy for child
care food supplements (snacks) by 3 cents; substituted an annual
July 1 inflation adjustment for the earlier semiannual adjustment
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of reimbursement rates for breakfasts, lunches and dinners; low-
ered the Federal authorization for child care fuod equipment from
$6 to $4 million for FY 1981 and allowed participation in the pro-
gram by for-profit child care sponsors if they received any funds
under Title XX of the Social Security Act.

In 1981, Congress enacted the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981 (P.L. 97-35), which included changes in the CCFP that
were estimated to save approximately $114 million in FY 1982.

This new law made a number of substantive changes in the
CCFP. First, the allowance for a three-tier system of reimburse-
ment for meals served in child care centers was eliminated. The
family income of the individual child in the child care center receiv-
ing a meal or snack was to determine the amount of the Federal
reimbursement provided. Eligibility criteria for free and reduced-
price meals or snacks was narrowed in accordance with the
changes made to eligibility for free or reduced-price school lunches.
While the reimbursement system for family day care homes re-
mained without an income requirement, a provision was added pro-
hibiting reimbursements for meals or snacks served to children of
family day care home providers if their family income exceeded 185
percent of the poverty level.

Moreover, a limit on the number of meals that could be federally
reimbursed was enacted under the 1981 law. This limit, set at two
meals and one snack daily per child, applied to child care centers
as well as family day care homes. The law also lowered the amount
of Federal reimbursements provided for breakfasts, lunches, sup-
gers and snacks in both child care centers and family day care

omes.

Further, the 1981 law restricted sponsorship by for-profit spon-
sors who received Title XX social services (block grant) compensa-
tion to sponsors who received such compensation for at least 25
percent of the children bein served. The l-year suspension of the
January 1, semiannual inflation adjustments of reimbursement

rates (enacted under the 1980 reconciliation act) was made perma-
nent, leaving in place annual (July 1) adjustments. Finally, the set-
aside for equipment assistance to the CCFP (which had been low-
ered({rom $6 to $4 million in the 1980 reconciliation act) was elimi-
nated.

5. Recent Legislative Changes

In 1986, after several years of trying to pass legislation to restore
some of the cutbacks enacted for child nutrition programs in 1980
and 1981, Congress enacted School Lunch and Child Nutrition

\mendments (P.L. 99-591 and 99-661) that included a provision
increasing the meal reimbursement for breakfasts served under
both the school breakfast program and the CCFP. Three cents in
cash assistance was added to the amount of reimbursements for all
breakfasts served in child care centers and family day care homes.

In 1988, the Hunger Prevention Act (P.L. 100-435) added a fur-
ther 3 cent increase to breakfast reimbursements for both child
care centers and family day care homes. Moreover, it authorized
Federal reimbursement of an additional meal or snack in child care
centers, but, largely because of the cost, did not extend this aid for
extra food to family day care homes. However, a one-State dem-
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onstration project was included in the new law to test how Federal
reimbursement for an additional meal or snack would affect (1)
participation of such homes, and (2) the nutrition of children re-
ceiving such meals.

In 1989, the Congress included several changes to the child care
food program when it approved the Child Nutrition and WIC Reau-
thorization Act (P.L. 101-147). It retitled the program “Child and
Adult Care Food Program” to reflect the addition of adult day care
centers as eligible sponsors under the Older Americans Act of 1987.
It also extended for one-year the one-State demonstration project
in Minnestota which permitted reimbursement for an additional
meal or snack in family day care homes. (This project’s authority
eventually expired at the end of FY 1990.)

The 1989 law also added a new demonstration project for propri-
etary (for-profit) child care facilities in two States. Under this
project autﬁority, for-profit facilities in the selected States were eli-
gible to participate in the program if 25% or more of their children
are from families with incomes at or below 185% of the Federal in-
come poverty level. The project (located in Kentucky and Iowa) was
intended to to determine if changing the current for-profit sponsor
eligibility criteria (i.e., at least 25% of children must have care re-
imbursed with Title XX social service grant funds) would expand
child care food program availability to low-income children. The
distinction in treatment between non-profit and for-profit child care
facilities came into the program in 1981 when for-profits were first
permitted to participate. Up until then, only public or non-profit fa-
cilities could receive child care food program funds. Federal sub-
sidies for child care centers vary by the family income of participat-
ing children, but there is no variation in sponsor eligibility accord-
ing to the proportions of poor children served. When for-profit child
care centers were included as eligible sponsors, an additional condi-
tion that they serve substantial proportions of poor children was
theught to be necessary. At the time, many States used Title XX
block grant funds to help pay for child care services for low-income
children, so this criteria was used to measure for-profit child care
facilities’ service to this population.

Problems, however, began to develop in the late 1980's and early
1990 when the Congress approved several laws which expanded
Federal financial support for child care from sources other than
Title XX.53 Some for-profit child care facilities that were serving
low-income children were excluded from food program sponsorship
when States decided to use funds other than Title XX money to pay
for poor children’s care. Several legislative proposals were made
during the 102nd Congress to change the Title XX test for for-profit
sponsor eligibility. Some of these would have permitted such facili-
ties to count low-income children receiving support under both
Title XX and other publicly funded child care programs (like the
JOBS program for welfare mothers). Others proposed using the ac-

83 The Congress expanded resources for child care with the passage of the 1988 Family Sup-
port Act, which provided funding for child care under the Jobs Opportunities and Basic Skills
(JOBS) program. Some States began using these alternative funds in lieu of Title XX funding
for child care for low-income children. As a result, some for-profit child care facilities lost eligi-
bility for the child care food program even though they stili served low-income children. This
problem became more pronounced after the 1990 passage of a child care and development block
program by Congress.
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tual family income of participants, rather than the source of child
care support as the appropriate determinant of whether a for-profit
facility was serving substantial numbers of poor children. Severe
budgetary constraints and decisions to use what limited new money
was available for other, more low-income targetted nutrition pro-
grz us (e.g. WIC and Food Stamps) kept the Congress from taking
an; further action on this issue other than to extend the two-State
pilot project through FY 1994.

TABLE 14.—CHILD AND ADULT CARE FOOD PROGRAM PARTICIPATION AND EXPENDITURES, FY
1969-1993 (EST.)

Average daily
fiscal year participation
(peak monih}

1969 .. . . . L e . 39,800

1970 . . . 93.300

1971 . . R . 175.600

1972 R . 215,500

1973 . . . 225.300

1974 . . 377,200

1975 . . A R 440,400

1976 . . . . 463.100

107 551.600

1977 A . . 580.000 1225

1978 . . . . 619.300 1410

19719 . . . R 660.300 161 8

1980 . 723.800 2157

1981 . 859.500 2898

1982 . . . . . 901.100 2705

1983 . 965.000 3352

1984 . 1.058.000 3789

1985 . 1.205.000 4349

1986 1,188.000 4757

1987 . 1.292.000 551.3

1988 . . .o . 1 364.000 6131

1989 . R 1,400,000 6774

1990 - 1.600 000 8144

1991 . . Lo . L .o 1.580.000 9279

1992 . . . . . . P 1.955.000 1.1894

1993 (estimated) . . . . . . NA 127132
1 Program level, does not include commodities, of cash 1n iew thereot Constant doflars showing the value of assistance i Y 1993 doliars

are provided m lable 5 of this report lor selected years of the program's mistory

2Tsansiion quartet— pertod trom July 1 through September 30, 1976, sust priot to the official change in the liscal year Yrom July |
through June 30. to October 1 through September 30

Program expendi-
tures mitlions?

C. PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS AND EVALUATIONS
1. USDA CCFP Study (August 1988)

A study was conducted by the USDA with Abt Associates (the
same contractor who did the 1983 national evaluation) to provide
a detailed description of the CCFP in 1986. In September 1988,
this study was published by the USDA. Based on information col-
lected from a nationally representative sample of program partici-
pants in 20 States, the study found that approximately 1.9 million
children were enrolled in CCFP participating day care facilities in
1986-1987. Thirty-one percent of those children were in family or
group day care homes, while the remaining 69 percent were in cen-
ters (25 percent in Headstart and 44 percent in others).

Homes participating in the CCFP were found to have an average
of 5.8 children in care each day, or 4.8 children if the providers’
own children were excluded. This compares to an average of 48
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non-Headstart centers had two emploved parents, and most of
those day care facilities were o en 10 or more hours a day.

Racial charactz.istics of children in the 1986-1987 CCFP popu-
lation were: in homes, 80 percent white (non-Hispanic), 12 percent
black, and 5 percent Hispanic; in centers, 40 percent white, 40 per-
cent hlack, and 16 percent Hispanic.

The predominant meal service pattern (36 percent) in centers
was breakfast, lunch, and one snack. In family ay care homes, the
predominant pattern (29 percent) was breakfast, lunch, and two
snacke. Approximately 28 percent of all centers and homes served
either one more snack (25 percent), two more snacks (1 percent),
or one more meal (3 percent) than was reimbursed by the CCFP.

Most children in family d
period (76 percent), lived wi
the children in participating
might be expected from this finding. the median income of children
in If’nomes was substantially higher than that of cnildren in centers,
$26,330 compared to $8,680. An estimated 16 percent of children
in CCFP homes were shown to have family incomes below 130
cent of the Federal poverty level while 64 percent of the chil
in CCFP centers had family incomes below tgis level.

The 1986 USDA study also compared its findings with those from

1982. It noted overall relative stability in the CCFP over the 5-year
period despite substantial program growth. The main chang.
noted were (1) a wider age range of children with more under 3
years old and over 5 years old being served; (2) a shift toward more
full-time car ; (3) a shift in the number of meais or snacks served
to the federally reimbursable limit of two meals (breakfast and

) and one snack; and (4) a growing proportion of children in

s with famil

. The distribution of income of families of

children in child care centers was reported to have stayed virtaally
the same between 1981 and 1986,

2. USDA Evaluation of the CCFP (1983)

In 1978 Congress directed the USDA to study the CCFP to (a)
determine barriers to participation in the
ministrative and food

n January a
eligibility a
64U.S. Dept. of Agriculture. Food and Nutrition Service. Evaluation of the Child Care Food

Program. Final Report on the Studies of Program Participation, Cost and Meal Quality Man-
dated by P.L. 95-627, The Child Nutrition Amendments of 1978. Washington, Feb. 28, 1983.
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under the program in FY 1982, after the enactment of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, were not reflected in the study.
However, the contractor (Abt Associates) noted that “many of the
analyses conducted offer insights into the potential effects of this
legislation. . . .”

a. Participation

Daia collected before the 1982 cutb cks in reimbursements and
tightening of eligibility criteria for centers indicated that the ac-
tions taken by Congress in 1978 to expand the program were most
effective for family day care home participation. The 1978 legisla-
tion eliminated individual income testing and income-based reim-
bursements for family and group day care homes and separated re-
imbursements for sponsors’ administrative costs from meal reim-
bursements to homes. According to the study’s findings, these
changes dramatically increased the level of reimbursements for
providers, especially those serving middle-income children. Growth
in family day care participation following these changes occurred
primarily among homes serving middle-income children. Before the
1978 changes, according to the study, approximately one-third of
children served in participating homes had their meals reimbursed
at the paid rate, whereas in December 1981 about 63 percent of
those served would have been in the paid income eligibility cat-
egory if there had been an income test for meals. According to more
recent USDA data, family day care homes are the fastest growing
participants in the CCFP.

Changes in participation by child care centers in response to the
three-tiered reimbursement system established under the 1978 Act
appear to have been miaimal.65 This finding is relevant for the cur-
rent program, since the 1981 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act
eliminated the three-tier reimbursement system. The study find-
ings, as well as more recent data on program participation by cen-
ters, suggest that the elimination of the three-tier system begin-
ning in FY 1982 had little impact on program growth. A more com-
pelling factor for participation by child care centers, according to
the USDA study, was the center’s participation in other govern-
ment programs (such as Title XX) and the level of potential reim-
bursements. The study reported that 60 percent of the Nation’s day
care centers participate in the CCFP, and it foresaw little likeli-
hood of substantial growth in participation by such centers without
significantly large increases in reimbursement rates. ‘this projec-
tion is somewhat substantiated by child care center participation in
the CCFP over the past 5 years. However, the tightening of income
eligibility and the reimbursement rate reductions resulting from
legislation enacted in 1980 and 1981 also may have discouraged
child care centers from joining the CCFP.

65The three-tier system allowed centers to receive reimbursements at the free rate for all
meals if two-thirds or more of the children in a center qualified for free meals; reimbursements
at the reduced-price rate for all meals if between one-third and two-thirds of the children were
qualified for reduced-price meals, and reimbursements at the paid rate for all meals if less than
one-third of the children qualified for free or reduced-price meals.
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b. Program costs

The USDA study found that in J anuary 1980 food program costs
in day care centers participating in the CCFP were more than
twice those of nonparticipating centers. Although food costs are
slightly higher in participating centers, food service delivery (in-
cluding labor) and program administration costs accountsii for the
largest difference between participating and nonparticipating cen-
ters. The study indicated that the absence of a relationship be-
tween meal quality and food costs was likely a consequence of bet-
ter nutrition training in participating centers since such training
makes it possible to prepare nutritious meals at lower costs.

Higher administrative costs in articipating child care center
food programs were due largely to tﬁe administrative requirements
of the CCFP, which the study found to account for two-thirds of
total resources devoted to food program administration.

According to the data collected in January 1980, the CCFP reim-
bursed participating centers for an average of 36 percent of their
food program costs. The study found that if all meals in the child
care centers had been reimbursed at the free rate, the CCFP would
have covered 68 percent of total costs.

Comparing the operating costs of participating family day care
homes and centers, the USDA study found that food costs were
higher and administrative costs lower in homes than in centers.ss
This was not surprising since economies of scale operate with re-
spect to food costs in centers and administrative requirements are
minimal in homes.

While reimbursement rates are intended to cover costs in family
day care homes, ti.e USDA study indicated that in January 1980,
CCFP reimbursement covered only 35 percent of food service costs.
This is similar to the percentage of food service program costs cov-
ered by the CLFP reimbursements for day care centers (36 per-
cent). With the reductions in reimbursements enacted subsequent
to this study, it is likely that CCFP reimbursements cover a small-
er percentage of current program costs.

c. Meal quality

Study results showed that the CCFP provided children in both
child care centers and family day care homes with meals that of-
fered “significant opportunity” for receiving an adequate daily die-
tary intake. The nutritional quality of the diet and the quality and
variety of food served in CCFP facilities was Jjudged to be signifi-
cantly better than in centers that did not participate in the pro-
gram. During the study period, which was before the 1982 imple-
mentation of the limit on the number of meal reimbursements and
reductions in reimbursement amounts, participating programs
served more meals and snacks than nonparticipating programs.
The difference was marked for breakfasts; 70 percent of participat-
ing centers and 87 percent of homes offered breakfast, compared to
only one-third of nonparticipating programs. Snacks served by
CCFP centers were found to be better in terms of calories and nu-
trients and dietary balance than those served in nonparticipating
programs. Centers participating in the CCFP were found to serve

¢ Data were not available on food program operators in homes not participating in the CCFP.
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more naturally high quality nutrient source foods than
nonparticipating centers. Substantially higher amounts of naturally
rich vitamin A foods (+38 percent) and vitamin C foods (+61 per-
cent), iron rich foods (+28 percent), fruits, vegetables and juices
(+129 percent), and whole grain bread products (+50 percent) were
served more often in participating centers than nonparticipating
centers. Further, milk was served more frequently with snacks,
and fewer concentrated sweets and sweet desserts were served as

snacks in participating programs.
IV. THE SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN
A. PROGRAM SUMMARY AND DESCRIPTION

The summer food service program is authorized through FY 1994
under section 13 of the National School Lunch Act. The program
provides Federal funds for meals served during the summer
months to children in programs operated by schools or local munic-
ipal or government agencies, or certain non-profit private sponsors,
in “areas in which poor economic conditions exist.” The law defines
these as areas in which at least one-half of the children are eligible
to receive free or reduced-price school lunches. Public and private
nonprofit summer camps and universities that participate in the
National Youth Sports program also may qualify for federally sub-
sidized meals under the summer food service program.

Breakfasts, lunches, dinners, or snacks (also known as supple-
ments) may be served under the program. All are provided free to
all children in daytime summer programs and to children in resi-
dential camps whose family incomes are at or below 185 percent
of the Federal poverty income guidelines ($26,548 for a family of
four in the summer of 1993). The number of meals allowed to be
subsidized is limited to two (lunch and either breakfast or a supple-
ment) per child per day, except in camps and programs primarily
serving migrants, where up to four meals may be subsidized each
day for each child.

Reimbursement rates for the summer food program are set by
law and adjusted each January to reflect the increase in the CPI
series for food away from home for the most recent 12-month pe-
riod. For the 1993 summer program, the rates were: $2.0425 for
lunches or suppers; $1.1375 for breakfasts; and 53.5 cents for sup-
plemens. Additional reimbursements for administrative costs were
provid- d at a rate of 16.0 cents per lunch or supper (19.5 cents in
rural - self-preparation sites); 8.25 cents per breakfast (10.5 cents
in r.al or self-preparation sites); and 4.25 cents per supplement
(5.2'; cents in rural or self-preparation sites). Higher administra-
tive rates are provided for meals served in rural areas or where
meals are prepared on site because of the generally higher operat-
ing costs of such programs.

In the summer of 1992, the most recent final data available
showed average daily participation by 1.9 million children during
the peak month of participation (June). The Federal Government
reimbursed a total of 105,822 meals and snacks that summer, at

a cost of $203 million. The summer food service program is sched-
uled to expire at the end of FY 1994 unless legislation is enacted
to extend it beyond that time.
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B. LEGISLATIVE AND PROGRAM HISTORY
1. Special Food Service Program for Children (1968-1975)

In 1968 Congress enacted P.L. 90-302, which included a provi-
sion creating the special food service program for children. This
Program was created as a 3-year pilot project to provide lunches to
children in year-round child care centers and in summer recreation
Programs in low-income areas and areas in which large numbers
of mothers worked outside the home. The summer food component
of the program was intended to extend school lunch service for
needy children after the school year ended. Initially, eligible sum-
mer service institutions were public or private nonprogt institu-
tions that developed special summer programs providing food serv-
ices similar to tﬁose made available through the school lunch or
school breakfast program. Many of the early sponsors of the sum-
mer program were muni-ipal governments that arranged to have
playgrounds, public housing facilities, and schools made available
to thousands of children during the summer months. In the first
year of the summer program’s im lementation (FY 1969), peak
month participation was 98,600 chil ren, and the program provided
2.1 million meals at a Federal cost of $309,000. By the last year
of the pilot project (summer of 1971) peak participation reached
569,000.

In 1971, Congress extended the special food service program
through FY 1973 (P.L. 92-32). P.L. 92-433, enacted in 1972, fur-
ther extended the program through FY 1975 and added a provision
encouraging the use of existing food service facilities in public and
Private nonprofit schools. By the summer of 1973 peak participa-
tion in the summer portion of the special food service program
reached 1.4 million children.

A survey by the USDA in 1973 and a General Accounting Office
(GAO) report67 in 1975 highlighted administrative and other prob-
lems in the summer food portion of the program. These reports
precipitated congressional hearings on this subject and interest in
the creation of the summer food program as a separate entity.

2. Creation of Summer Food Service Program (1975)

The USDA and GAO reports identified problems in operations at
summer feeding sites and in outreach activities to eligible children,
and made recommendations for administrative changes and clearer
definitions of eligible areas and institutions. Largely in response to
these recommendations, Congress revised the program when it

" adopted the National School Lunch Act and Child Nutrition Act of
1966 Amendments of 1975 (P.L. 94-105).

This law separated the summer food service program from the
year-round portion of the special food service program (which be-
came the child care food program). It extended the summer pro-
gram through FY 1977 and made nonprofit residential summer
camps eligible as summer program sponsors. To assure that the
Secretary would fund programs, the 1975 amendments added defi-
nitions of eligibility for program sponsorship, and provided that elj-

67U.S. General Accounting Office. An Appraisal of the Summer Food Service Pro am for
Children; Report to the Congress by the Comptroller General of the United States. D 75—
336, Feb. 14, 1975. Washington, 1975.
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gible service institutions could enter the program upon request.
Such institutions had to conduct regularly scheduled programs dur-
ing the summer months for children from areas in which poor eco-
nomic conditions existed. Areas with poor economic conditions were
defined as areas in which at least one-third of the children were
eligible for free or reduced-price meals under other child feeding
programs. Meals were to be provided to children at no cost, and re-
imbursement levels were established for food service operations,
which included the cost of obtaining, preparing, and serving food.

In response to claims that the program was difficult to admin-
ister because of limited funds and late payments, the new law also
authorized funding for administrative costs and advance payments.
It required the Secretary of Agriculture to publish regulations,
guidelines, applications, and handbooks for the program February
1 of each fiscal year so that potential program sponsors would have
enough time to complete the implementation process before the
summer began.

As a result of the expansion of eligibility enacted in 1975, many
new sponsors and children joined the summer food program. Be-
tween July 1974 (FY 1975) and July 1976 (1976-77 transition pe-
riod), peak month participation in the summer program nearly dou-
bled from approximately 1.8 to 3.5 million children.c8

3. Program Abuses and Reforms

In April 1977, GAO issued a study on the su amer food service
program that reported substantial problems among program opera-
tors.69 The GAO found evidence of food waste caused by inadequate
storage and spoilage; deliberate dumping; poor quality food; adult
food consumption or offsite consumption by children; improper bid-
ding procedures and indications of kickbacks and bribes; failure to
meet meal pattern requirements and payments for unserved meals.
Most of the abuses appeared to involve private, nonprofit program
operators that served substantial numbers of children at many
sites and who used private food service companies for food delivery.

The Congress responded quickly to the report, amending the law
that same year (P.L. 95-166) to improve program administration,
increase monitoring, and tighten program requirements. The 1977
amendments placed restrictions on the operation of programs that
used private food service management companies, or vendors, for
meal service. These included requirements for vendor registration.
In addition, the new law defined an “eligible sponsor” as one that
demonstrated adequate administrative and financial capability;
had not been seriously deficient in past program operations; was ei-
ther a camp or conducted a regularly scheduled food service pro-
gram in a low-income area; and, except where needy children
would otherwise not be served, provided on-going, year-round serv-
ice to the community.

s July of 1974 was the first month of FY 1975. In 1976 the Federal fiscal year was changed
from July 1-June 30, to October 1-September 30. July-September 1976 was the transition quar-
ter, or period when this change went into effect.

@ U.S. General Accounting Office. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service The
Summer Feeding Program—How to Feed Children and Stop Program Abuses: Report to the
Congress by the Comptroller General of the United States. CED 77-95, Apr. 15, 1977. Washing-
ton, 1977
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The 1977 law included a requirement for priority listings to be
used by States when more than one eligible service institution pro-
posed to serve the same area. The listing was to place local schools
or service institutions with proven meal service success at the top
of the list. These were to be followed by: institutions that prepared
meals on-site or operated at only one site; institutions using local
school facilities for meal preparation; other institutions with dem-
onstrated success in program operation; and institutions that
planned to integrate their program with Federal, State, or local
employment programs. The 1977 law further provided for separa-
tion of administrative costs from the meal reimbursement structure
and required the Secretary to study administrative costs and estab-
lish maximum allowable levels for administrative payments. In ad-
dition, the law permitted States to pay some administrative ex-
penses of the summer food program with unused Federal funds
that had been provided for the administration of other child nutri-
tion programs. The law required States to forward advance pay-
ments to sponsors by specific dates so that late payments and re-
sulting uncertainty could be avoided. Also, Federal advance pay-
ments to the States were required to be made available at an ear-
lier date and program start-up costs, not exceeding 20 percent of
administrative costs, were allowed. Finally, the 1977 amendments
extended the authority for the program through FY 1980.

After the enactment of the 1977 amendments, participation in
the program began to drop. The program had reached an all-time
high in participation during the summer of 1976 (3.46 million chil-
dren), and by 1978 had dropped by over 1.1 million to 2.33 million.
In 1978 Congress amended the law (P.L. 95-627) to increase State
adininistrative expense funds for the summer food program. This
provision was added to assist States in meeting the more stringent
administrative requirements that had been imposed in 1977, which
some believed had slowed down sponsor approvals and encouraged
States to turn over State administration of the program to the Fed-
eral Government.

4. Status of the Program (Summer 1980)

By the summer of 1980, peak participation in the summer food
service program reached 1.9 million children who received some
108 million federally subsidized meals at a Federal cost of approxi-
mately $113.2 million. The program was available for children from
low-income areas (defined as areas where at least one-third of the
children were income eligible for free or reduced-price lunches (at
the time, with family income at or below 195 percent of the USDA
poverty level), and eligible sponsors included nonresidential public
or private nonprofit institutions (such as schools, church groups,
and comrmunity service organizations) and public or private non-
profit summer camps. These organizations were required to operate
special summer or school vacation programs providing food service
similar to that made available through school lunch and breakfast
programs. Federal reimbursements were available for up to three
meals (one of which had to be a supplement, or snack) per day per
child in day summer programs and for up to four meals (one of
which had to be a snack) per day per child in residential summer
camps. Each meal was subsidized at a legislatively mandated rate
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annually indexed for inflation, which varied according to the type
of meal served (i.e., breakfast, lunch or dinner, or snack). No meal
charge was allowed for any children receiving meals in day sum-
mer programs. In such programs all of the meals were subsidized
at the set rates, but in residential summer camps only those meals
that were served to children meeting the income eligibility criteria
for free and reduced-price school lunches were so subsidized.

5. Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-499)

In the last days of the 96th Congress, Congress passed com-
prehensive legislation tn reduce Federal spending in a wide area of
domestic program areas. The Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1980
(P.L. 96-499) included changes in child nutrition programs, includ-
ing the summer food program, designed to reduce overall funding
for these programs by approximately $400 million in FY 1981. The
law included a reduction in the number of meals that could be sub-
sidized each day for children in nonresidential summer food pro-
grams: instead of three meals (one of which was a snack) Federal
subsidies were limited to two meals (lunch plus either breakfast or
a snack). An exception to this limit was _allowed for day programs
that served primarily migrant children. Such migrant daytime pro-
grams as well as residential camps could continue to have up to
four meals (one of which was a snack) per child subsidized each
day. The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimated that the
limit on the number of meals that could be reimbursed in day pro-
grams would reduce Federal spending in the summer food program
by $18 million below the level that would otherwise have been
spent in FY 1981. The 1980 reconciliation law also extended the
summer food service program through FY 1984.

These changes were implemented in the summer of 1981, and
peak participation in the summer food program was maintained at
approximately 1.9 million children. However, subsidized meals
dropped from 108.2 million to 90.3 million. Actual Federal spending
for the program in 1981 was $105.4 million, a reduction of approxi-
mately %7.8 million below the 1980 program level of $113.2 million.

6. Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (P.L. 97-35)

In 1981 Congress passed another comprehensive budget reduc-
tion measure. The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) of
1981 included changes in child nutrition programs that CBO esti-
mated would reduce overall FY 1982 funding for these programs by
approximately $1.5 billion below the projected spending level for
that year.

Among the changes affecting the summer food service program
was a prohibition on sponsorship of summer programs by all orga-
nizations other than public and private nonprofit school food au-
thorities, local municipal or county governments, and public and
private nonprofit residential summer camps. This excluded spon-
sorship of programs operated by private sponsors, such as church
groups, community service programs not operated by local govern-
ments, and other private charitable organizations. Such sponsors
accounted for a significant proportion of program operators. USDA
data on the 1980 summer program indicated that almost one-fourth
of the 2,998 summer food programs Sponsors were either churches
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(309) or community action agencies (397). Elimination of sponsor-
ship by private, nonprofit agencies was urged as a way to save Fed-
eral dollars. Furthermore, some proponents of the change argued
that State and local governments should assume more responsibil-
ity for the summer program. Moreover, private sponsors remained
vulnerable to claims of mismanagement, despite evidence suggest-
ing that the kinds of program abuses occurring among such spon-
sors in past years had been ended by the 1977 reform amendments,
and even though most of the earlier problems were caused by large
sponsors, both public and private, who contracted with vendors for
meal service at multiple program sites.

In addition to the sponsor exclusions, the new law also changed
geographical eligibility criteria from areas with one-third of the
child population income eligible for free or reduced-price lunches to
areas in which at least one-half of the children were so needy. Fi-
nally, the OBRA exclude¢ from participation in the special milk
program all schools and institutions that participated in other child
nutrition meal service programs. This meant that summer food pro-
grams, which had received federally subsidized milk under the spe-
cial milk program, no longer were eligible for such milk. The CBO
estimated that the sponsor and area eligibility changes made to the
summer food service program would reduce FY 1982 funding for
this program from an estimated $132 million to $61 million, for a
reduction of $71 million, or 54 percent.

In the summer of 1982, following the implementation of the
OBRA provisicns, peak participation in the summer food program
dropped by approximately 500,000 children from 1.9 million in
1981 to 1.4 million in 1982, and the number of subsidized meals
served dropped from 90.3 miilion to 69.8 million. Federal funding
for the program during the summer of 1982 was $87.4 million, a
reduction of approximately $18 million from the summer 1981 pro-
gram cost and a decrease of $45 million, or 34 percent, from the
estimated amount that would have been spent for the program in
FY 1982 if there had been no program changes.

7. Program Restorations and Expansion

After the 1981 cutback in the Summer food service program re-
duced Federal funding by half and removed some 500,000 partici-
pants from the program, there were several attempts to restore
some of the losses to the program. These finally succeeded in 1988
with the enactment of a provision in the Hunger Prevention Act
(P.L.. 100-435) that created a 5 State demonstration project for pri-
vate non-profit summer food program sponsors. The project per-
mitted privately sponsored programs in the pilot project States to
operate summer programs in those low-income areas where public
sponsors did not operate programs. Under the project, limits were
placed on the number of sites and children that could be served by
a private sponsor. Additionally, in order to avoid the kinds of fly-
by-night operations that had undermined the summer program in
the late 1970’s, private nonprofit sponsors could only operate a pro-
gram if they conducted on-going, year-round activities for children.
This demonstration project was designed to test whether private,
nonprofit agencies could be regulated so as to avoid the fraud and
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abuse that had plagued their earlier programs, and to expand the
program’s reach to poor children.

In 1989, the Congress, in effect, nationalized the 5-State dem-
onstration project. Eligibility for summer food program sponsorship
was restored to all private non-profits under the same basic terms
and conditions as were specified for the demonstration projects.”
By FY 1992, the number of children participating in the Summer
food service program reached 1.9 miliion. This is approximately 5&
percent of the historical peak participation the program reached in
the 1976-77 transition quarter. However, it is nearly the same as
the level reached before the 1981 cutbacks, which excluded private,
non-profit sponsors from the program.

The 1989 reauthorization law also extended eligibility for sum-
mer food service program to the non-summer months when it cre-
ated a special provision for Mational Youth Sports programs coer-
ating in colleges and universities during the academic year. This
provision permits sponsors of these programs, which are designed
for low-income inner city youth, to receive meal payments under
the Summer food programs for a limited number of week-end pro-
grams taking place outside the Summer months. Because of some
objections to extending the Summer program into the non-Summer
months, the program developed under the 1989 law offers a curious
blend of various programs’ reimbursement structures. Meals served
under the “extended Summer” program are reimbursed at the free
school lunch and breakfast rates, rather than the normal sumnmer
food program rates for these meals; snacks are reimbursed at the
free breakfast rate; and no administrative payments are permitred
for any of the reimbursed meals.

The following table provides historical information on suminer
food service program funding and participation.

TABLE 15.—SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM—FUNDING AND PARTICIPATION, FY 136u-1493

Participatics (mili
Lxpenditures - ————— . —
{thousands)? Children served
{peak menth)?

Fiscat yeart
U EFERYING

1969 . $309 165 kA
1970 1.793 227 47
1971 8.112 569 290
1972 21817 1085 135
1973 . 26.547 1437 §54
1974 33532 1403 66
1975 50 230 1785 843
1976 73319 2454 100 &
104 144.623 345 19, @
1977 129.649 2791 14
1978 100.266 2334 1203
1979 112 509 212% 1718
1980 113.194 1922 108 7
1981 105.426 1926 901
1982 87.426 1418 88
1983 91 868 131 129
1984 104,622 1 402 11
1985 115 000 } 486 132
1986 121.900 1445 51
1987 127900 1 56¢ 59
1988 136 300 1 580 B4

20 Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act. P.L. 101-147.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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TABLE 15.—SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM-;—FUNDING AND PARTICIPATION, FY 1969-1993—

Continued
¢ Participation (Millipns}

Fiscal 1

153l year {lhoysands) ? ((:g::;e;:“e‘r:)eg Meals served
1939 Lo e e 146.700 1.680 86.4
1990 . . - P 163.500 1.690 912
1991 . . e - 179.100 1 800 964
1597 . e e 189.300 1955 105.8
1993 {estimated) e e 215.700 NA NA

'lhe summer program operates only in the summer months--part of May through part of Seplember For Ihus table. FY 1953.1976 begn
Juty 3 of the preceding calendar yeat and end on June 30 of the fiscal year indicaled Begmning in FY 1977. the fiscal year was changed to
an October 1- September 30 percd. o the fiscal year reilects Ihe calendar year months of program operal:on. May-Seotember

?Piwegrae fanding levels do noi include value of commodiies Constant 1993 dollars for selected years are shown in table 5 of this report
IPean paicioalion month 1s Jury

4Transdion quarter- penad fiom July 1 through Seplember 50. 1976. just puor to ¢ © " change in fiscal year from July 1 thiough June 30
to Oclobes 1 through September 3¢

Source US Department of Agucullure. Focd 2nd Nutntion Service Budge! explanatory notes. and Food Program Updates for selxcted years
C. PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS AND EVALUATIONS "

In July 1988, the USDA published the results of an evaluation
of the summer food service program that was undertaken by
Mathematica Poiicy Research, Inc. under a contract with the FNS,
The evaluation, which is largely descriptive, provides information
about the characteristics of summer food programs and partici-
pants throughout the country, based on data from a nationally rep-
resentative sample of programs in 17 States. The data were col-
lected during the summer 1986 program season. The study re-
ported information on the types of program sponsors and meal
sites, program coverage and locations, types of meal service, pro-
gram costs and administration, and characteristics of participants.
According to this evaluation, 66 percent of summer food pro-
grams and 76 percent of children receiving meals are located in
urban areas. The types of entities sponsoring programs are public
and private schools (32 percent), State and local governmental
agencies (31 percent), and residential camps (36 percent). Most of
the children served by the program (52 percent) are in sites oper-
ated by governmental agencies. Local and municipal governments
are the largest category of governmental program sponsors (47 per-
cent), and serve the largest share of children (25 percent) served
by governmental entities. Schools serve 43 percent of children in
the summer food program, and public schools are the major types
of school sponsors (22 percent public school sponsors versus 10 per-
cent private school sponsors). .
Summer food program sponsors may operate the program at a . ’
variety of sites, but the most common setting for program oper-
ations is a school. According to the USDA evaluation, 49 percent
of children in the program receive food at a school, and 33 percent
of ponsors use schools as their feeding sites. Playgrounds and .
Pac s represent 17 percent of sites and serve 15 percent of program s
children participating in the program nationwide: recreation cen-
ters, 14 percent of sites and 14 percent of program children; and
community centers or settlement houses, 14 percent of sponsors
and 12 percent of recipients. Most program sites (81 percent) have
scheduled activities, and the most common activities offered are or-
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ganized games (64 percent of sites), arts and crafts (50 percent of
sites), and educational or instructional activities (44 percent).

A large majority of program sponsors, (63 percent) operate 2
summer food program at only one site. However, three-fourths of
children participating in the program (75 percent) are in programs
operated by sponsors that oversee 10 or more sites. Almost 44 per-
cent of sponsors, serving 3 percent of the children in the summer
food program, serve fewer than 100 children a day (many of these
are residential camps). More than 72 percent of children in the pro-
gram are served by sponsors who serve 1,000 or more children per
day. Most of the sponsors operating summer food programs 165 per-
cent) have 4 or more years of experience in operating programs.
Approximately 70 percent of the children served are in programs
operated by such sponsors.

Staff at program sites are commonly drawn from teachers, stu-
dents, kitchen workers and homemakers. Students are the most
common staff at summer food program sites; mere than 37 percent
of sites employ paid students for their programs, and over 40 per-
cent have student volunteers. Teachers comprise the next largest
category of defined personnel with other regular occupations. Some
20 percent of sites employ and pay teachers as summer food pro-
gram staff. Less than three-tenths of 1 percent have voluntecrs
who are teachers. Homemakers serve as volunteer staff at more
than 18 percent of summer food program Zites.

Slightly more than haif of summer food programs (50.6 perccut)
have vendor prepared and delivered meals, while the remaining

rograms prepare food on-site. Nearly all sites (99 percent) offer
unches to children, and about one-third offer breakfasts. Most of
the children in the summer food service program (58 percent) are
aged 6-12. The next largest age group is 13-18 years old (23 per-
cent), followed by children younger than 6 (17.5 percent). The age
composition of children served is relatively consistent among pro
grams sponsored by local government agencies and public schools.
However, the composition in private schools is different. A substen-
tially higher proportion of children served by them are of preschool
age (25 percent versus the national average of 17.5 percent). Fur-
thermore, a negligible share of children served in residential camps
(0.5 percent) are under age 6.

The largest racial or ethnic group served by the summer food
program is black children, who represented 56 percent of all chil
dren in the summer 1986 program. Black children comprised a sub-
stantially higher proportion (77 percent) of those served by local
and 1nunicipal government sponsored programs, but a below-aver-
age share (27 percent) of the children served in residential camps
Hispanic children represent 20 percent of the Nations’ program
participants; white children, 17 percent; native Americans, 5 per-
cent; and Asian children, 2 percent. Except for camps, most of
whose enrolled children are white (57.3 percent), blacks account for
the largest proportion of children served by all types of sponsors.
In public schools, Hispanics make up the second largest group of
children served (38 percent). This proportion is substantially higher
than the share of total children in the summer feeding program
who are Hispanic (20 percent) and is more than triple the propor-
tion of Hispanic children served by county and State sponsored pro-
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grams, local and municipal government sponsored programs, or
residential camps who are Hispanic (8 percent, 10 percent, and 10
pervent, respectively).

The foilowing table provides racial and ethnic data on the chil-
dren served by the summer food service programs and the sponsors
serving them.

TABLE 10.—SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM—RACE AND ETHNICITY OF CHILDREN
PARTICIPATING, SUMMER 1986

All childeen Hispanic
{peccenl) {peicent)

Black Whde Kative

Spon
Spensars Amenican

Al cponagrs 1000 202 563 169 46 20
By type
Lo al/muimepal 469 102 167 103 10 18
Counly/Sate 51 82 573 205 132 07
Publ¢ s-hool 354 375 445 116 4? 23
Frvate *Lnool 76 130 479 288 50 LR
Residential camp 50 100 271 573 i1 09

Metce S b aiment of Agrculture food and Nutnton Service Offsce of Analysis and Evaluahon An Evaluation of the Summet food
Seevice Program fuins’ Repant July 1588

V. COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM
A. CURRENT LAW

Two sections of the NSLA, Section 8 and Section 14, govern the
distribution of commodities to child -wtrition programs. Section 6
of the Act requires the Secretary of Agriculture to provide an annu-
ally programmed level of commodities for the lunches served under
child nutrition programs. The amount of commodities offered under
this entitlement is determined by multi lying a legislatively set,
annually adjusted, “national average vaﬁxe of donated foods” (14
cents ior the 1993-94 school year) by the number of lunches served
in each State in the preceding year. Section 14 of the NSLA pro-
vides one of several mechanisms for the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture (USDA) to purchase commodities to meet the annually pro-
grammed level of support established by Section 6. It requires the
Secretary to use Section 32 funds, Commodity Credit Corporation
(CCC) funds, or appropriated child nutrition funds to buy commod-
ities for meal programs if sufficient amounts or appropriate types
of commodities are not available from agriculturally based Section
32 purchases or CCC acquisitions.7! The types of commodities of-
fered under the commodity distribution program are determined by
the types of commodities available from USDA holdings or acquisi-
tions and the needs of nutrition programs.

Section 32 is a provision of a Depression era agricultural act (the
Act of August 24, 1935) that sets aside 30 percent of annual gross
customs receipts to promote domestic food consumption, reduce ag-
ricultural surpluses, and assist in the food needs of low-income
populations. The USDA uses Section 32 funds to mitigate the price-
depressing effect of agricultural surpluses by buying commodities
and then donating them for use outside regular commercial chan-
nels, for instance to domestic food programs. The choice of which
commodities to buy is left to the discretion of the Secretary and,

F1Section 14 authority also extends to purchases of commodities for elderly nutrition pro-
grams
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in general, Section 32 purchases consist of perishable items that
are not easily storable, such as meats, fruits, and vegetables. The
USDA often uses child nutrition programs as an outlet for the dis-
posal of Section 32 commodities t[')xal; are purchased for market rea-
sons. When agriculturally based purchases of surplus commodities
are insufficient to fully meet the child nutrition program entitle-
ment, Section 14 of the NSLA requires the Secretary to use Section
32 funds to buy the commodities that are needed.

Section 14 also requires the Secretary to use CCC funds to buy
commodities for chilg nutrition programs if the food stocks of the
corporation are not available for these programs. The CCC is the
operating arm of the USDA responsible for carrying out farm price
support programs authorized under Section 416 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949. It acquires commodities either through direct pur-
chases or through farm loan defaults. These commodities are tar-
geted by Congress as being in need of price support and include
items that are less perishable than those purchased under Section
32 authority and that can be easily stored. They include butter,
cheese, nonfat dry milk, rice, corn, wheat, soybeans, and honey.
Section 416 authorizes the Secretary to make discretionary dona-
tions of excess holdings of CCC commodities to child nutrition pro-
grams to prevent waste or spoilage. In the event that such items
are not available to meet school food program needs, Section 14 of
the NSLA requires that CCC funds be used to buy them.

Finally, Section 14 authorizes the Secretary to use funds appro-
priated from the general fund of the Treasury to purchase agricul-
tural commodities to meet child nutrition program needs, or to
make cash payments in lieu of commodities. The types of commod-

ities the USDA buys with these funds are determined solely by the
requests of States for items that schools have identified as useful
for their meal programs.

B. FINANCING COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION

The so-called “commodity entitlement” for child nutrition pro-
grams established by Section 6 of the NSLA is financed in three
ways. First, the USDA donates Section 32 commodities it has pur-
chased for market reasons and CCC commodities it has acquired
under farm support programs. The authority for these commodity
donations is provided under agricultural surplus removal (Section
32) and farm price support (Section 416 of the Agricultural Act of
1549) laws. If the amount of commodities donated under these au-
thorities is insufficient to meet the annually programmed level of
suppott for child nutrition programs, the USDA uses available Sec-
tion 32 funds to make special purchases of additional surplus com-
modities for these programs. This authority exists under both Sec-
tion 14 of the NSLA and under Section 32. Generally, child nutri-
tion programs receive sufficient amounts of donated CCC commod-
ities so that CCC funds are not needed to make special purchases.
The costs of Section 32 and Section 416 “donated” commodities are
not counted against child nutrition account funds. If the full
amount of mandated commodities is not provided by these dona-
tions, additional special purchases are made by the USDA with
funds appropriated for this purpose and charged to the child nutri-
tion account.
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In addition to “entitlement commodities” child nutrition pro-
grams also may receive “bonus commodities” from the USDA.
These are comm: Jities that are in excess of the amounts required
to be distributed programs. The most common bonus commod-
ities are those heid by the CCC, which must dispose of its excess
holdings to prevent spoilage or waste. Bonus commodities also may
be offered under Section 32 when unplanned purchases are made
to meet unexpected surplus conditiors. In recent years States have
not requested CCC types of commodities as part of their entitle-
ment because these products have been available through “bonus”
donations. The costs of bonus commodities are not charged to the
child nutrition account.

In FY 1992, $602.3 million was spent to meet the commodity en-
titlement for child nutrition programs. Section 32 financed $399
million or approximately 67 percent of this cost with surplus com-
modities. The remaining $203 million needed to meet the entitle-
ment was financed with funds appropriated to the child nutrition
account for this purpose. Of this amount, $160 million was in the
form of commodities. The remaining $43 million provided cash in
lieu of commmodities for the child and adult care food program; com-
modity alternative projects (CASH/CLOC); and USDA zdministra-
tive costs associated with commodity distribution, a commodity in-
ventory management system, and the system’s computer software.
In addition, the USDA offered $122.2 million worth of bonus com-
modities to child nutrition programs in FY 1992. These bonus com-
modities consisted of $84.4 million worth of CCC commodities and
$37.8 million worth of Section 32 commodities. In FY 1992, bonus
commoditics represented 17 percent of the total commodity support
provided for child nutrition programs. The following table provides
information on the most recent five years of commodity donations
by types of commodities and financing arrangement.

TABLE 17.--VALUE OF CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAM COMMODITIES

[in millions of dollars]

Fiscal yeat -
TYPES OF COMMODITIES +

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992

[ntitlement Total $5070  $4902  $5644  $6013  $6023
Child Nutntion Appropriation . 1513 1827 1782 2119 2033
Meal Poultry. Fruits. and Vegetables 501 58 8 754 1022 479
Grains. Ouls. Peanut Products 76 893 1028 1097 31121
Cash n Lieu and Other . . 356 346 385 417 433
Section 32 Purchases (Includes Meat. Poultry. fish. and Fruils and
Vegetables) . . .o 3497 3421 3509 35089
Bonus Total . . . . 4038 3292 1106 843 1222
Section 416 (CCC) (Cornmeal. Butter Honey. Flour. Milled Rice
etc) .

3478 2667 960 653 844

Section 32> (Meats. Fruits. and Vegetables) . 560 685 146 130 378

Grand Total . S 9108 8540 6787 688 8 7245

UNot all items shown are offered annually

Source U'S Department of Agrcuture, Fcod and Nutntion Service Budget explanatory notes for selecled years
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C. HISTORY OF SECTION 14 COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM
1. Background, 1935-1972

Within a few years after the Government began distributing sur-
plus commodities to school food programs during the Depression, it
became clear that this was not a reliable source of Federal support.
Changed agricultural markets and conditions lessened the need for
Government acquisitions of commodities by the time the United
States entered World War II. Moreover, wartime conditions made
whatever commodities were available difficult to transport. In 1944
the Congress approved appropriations of Section 32 funds for cash
assistance so that schools would be able to buy foods to make up
for declining USDA commodity donations for their meal programs.
The initial commodity donations to schools that were later supple-
mented with this cash assistance formed the basis for the national
school lunch program, which was created by Congress in 1946 (P.L.
79-396).

Between 1946 and 1973, school food programs operated with a
combination of cash and commodity support from the Federal Gov-
ernment. For most of this period the donation of USDA commod-
ities acquired under farm price support and surplus removal pro-
grams permitted a fairly consistent level of commodity support for
these programs. By 1972 the USDA was providing an annual level
of commodity assistance for child nutrition programs valued at a
national average of 7 cents per meal. For 1973, the USDA initially
programmed an annual commodity support level consistent with
this average. However, by the early part of that year it appeared
that coiamodities would not be available to achieve the originally
planned level of support. This was the result of several factors. A
large grain deal with the USSR dramatically reduced food sur-
pluses and raised food prices, thus lessening the need for Govern-
ment purchases of commodities for surplus removal and price sup-
port reasons. Moreover, the Administration appeared to be promot-
ing farm policy changes that would have significantly reduced Fed-
eral acquisitions of commodities over time and thus eliminated
them as a source of Federal support for school meal programs.
There also was concern that the Administration wanted to phase
out commodity assistance to schools after the 1971 enactment of
legislation that transformed the basic (Section 4) school lunch pro-
gram from a State grant program to a performance-funded program
with legislatively specified cash reimbursements for each lunch
served. When a cash reimbursement of 8 cents per meal was set
in 1972, committee reports on this legislation made it clear that
Congress intended this cash to be added to existing levels of com-
modity support, then set at 7 cents per meal. The USDA denied ru-
n.ors that it planned to reduce commodity donations as a result of
the new cash reimbursement guarantee, and informed Congress
that it s*ill intended to provide the full level of commodity assist-
ance for FY 1973. However, the USDA also said that this could not
be guaranteed since market conditions governed USDA acquisitions
and the level of commodities that would be available for child nu-
trition programs was entirely dependent upon such acquisitions.

With market prices unusually high, and with the number of
school lunches growing rapidly, it soon became clear that the
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USDA would not be able to maintain the full 7 cents per lunch
level of commodity assistance in FY 1973. States and school food
program operators complained to Congress that they were receiving
fewer commodities than they had received the previous year. In re-
sponse, Congress began to take actions that would ultimately lead
to the current guaranteed levels of commodity donation to child nu-
grition programs, irrespective of farm surplus or price support con-
itions.

2. Adjusting for Commodity Shortages—1973 Legislation

a. Section 6 of National School Lunch Act

On March 15, 1973, the House and Senate agreed to an amend-
ment to Section 6 of the NSLA that required the Secretary to pro-
vide cash to make up for the difference between the originally pro-
grammed level of commodity support for school food programs in
FY 1973 and the actual amount expected to be provided for that
year under more current estimates. The lead for this legislation
was taken by the Education and Labor Committee on March 1,
1973, when it reported a bill (H.R. 4278). The Senate Agriculture
and Forestry Committee reported this bill favorably with amend-
ments on March 12, and a conference agreement was approved by
both houses by March 15. The bill was signed into law on March
30, 1973 (P.L. 93-13). Under its provisions, the Secretary was to
immediately estimate the amcunt of commodities that would be
available for school lunch programs in the 1973 school year and, if
this were less than 90 percent of the amount initially programmed
for that year (i.e., 7 cents per meal), to make up the full difference
in cash. Financing for this cash in lieu of commodities was to come
from the Section 32 account, which was to be later reimbursed by
a supplemental appropriation.

b. Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973 (Precur-
sor to Section 14)

In August 1973, the Congress passed agricultural legislation that
included a provision authorizing the use of Section 32 funds
through July 1, 1974, to purchase commodities “for donation to
maintain the annually programmed level of assistance for schools
. . . ," without regard to conditions set by law for the use of these
funds (the Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973, P.L.
93-86). In effect, this provision encouraged the USDA to buy com-
modities for school food programs with Section 32 funds, rather
than use the Section 6 authority in the NSLA to give Section 32
funds to States to make up the difference if the full level of com-
modity assistance could not be provided from USDA commodity
holdings or acquisitions in FY 1974.

c. Section 6 Made Permanent

The National School Lunch and Child Nutrition Amendments of
1973 (P.L. 93-150), enacted on November 7, 1973, again addressed
the issue of commedity assistance for child nutrition programs. An
amendment to Section 6 of the NSLA made permanent the 1973 1-
year provision for cash assistance if less than 90 percent of vie “an-
nually programmed level of commodity assistance” were made
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available to child nutrition programs. As before, this cash assist-
ance was to be financed by the Section 32 account, which was to
be reimbursed through subsequent appropriations.

3. Section 14 and a Commodity Entitlement—1974 Legislation

a. Section 14 and Section 6 of the National School Lunch Act

On May 1, 1974, the House Education and Labor Committee re-
ported a bill (H.R. 14354) dealing with agricultural commodities for
child nutrition programs. This bill included a new Section 14 that
borrowed from the language of the earlier agriculture law (P.L. 93—
86) authorizing the Secretary to use Section 32 funds to purchase
commodities for child nutrition programs if commodities from sur-
plus purchases were insufficient. Instead of simply authorizing the
use of Section 32 funds for this purpose, however, Section 14 re-
quired it. It also expanded upon the earlier farm law provision by
requiring the Secretary to use CCC funds for purchases of price-
support commodities needed by child nutrition programs when
these types of commodities were otherwise unavailable. This spe-
cial purchase requirement for child nutrition programs also was ex-
tended to elderly nutrition programs. The new Section 14 provision
was authorized for 1 year (through July 30, 1975). On May 8, 1974,
the Senate Agriculture and Forestry Committee reported a sepa-
rate bill dealing with commodity availability problems (S. 3459).
This bill amended Section 6 of the NSLA to require the Secretary
to provide a legislatively specified level of donated commodity as-
sistance (10 cents) for each lunch served.

The final version of H.R. 14354 (National School Lunch and
Child Nutrition Act Amendments of 1974, P.L. 93-326) was en-
acted on June 30, 1974. It included both the 1-year House-proposed
commodity distribution program (Section 14) and the Senate provi-
sion amending Section 6 of the NSLA to require an average dona-
tion of no less than 10 cents worth of commodities for each lunch
served. This so-called “commodity entitlement” was a permanent
provision of law, and the rate established was to be automatically
adjusted for inflation annually. The new law also required the Sec-
retary to give special emphasis to high-protein foods, meat, and
meat alternates when delivering commodities to child nutrition
programs.

The conference report on this legislation (Report 93-1104) made
it clear that cash in lieu of commodities would still be required if
the Secretary did not provide the full entitlement in commodity
form. It also recommended special arrangements for commodity dis-
tribution for States (Kansas was the only one) that had phased out
their commodity assistance programs prior to June 30, 1974.72 The
conference report gave the Secretary authority to substitute cash in
lieu of entitlement commodities if such States could not rejuvenate
their commodity distribution systems in time to receive be..efits in
commodity form.

721n December 1973 the USDA notified States that commadities for schools and institutions
would be sharply reduced or discontinued. Since implementation of a new food stamp program
ischeduled for July 1974 also was expected to eliminate direct commodity distribution programs
for the pgor, Kansas decided to disband its State commodity distribution system. It was the only
State to do so.
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b. Appropriations

In December 1974, agricultural appropriations for child nutrition

rograms included language reguiring the transfer of an additional
564.3 million of Section 32 funds to the child nutrition account for
the Secretary to purchase and distribute agricultural commodities
necessary to meet the commodity mandate of Section 6 of the
NSLA (P.L. 93-563).

4. Extensions and Revisions—1975-1976 Legislation

a. National School Lunch Act and Child Nutrition Act of
1966 Amendments of 1975 (P.L. 94-105)

In 1975 the Congress approved amendments that extended the
Section 14 commodity distribution program through September 30,
1977. These amendments also included a provision requiring the
Secretary to include cereal, shortening, and oil products among the
commodities donated to the school lunch program. In this law Con.-
gress also adopted new provisions concerning Section 6 entitlement
commodities. The Secretary was directed to issue specifications for
commodity purchases that would not restrict local producers’ par-
ticipation, unless substantial benefit could accrue to the child nu-
trition programs by so doing. Also, the law required that no less
than 75 percent of the commodity entitlement be made available to
child nutrition programs in the form of actual commodities. This
was the result of continuing concern that the USDA might phase
out commodities by making wide use of its alternative authority to
substitute cash for unavailable commodities. An exception to the 75
percent rule was made for Kansas. It directed the Secretary to per-
mit any State that had dismantled its commodity distribution sys-
tem before July 30, 1974, to receive cash in lieu of USDA commod-
ities mandated under Section 6 for as long as it wished. This crl-
teria applied only to Kansas. This provision (Section 12 of the
NSLA) made -ermanent a regulation that temporarily had per-
mitted Kansas to receive cash in lieu of all their school food pro-
gram commodities until it could reestablish a commodity distribu-
tion system for schools.

b. Appropriations

In October 1975, Congress appropriated an additional $80 mil-
lion of Section 32 funds for the period July 1, 1975 through Janu-
ary 31, 1976, to be used to purchase commodities necessary to meet
the Section 6 entitlement (P.L. 94-122). In June of 1976 a transfer
of $20 million in Section 32 funds was approved under appropria-
tions legislation for the budget transition period July 1, 1976, to
September 30, 1976 (P.L. 94-303). [Note: The budg * year was
changed from a July 1 to June 30 period to an October 1 to Sep-
tember 30 period.]

5. Reauthorizations and Cash in Lieu of Commodities—1977

By FY 1977, inflation had increased the national average value
of entitlement commodity assistance to 11.25 cents for each lunch
served under the NSLA Section 6 commodity entitlement. The Sec-
tion 14 authority was due to expire at the end of the year. Some
schools were complaining about the timing and types of commod-
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ities that States offered them under the commodity program. Dur-
ing reauthorization deliberations, this generated some interest in
commodity reforms and the desire of some to expand cash in lieu
of commodities to schools located in States other than Kansas. On
May 10, 1977, the Education and Labor Committee reported out a
child ‘utrition reauthorization bill (H.R. 1139) that included an ex-
tensic 1 of the Section 14 commodity distribution anthority and
some amendments to Section 6 and Section 14 to improve the com-
modity distribution system and study alternatives (such as cash in
lieu of commodities) to it. The Senate Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry Committee reported a separate reauthorization bill (S.
1420) on the same legislative day that the House passed H.R. 1139.

The finally enacted National School Lunch Act and Child Nutri-
tion Amendments of 1977 (P.L. 95-166) extended the commodity
distribution program through FY 1982 and required the Secretary
to establish procedures to assure that donations of USDA commod-
ities would be more responsive to schools’ needs. By and large the
changes reflected the prevailing sentiment to reform State com-
modity distribution systems (which most argued were the cause of
commodity problems) to facilitate commodity use, rather than to
“cash out” commodities. However, a new Section 20 (now Section
18) was added under this law to study alternatives to the existing
commodity distribution system. It provided for up to 10 pilot
projects that would permit a school district participating in the pro-
gram to receive all or part of its commodity assistance in the form
of cash. [Note: Six of these projects still receive cash in lieu of com-
modities.] Section 6 of the Act was amended to permit schools to
refuse a certain amount of commodities (up to 20 percent of the
total available, statewide) offered by the State and receive other
commodities. This was intended to make States more attentive to
schools’ needs when requesting commodities from the USDA. Sec-
tion 14 also was amended to require the Secretary to establish pro-
cedures to improve States’ responses to school demands for re-
quests concerning the types of commodities needed and the timing
of deliveries. Additionally, States were to set up advisory councils
consisting of school representatives to advise the State commodity
distribution agency on the manner of selection and distribution of
commodities. The Secretary also was to provide technical assist-
ance on the use of commodities and to review the cost benefits of
providing suitable commodities to schools.

6. Budget Reduction Laws—1980 and 1981
a. 1980 Reconciliation Act

In 1980 Congress passed a comprehensive budget reduction
measure that included provisions reducing child nutrition programs
by approximately $400 million in FY 1981. This measure, the Om-
nibus Reconciliation Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-499), extended the Sec-
tion 14 commodity distribution authority through FY 1984. It also
reduced the national average value of donated commodities from
15.5 cents per lunch, the rate that would have applied in the 1981
school year, to 13.5 cents.
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b. 1981 Reconciliation Act

In 1981 the Congress again passed comprehensive budget reduc-
tion legislation (the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981,
P.L. 97-35) that reduced child nutrition program spending (by
some $1.5 billion). Among the changes was a reduction in the value
of commodities donated to child nutrition programs. This law re-
duced the commodity rate established by Section 3 of the NSLA
from the 16.25 cent commodity rate that would have applied in the
1982 school year to 13.5 cents. The 1981 law also amended Section
14 of the NSLA to add a “commodity only” provision that applied
to schools not participating in the school luncﬁ program but eFigible
to receive USDA discretionary donations of commodities as non-
profit program operators. This provision permitted schools to re-
ceive commodities valued at the total of the cash and commodity
assistance rates established for school lunch programs for each
lunch served. Such schools were permitted to receive up to 5 cents
of the per meal value of commodity assistance in cash for the proc-
essing and handling expenses related to the use of the commod-
ities.

c. Appropriations—Pilot Projects

The 1981 agricultural appropriations law (P.L. 96-528) approved
funding for a demonstration project to analyze two alternatives to
th existing method of commodity distribution for school food pro-
grams. The two alternatives were: (1) providing cash in lieu of com-
modities to school districts, or (2) providing “commodity letters of
credit” (CLOCs) to enable schools to buy foods that contained spe-
cific types of commodities that the USDA distributed under the reg-
ular commodity distribution program. This study was funded in re-
sponse to growing congressional interest in alternatives to the ex-
isting commodity distribution system and the lack of conclusive
findings on the effects of cash in lieu of commodities by the earlier
study. Ninety school districts located in 29 States were involved in
the demonstration project; one-third receiving commodities under
the regular system, one-third receiving cash in lieu of commodities,
and one-third receiving CLOCs. The intent of this study was to dis-
cern the efficacy of cash and CLOC alternatives when compared to
the existing system so that Congress would have definitive infor-
mation upon which to base actions on legislative proposals that
were being made to promote these alternatives. The study began
in the 1981-82 schoof)year with the selection of schools and train-
ing of food service staff. Although the initial part was concluded at
the end of the 1983-84 school year, the study was extended for an
additional year to measure the impact that cash or CLOCs would
have on “bonus” commodity distributions.

The study findings were published in 1986. They were not con-
clusive and Congress continued to debate the issue with sides
drawn between those who wanted alternative systems, and those
intent on maintaining the existing system. Meanwhile, the pilot
projects that had been receiving cash in lieu of commodities or
CLOCs u.ider the study were authorized to continue to do so. The
first authorization for continuation of this form of commodity re-
ceipt for pilot project schools was through FY 1987 under the Farm
Security Act of 1985 (P.L. 99-198). This authority was again ex-
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tended through December 31, 1990, with the enactment of the
Commodity Distribution Reform Act and Special Supplemental
Food Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC) amend-
ments of 1987, to include a new subsection under Section 18 (for-
merly Section 20) of the NSLA. (See discussion of P.L. 100-237.)
In 1989, authority for the pilot projects to continue receiving cash
in lieu of commodities (CLOC) was extended through FY 1992
under the Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act (P.L. 101~
147). This authority was again extended through FY 1994 with the
enactment of the Child Nutrition Amendments of 1992 (P.L. 102-
342). This law also extended through FY 1996, the authority for
the Advisory council on the distribution of commodities.

7. Reforms, 1986-1992

a. School Lunch and Child Nutrition Amendments of 1986

In the years between 1984 and 1986, the Congress was unable
to reach agreement on child nutrition reauthorization legislation
and continued funding for the expiring programs (which included
the Section 14 commodity distribution program) through annual
appropriations laws. In 1986 two bills that amended the NSLA
were enacted, one a supplemental appropriations law (P.L. 99-591)
and the other a Defense Reauthorization law (P.L. 99—-661). Under
these laws, which were essentially the same, the commodity dis-
tribution program was extended through FY 1989. These laws also
lengthened by 2 weeks the amount of time the Secretary had to es-
timate the amount and types of commodities made available to
child nutrition programs. They also authorized $50,000 for cash
compensation to school districts participating in the commodity al-
ternative study that had incurred costs, or losses due to a change
in the methodology of the study.

b. Commodity Distribution Reform Act and WIC Amendments
of 1987 (P.L. 100-237)

This law made a number of changes to the commodity distribu-
tion system for child nutrition and other domestic food programs.
It inciuded a combination of free-stanciing provisions and amend-
ments to the NSLA, the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, and the Agri-
culture and Food Act of 1981. As previously described, this law
amended Section 18 of the NSLA to include a provision for contin-
ued receipt of cash in lieu of commodities or CLOCs by those
schools that participated in the study of these alternatives, through
December 31, 1990. It also amended Section 6 of the NSLA to re-
quire that State commodity distribution agencies offer each school
food authority (local agencies responsible for operating the school
food programs) the full amount of commodities mandated for each
State under the Section 6 commodity entitlement. Formerly the
commodity entitlement created by Section 6 was applied for the
purposes of determining the value of commodities each State would
be entitled to receive. There was no requirement that the State dis-
tribute the commodities to school food authorities according to the
national average rates.

The free-standing provisions of the 1987 law required the Sec-
retary to develop specifications for commodities purchased for do-
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mestic food program use. Additionally the Secretary was to estab-
lish an advisory council on the distribution of commodities to recip-
ient agencies, implement a system to provide recipient agencies
with options as to package sizes and forms of commodities offered,
and establish procedures for monitoring of State agencies. The Sec-
retary also was to provide technical assistance to recipient agencies
on the use of commodities. This law also required procedures for
replacement of spoiled or stale commodities, set values for donated
commodities and charges to schools, and limited to 90 days the de-
livery period for commodities ordered by the State. Finally, the law
required that States use only commercial vendors for all commodity
warehousing and distribution unless States could show that the
publicly operated system was more cost-effective.

c. Food, Agriculture and Conservation Act of 1990

The 1990 farm law (P.L. 101-624) made a number of modifica-
tions to the commodity distribution system changes mandated by
the 1987 commodity distribution reform law. Several changes were
made to the 1987 law’s commercial vendor provisions becausz of
some problems in some States. These included a provision eliminat-
ing all programs but child and elderly nutrition programs from the
1987 law mandate that States use commercial warehouses and dis-
tributors for USDA commodity distributions.?’8 They also included
provisions permitting exceptions to the commercial vendor provi-
sions for some schools using their own systems. The 1990 amend-
ments also authorized the USDA to borrow funds from the CCC or
section 32 to help States with the initial financing of State option
contracts with companies that process -USDA commodities into
forms useful for schools.

d. Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act of 1989
(P.L. 101-147)

The 1989 child nutrition reauthorization bill extended authority
for the commeodity distribution program (Section 14, NSLA)
through FY 1994. It also extended authority for schools receiving
cash or commeodity letters of credit (CLOC) in lieu of commodities
to continue receipt in this form through FY 1992.74 The new law
also changed the method for determining the value of commodities
mandated under Section 6 of the National School Lunch Act. Such
commodity assistance was to be based on meal counts of lunches
in the preceding school year, instead of estimates of meals expected
to be served in the current year.

73The House Agriculture Committee and Education and Labor Committee could not reach
agreement on changing the private vendor mandate for commodity donations to child and elder-
ly nutrition programs. Since the Education and Labor Committee had a claim over legislation
affecting child and elderly nutrition programs, the House Agriculture Committee decided not to
let this issue hold up passage of the farm bill and applied the change only to those commedity
programs normally under their purview (e.g. Needy Families, TEFAP, CSFD),

74This authority was extended through FY 1994 under P.L. 102-342. This law also extended
authority through FY 1996 for the Advisory Council on the distribution of commodities, which
had recommended against extending the cash/CLOC pilot projects.
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V1. THE SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM
A. PROGRAM SUMMARY AND DESCRIPTION

The Special Milk Program (SMP) permanently is authorized
under section 3 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966. This program
offers Federal funds to States to help pay the cost of milk served
to children in public and private nonprofit schools and child care
institutions. For the most part, such milk is provided in schools
and institutions that do not participate in the school lunch, school
breakfast, or child care food program. This milk i¢ available to all
children in participating schools, regardless of family income, at a
partially subsidized price (known as the “paid” rate). However,
schools may offer the milk free of charge to needy children. In this
case, schools receive full Federal reimbursement from Federal
funds for such milk.

Outlets eligible to receive Federal funds for all or part of the cost
of milk served through the SMP are: nonprofit elementary and sec-
ondary schools, child care facilities, and similar nonprofit institu-
tions (such as summer camps) that do not participate in federally
subsidized meal programs. An exception to the prohibition on par-
ticipation by schools with lunch and breakfast programs is per-
mitted if such schools have split session kindergarten programs in
which meals are not available. In such cases, kindergarten children
may receive milk supported with SMP funds.

Milk subsidies are available in two forms. First, in all eligible
outlets a basic payment, which is annually adjusted to reflect in-
creases in the Producer Price Index for Fresh Processed Milk, is
provided for all milk served to paying children. In the 1993-94
school year this basic subsidy is 11.0 cents per half-pint. Second,
eligible outlets may offer milk free to needy children whose family
income is at or below 130 percent of the Federal poverty income
guidelines ($18,655 for a family of four for the period July 1, 1993-
June 30, 1994). In such cases the milk is reimbursed by the Fed-
eral Government at its full cost. Unlike the school lunch program,
where participating schools must offer free meals to low-income
children, the SMP does not require schools to offer free milk to
needy children in order to be eligible for program funds.

In FY 1992, 9,811 schools, 855,000 child care facilities, and 2,037
summer camps served 192.9 million half-pints of milk to children
under the SMP. The Federal cost of the program in that year was
$21.6 million. USDA data show that 891,000 half pints of milk
were served on an average day in FY 1992. Only seven percent of
this milk was served free to lower income children.

B. LEGISLATIVE AND PROGRAM HISTORY

1. Overview

The SMP began as a temporary program authorizing the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to buy surplus milk for school children with
Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) funds. Today it is a perma-
nent prograin with separate appropriations from other child nutri-
tion programs. It makes free or reduced-price milk available to all
children in nonprofit schools and child care institutions not partici-
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pating in federally subsidized meal service programs, and to some
kindergarten children in schools with such meal programs.

Very early Congress disassociated the program from its initial
dependence upon farm surpluses. In 1958 Congress statutorily de-
clared that the program was not to be considered a price support
grogram, and in 1961 it ended the program’s need for CCC funds

y authorizing direct appropriations. Later, Congress removed the
program from the discretionary authority of the Secretary of Agri-
culture and made it available to all States, the District of Colum-
bia, Puerto Rico, and the outlying territories, at a Federal reim-
bursement rate specified in law.

Over the years Congress broadened eligibility for participation
beyond schools to include nonprofit child care centers, settlement
houses, camps, and other institutions providing care and training
to children. For most of its history the program could be operated
alongside other Federal child nutrition programs. However, begin-
ning in FY 1982 this was no longer permitted, and currently the
only schools that may participate in the SMP and school meal pro-
grams are those that offer milk to kindergarten children who do
not have access to the meal programs because they are attending
split session classes.

Throughout the program history Congress consistently rejected
proposals to restricc SMP benefits to only low-income children or
to geographical areas with high concentrations of low-income chil-
dren. Instead, it expanded the program to needy children by offer-
ing full reimbursement for milk served free to them.

2. Early Origins 4

Before 1243, Federal assistance to schools for lunch and milk
programs depended upon the existence of farm surpluses. However,
in passing the 1943 amendments to the Agricultural Act of 1935
(P.L. 78-129), Congress authorized a specific amount of section
3275 funds for the school lunch and milk programs, without regard
to the existence of farm surpluses.

Beginning September 1, 1954, and through FY 1956, the Agricul-
tural Act of 1954 (P.L. 83—690) authorized use of $50 million annu-
ally from CCC funds for the purpose of increasing fluid milk con-
sumption by children in nonprofit elementary and secondary
schools. When this legislation was enacted, the CCC had been pur-
chasing large amounts of dairy products to boost dairy prices. The
new legislation was intended to support milk prices less directly by
increasing milk consumption among school children, thus lessening
the amount of dairy products the USDA would have to acquire for
farm support reasons.

In 1956, this provision of the Agricultural Act was amended by
two Acts (P.L. 84-465 and 84-752). P.L. 84-465 increased author-
izations to $75 million of CCC funds through FY 1958 and ex-
panded eligibility for participation in the milk program to include
children in nonprofit child care centers, settlement houses, summer
camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the care and

78 Section 32 of the Agricultural Act of 1935, among other things, guarantees a permanent an.
nual appropriation equal to 30 J)crcent of gross customs revenues to be used by the Secretary
of Agriculture under broad guidelines for the purpose of removing agriculturar surpluses and
assisting low-income households in their food-related needs.
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training of “underprivileged children on a public welfare or chari-
table basis.” This was the first mention of economic need as a cri-
terion for participation in the milk program, and it was withdrawn
shortly thereafter with the enactment of P.L. 84-752. In this law
Congress established that the milk program was not to be directed
solely to needy children, but instead tc all children who could be
served with available funding.

In 1958 the milk program was extended at the previous author-
ization level ($75 million) for an additional 3 years (through June
30, 1961). Although the law provided that CCC funds were still to
finance the program, Congress stated that amounts spent under
the milk program were not to be considered as expenditures for
price supports. In 1959 legislation was enacted (P.L. 86-10) in-
creasing the authorization for milk provided through CCC funds to
$78 million for FY 1959. and $75 million each for fiscal years be-
ginning 1960 and 1961. ‘he passage of further legislation in 1959
(P.L. 86-163) increased the authorization levels to $81 million for
FY 1960, and $84 million for FY 1961. Again in 1960, authoriza-
tions were increased by P.L. 86-446 to a total of $85 million for the
FY 1960 and $95 million for FY 1961. In 1961, the program was
extlflanded for 1 year, and its authorization was increased to $105
million.

With the enactment of the Agricultural Act of 1961 (P.L. 87-128)
Congress for the first time authorized regular appropriations rath-
er than use of CCC or section 32 funds for the operation of the milk
program. No limit was placed on the authorization and the pro-
gram was extended through FY 1966.

3. Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (P.L. 89-642)

The Child Nutrition Act of 1966 incorporated the SMP as a spe-
cific program under section 3 of the Act. The 1966 Act required
that the Secretary administer the program in the same way as be-
fore, thus retaining eligibility and participation requirements. The
program was to be available in the 50 States and the District of
Columbia, and was extended through FY 1970 at autlorization lev-
els of $110 million for FY 1967, $115 million for FY 1968 and $120
million for each of FY 1969 and FY 1970.

Ini 1967 the Administration’s budget included a proposal to limit
Federal reimbursement for milk under the SMP to schocls with no
food service program or with high concentrations of low-income
children. The proposed 80 percent reduction in funding accompany-
ing such a change was rejected by Congress in the 1967 agricul-
tural appropriations, which provided $104 million for the SMP.

4. Changes in the 1970s

The 1970 amendments to the Child Nutrition Act (P.L. 91-295)
included a provision making the SMP permanent and authorizing
appropriations up to $120 million for FY 1970 and each succeeding
fiscal year. In addition, this legislation, which was enacted without
the President’s approval, extended SMP to Guam. During floor de-
bate on this legislation, unsuccessful amendments were offered to
provide that in distributing milk funds, priority be given to chil-
dren in low-income families. The failure of these amendments indi-
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cated that Congress did not wish to place any income-related prior-
ity on SMP beneficiaries.

In the 1970 and 1971 budgets, the Administration recommended
outright termination of the SMP, maintaining that it was no longer
needed because of the growth in the school lunch program. Con-
gress rejected the proposal and appropriated $104 million for both
years.

The 1974 Administration budget repeated the 1967 proposal to
end the SMP in schools with meal service programs. Rebuffing this
recommendation, Congress required the Secretary, in amendments
to the National School Lunch Act (P.L. 93-150), to admit to the
SMP any nonprofit school or child care institution upon its request.
In addition, Congress made eligible for free milk under the SMP
all children who qualified for free lunches under the national school
lunch program. As a result, such children could receive an extra
half-pint beyond that served with their school lunch.

Amendments-to the Child Nutrition Act enacted in 1974 (P.L.
93-347) included an SMP provision establishing a minimum rate
of reimbursement of 5 cents, annually adjusted to reflect changes
in the food away from home series of the CPI, for each half-pint
of milk served. The new law also authorized such sums as were
necessary for that purpose.

In 1975, the National School Lunch Act and Child Nutrition Act
of 1964 Amendments (P.L. 94-105) expanded SMP to Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Is:ands, American Samoa, and the Trust Territories of
the Pacific Islands. The law also prohibited program reimburse-
ment in amounts exceeding the outlet’s cost for milk served.

In 1977, it was brought to the attention of Congress that admin-
istrative problems were being encountered by some schools because
of the free milk provision. Reports indicated that the provision of
an additional free half-pint of special milk to children receiving free
lunches had led to public identification of needy children. In addi-
tion, there was some concern (although the later results of the SMP
study showed this not to be the case) that the extra cup of milk
for children already receiving milk as part of their lunch would be
wasted. A number of schools were reported to have dropped the
SMP because of the. . problems. In the 1977 amendments (P.L. 95~
166) Congress responded by directing that free milk be provided at
times other than meal service in outlets that operated school lunch,
breakfast, or child care food programs. Uncertainty over the intent
of this language as to whether SMP milk could not be offered at
all during mealtimes, or merely could not be offered to those chil-
dren who received federally subsidized meals at such times, was
clarified in remarks in the House floor debate. The intent, accord-
ing to these remarks, was to avoid having children who were re-
ceiving free meals identified by having two containers of milk
placed on their trays (one offered as part of the free lunch, and one
offered free under the SMP). The language was to apply only to the
special milk offered during mealtimes to those children who also
received free meals, and the USDA issued regulations adhering to
this interpretation.

In the 1978 budget, the Administration recommended that the
SMP be limited to schools without feeding programs. It also pro-
posed a block grant, consolidating Federal funding for all child nu-
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trition programs (including special milk) into one grant that States
could use for whatever nutrition services they wished. These pro-
posals were not enacted during the 95th Congress, and appropria-
tions continued to fund the SMP at the previous year’s level of
$155 million.

The Child Nutrition Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 95-627) included
a change from the previous limitation on SMP reimbursement for
free milk served at mealtimes. Under this law, free milk could be
served to eligible children at the option of the school and upon the
request of the child. This change allowed outlets to serve free milk
at mealtimes, if they chose, while at the same time allowing the
child the option of refusing the extra milk. Although the new provi-
sion did not mention this change for nonresidential child care insti-
tutions, the USDA interpreted the provision to include these out-
lets, since the SMP was also available to them. In an effort to pro-
vide a more relevant adjustment in the minimum reimbursement
rate, the legislation also included a provision requiring that the
Producer Price Index for Fresh Processed Milk (published by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor) be used
flather than the previously mandated CPI “series of food away from

ome.”

5. Program Cutbacks in the 1980s

In 1980, Congress passed the Omnibus Reconciliation Act (P.L.
96-499). Enacted in response to the budget demands of the first
concurrent resolution on the FY 1981 budget, this law lowered the
Federal reimbursement rate for milk served to paying children in
schools that had a federally subsidized meal program. The rate was
set and frozen at 5 cents. Reimbursement rates were unchanged for
free milk served to low-income children and for milk served to pay-
ing children in schools without a meal service program, and they
retained protection against price inflation.

In 1979, a similar proposal to reduce Federal spending for the
SMP for FY 1980 had been rejected by Congress. However, by 1980
there was growing support for actions to reduce overall Federal
spending. Moreover, Congress approved a budget resolution that
forced cutbacks of nearly $500 million in child nutrition program
funding. The reduction in reimbursements for paid milk in schools
with meal service programs was estimated to save a significant
portion of the required funding reductions in child nutrition pro-
grams ($56 million for FY 1981). Since it did not affect reimburse-
ments for frec milk, this modification was not expected to adversely
affect low-income children. Moreover, since children in schools with
meal programs had access to milk served as part of the school
lunch and breakfast programs, the loss of SMP milk in such
schools was not expected to substantially reduce children’s con-
sumption of milk.

Further pressure for cutbacks in spending for the SMP occurred
in 1981, when the Congress enacted budget legislation directing a
cutback of nearly $35 billion in domestic spendin% for FY 1982. The
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (P.L. 97-35) made
changes to child nutrition programs that reduced their FY 1982
funding by approximately $1.4 billion. Among the changes was the
elimination of SMP subsidies in schools, child care facilities, and
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summer programs that participated in federally subsidized meal
programs. Since 92 percent of the SMPs were operated by schools
with Federal meal service programs, this change dramatically re-
duced the number of outlets eligible for the SMP. In FY 1981, ac-
cording to USDA data, 84,641 schools participated in the program.
In FY 1982, after meal service schools were excluded, the number
dropped to 6,595 schools,

6. Program Restorations

In late 1985, the House passed a child nutrition reauthorization
bill (H.R. 7) that, among other things, exempted certain schools
with federally subsidized meal programs from the prohibition on
SMP participation. The Senate subsequently passed an amended
version of the House bill, which did not inciude the House-passed
exemption for meal service schools that wished to serve SMP milk
to kindergarten children in split session classes. Early in 1986
House and Senate conferees met to discuss the differences between
these bills, but were unable to reach final agreement. Later in the
session, an amendment reflecting the consensus of some of the
members who had participated in the conference on H.R. 7 was of-
fered to both a continuing appropriations bill and the national de-
fense authorization bill. The amendment included the House SMP
provision. The amendment was added to both of these bills, which
were passed by the Congress, and thus the National School Lunch
and Child Nutrition Amendments of 1988 were passed twice (P.L.
99-591 and 99-661).

For FY 1988, the USDA originally estimated that an additional
142 million half-pints of milk would be served under the SMP as
a consequence of the addition of previously excluded kindergarten
children in split session programs. The actual increase appears to
have been smaller; recent estimates are that approximately 61 mil-
lion more half-pints of milk were served in FY 1988 than in FY
1987, as a result of the addition of eligibility to split-session kinder-
garten children. Program participation remained essentially the
same in fiscal years 1989 through 1992, varying between 890,000
and 940,000 half pints served on an average day during this period.

TABLE 18.—SMP FUNDING AND PARTICIPATION FOR SELECTED YEARS FROM FISCAL YEARS 1955
THROUGH 1993

Fucal years Funding (in milhons) Pm'c'"?llo':;‘)l'" mil-

$500
850
1030
1040
1250
1560
1188
281
201
119
176
115
175
21
199
220
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TABLE 18.—SMP FUNDING AND PARTICIPATION FOR SELECTED YEARS FROM FISCAL YEARS 1955
THROUGH 1993—Continued

Patticipation {in mul-

Fiscal years Funding {1n milions} Wons)

1991 204 .89
1992 20.8 89
1993 (estimated) ... vceeoees wovvevnneen I 230 KA

Note. Budget authonty. FYIS84 and FY1386 amounts shown are lowe: than amounts lully expended because of remainder of previous years
ungbligated funds. Constant 1993 dollars for this program are shown in table 5 of this report.

C. PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS AND EVALUATIONS
1. Characteristics

In FY 1987, 5,744 schools, 354 child care facilities, and 2,237
summer camps served 163.3 million half-pints of milk to children
under the SMP. Some 748,000 half-pints of federally subsidized
milk were served on an average day in FY 1987, and the Federal
cost of the program was $18.3 million. Most of the milk served (96
percent) was subsidized at the paid rate; the remaining 4 percent
of the wmilk was served free to qualifying low-income children. Be-
cause SMP schools are not required to offer free milk to low-income
children, the distribution of free and paid milk under the program
is not an accurate measure of the income characteristics of partici-
pating children. Schools may choose not to offer free milk to low-
income children because of the application, income eligibility, and
verification requirements entailed. Nevertheless, there is evidence
to suggest that, in general, most children in SMP schools are from
higher income groups than those in schools offering school lunch
and breakfast programs. _

The National Evaluation of School Nutrition Programs (NESNP)
reported that in the 1979-80 school year schools without lunch or
breakfast programs tended to enroll students whose families had
higher incomes than those in schools with federally subsidized
meal programs. Since such schools now represent the primary pool
of schools eligible for the SMP, it is likely that SMP schools enroli
students with similar characteristics.

A similar conclusion is supported by a May 1979 Congressional
Budget Office (CBO) analysis of the characteristics of children par-
ticipating in various child nutrition ﬁro(gi'rams.76 The CBO reported
that children receiving SMP milk who did not participate in lunch
or breakfast programs had family incomes that were higher than
those of any other group of child nutrition program participants
and that the SMP was more likely to be available to children from
higher income families. Accor ‘ing to the CBO, 72.2 percent of the
children from families with incomes above 195 percent of the
USDA poverty guidelines had SMP milk available t~ them. This
compared to 64.1 percent of the children from families with in-
comes below the 125 percent of poverty and 8.9 percent of the
children with family incomes between 125 percent and 195 percent
of poverty. The CBO analysis found that 27 percent of the children
participating in the SMP, irrespective of their participation in other

761].S. Congressiona] Budget Office. Distributional Characteristics of Children Eligible for
Participation in Child Nutrition Programs; Distributional Analysis of the Administration’s Pro-
posal. Memorandum dated Mar. 5, 1979. Like the NESNP, the CBO analysis was conducted
prior to the prohibitions on SMF participation by schools with other child nutrition programs.
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meal service programs,Ahad family incomes below 125 percent of
the poverty level during the survey period.77

2. SMP Evaluations

a. 1975 evaluation

The first major study on the SMP was conducted in 1975 and
published in 1978 (“Special Milk Program Evaluation and the Na-
tional School Lunch Program Survey,” USDA, FNS-167, June
1978). Conducted before the exclusion of schools with lunch and
breakfast programs, this study found that milk was one of the least
wasted food products of those served through school feeding pro-
grams. Overall milk waste in schools was reported to average 11.5
percent. The concern that the SMP might contribute to milk waste
in schools where it provided a second serving of milk,
supplementing that provided with the meal, was reported to be
groundless. The SMP survey found no difference in milk waste be-
tween school lunch program schools with the SMP and those with-
out it (11.9 percent for both).

Among children receiving federally reimbursed milk under the
SMP, the 1975 survey showed that only 30 percent also partici-
pated in the school lunch program. The remaining 70 percent
brought their own bag lunches (43 percent); purchased a la carte
lunches (12 percent), ate lunch away frem school (9 percent), or re-
ported eating no lunch at all (6 percent).

Schools and other eligible outlets participating in the program
may serve milk as often and at whatever time they choose. The
SMP study reported that during the sample period (March-April
1975) 45 percent of the schools participating offered SMP milk once
a day (primarily at lunchtime); 27 percent offered milk twice a day;
24 percent, three times a day; and 4 percent, four or more times
a day. Most of the schools participating (66 percent) served SMP
milk at lunchtime; 2 percent served SMP milk at breakfast; and 32
percent served SMP milk at non-mealtimes.

In 1975, Federal regulations provided that in addition to whole
milk, outlets could offer milk that was low-fat, nonfat, or skim (all
of which may be flavored), and buttermilk. The SMP evaluation
data showed 68 percent of the milk served on the survey day to be
whole milk; 21 percent, flavored whole milk; 8 percent, low-fat or
nonfat flavored milk; and less than 3 percent, low-fat white,
unflavored skim or buttermilk.

The SMP evaluation showed that both the national school lunch
program and the SMP had increased the level of milk consumption
among children participating in the programs. However, the data
were not conclusive as to which of the two programs had a greater
impact on consumption, since at that time most schools participat-
ing on the SMP also participated in the school lunch program. The
SMP survey data showed in-school consumption to be significantly
higher among children in SMP schools (1.02 cartons or glasses)
than among children in non-SMP schools (0.72 cartons or glasses).
On a 24-hour basis there was a lesser but still significant dif-

77 At the time of this analysis, income eligibility for free and reduced-price meals was 125 per-
cent and 195 percent of the USDA poverty guideline, which was the Federal poverty income
guideline, updated through March for inflation.
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ference in consumption by children from SMP-participating schools,
who consumed 3.07 cartons or glasses per day, compared to 2.81
cartons or glasses consumed by children from non-SMP schools.
However, the survey data also showed greater in-school milk con-
sumption among children in non-SMP schools with the school lunch
program (0.93 cartons or glasses) than among children in SMP
schools without the school lunch program (0.72 cartons or glasses).

When no distinction was made as to whether or not the schools
participated in both or just one of the programs, in-school milk con-
sumption was apgroximately the same (1.03 cartons or glasses
consumed by children participating in the school lunch program,

compared to 1.02 cartons or glasses for children in the SMP). Thus,
it is not entirely clear how great the influence of the SMP itself is
in terms of increasing children’s fluid milk consumption.

b. National Evaluation of School Nutrition Programs
(NESNP)

The USDA’s NESNP constructed information from students or
parents during a 24-hour recall and from school officials. Because
there was some confusion among students and parents about
whether the milk served was from the SMP, the USDA advised
that its findings on the impact of the program should be viewed
with some skepticism. In addition, the NE%TNP data was collezted
before the implemertation of the prohibition on SMP participation
by schools with meal programs, so it’ does not provide insight on
the impact of this change on the SMP and its participants.

The NESNP compared students who consumed only milk, pur-
ported to be from the SMP, and those who did not participate in
any school nutrition program, irrespective of whether a lunch pro-
gram was available. The majority of students who participated only
In the milk program were white elementary school students. Less
than 25 percent of the milk-only students were black, Hispanic, or
from other ethnic backgrounds. This compares to 33 percent of the
students in the full sample. Nearly two-thirds of mil -only partici-
pants were elementary students, compared to 50 percent of those
in the full sample. Of those participating only in the milk program,
the NESNP showed that about 46 percent were eligible on an in-
come basis for free or reduced-priced meals. In the full sample of
children surveyed, the comparable proportion of those eligible for
free or reduced-pric -eals was 55 percent.

The NESNP fin: s showed that children participating in the
milk program ob: . .:d more energy, vitamin B6, calcium, and
magnesium than chitdren who did not participate in the program.
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AGRICULTURE. NUTRITION. ANO FORESTRY
WASHINGTON. DC 20510-6000

Dcember 10, 1993

Honorable William D. Ford

Chairman

Education and Labor Committee
House of Representatives

2181 Rayburn House Office Building
washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Thank you for the opportunity to share with you some of my
thoughts on the 1994 reauthorization of child nutrition programs.
I would particularly like to address the importance of school
meal programs.

Good nutrition can significantly lower health care costs and is a
major force in preventing and reducing chronic diseases.
Inadequate nutrition can have long term effects on a child's
learning ability. The school meal programs represent an
opportunity to make a lasting difference in the well being of
America's children.

The school lunch program feeds 25 million children daily, over
half of them low-income. Low-income children rely on school
meals to make up for nutritional gaps in their daily diets.
Research shows that children who participate in school lunch have
superior nutritional intake compared to thelr peers who do not
participate. Studies alsn indicate that low-income children
receive one-third to one-half of their dally nutritional Iintake
through the school lunch program. For some children school lunch
is the only nutritious meal of the day.

The school lunch program should set the right example for proper
eating habits, and improving the nutritional gquality of meals
will have a lasting impact on children. As President Clinton
stated in a recent proclamation "{t]here is no longer any
question that diet is related to good health, and school meal
programs should meet the dletary guidelines for Americans 8o that
children get nutritious meals.” Assisting schools in improving
the nutritional quality of meals should be a priority for this
reauthorization. I look forward to working with you and with the
Aamerican School Food Service Assoclation regarding this matter.

For many American children, eating a nutritious breakfast is not
a regular occurrence. Children who start the day hungry
jecpardize not only their health, but their ability to learn as
well. The School Breakfast Program helps ensure that children do
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not begin their school day hungry.

A 1987 study examined the effect of the school breakfast program
on the school performance of low-income children in Lawrence,
Massachusetts. The study found that low-income elementary school
children participating in the program showed improved
standardized acnievement test scores and a tendency toward
improved attendance rates and reduced tardiness.

The school breakfast program has been vitally important to low-
income children. Whereas over half of students participating in
the school lunch program are low-income, in school breakfast that
ratio is approximately ninety percent. Unfortunately, over forty
percent of schools which offer school lunch do not offer
breakfast, leaving nearly two-thirds of low-income children
without the benefits of this program.

Millions of low-income children who recelve meals during the
school year go hungry during the summer. To combat the threat of
hunger when school is out, the summer food service program was
created in 1968 to provide meals and snacks to children in needy
areas.

Unfortunately, summer food participation is very low compared to
participatiorn in the school lunch and school breakfast programs.
Nationwide, only fifteen percent of the targeted population is
being reached by the program. Eliminating barriers to
participation in the School Breakfast and Summer Food programs
will be important issues to address in reauthorization.

rarticipation in the school meal programs by low-income children
i{s essential to our nation's vitality and competitiveness. A
well-educated and healthy workforce is necessary for our nation
to compete in the global eonomy. Because hungry children cannot
learn, child nutrition proyrams are a vital part of the education
process.

1 look forward to working with you and your committee on the
reauthorization of the child nutrition programs and other issues
in the coming year.

Sincerely,

; PATRICK J. LEAH; E

Chairman
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SR Hnited States Senate
COMMITTEE ON

AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY
WASHINGTON, OC 205 10-8000

STATEMENT BY SENATOR RICHARD LUGAR
RANKING MINORITY MEMBER
SENATE AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE
DECEMBER 1993

I am pleased to have this opportunity to offer views on the
reauthorization of child nutrition programs.

Because of my avid interest in the relationship between good
health and nutrition, I have introduced legislation (S. 88) to
allow local school lunch professionals to de type or

school iunch program. My proposal reduces federal interference
in the school lunch Program and helps schools to lower the fat
content of the meals served to children.

We now know that there is a connection between diet and good
health. High fat intake is associated with higher obesity rates
and greater incidence of heart disease, and could be linked to
higher risk of certain type< of cancer,

This whole milk mandate sends the wrong message to our
nation’s youth about nutritious diets and healthy eating habits.
And this requirement impedes the ability of local schools to make
decisions that are in the best interests of the students they
serve daily. I must make clear that the

8 to nelp
One way to reduce
to promote consumption of lowfat and skim milk

rather than whole milk. Eating habits developed in childhood
tend to continue throughout life. Starting healthful eating
patterns early in life will help prevent diet-related health
problems later on and will help ease our nation’s rising health
care expenses.

Finally, eliminating the whole milk requirement is supported
by a number of consumer, nutrition and health-related
organizations including the American School Food Service
Association, Public Voice for Food and Health Policy, the
American Heart Association, the American Dietetic Association,
the Society for Nutrition Education, the Food Research and Action
Center, and the Center for Science in the Public Interest.

I will continue to eéncourage Senators to cosponsor this
legislation and will seek full Senate consideration of the bill
during reauthorization of the child nutrition programs.
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APPENDIX C

November 16, 1993

The Honorable Williawm Ford

Chairman

House Committee on Education & Labor
2181 Rayburn House Office Building
Wwashington, bPC 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The American Association of School Administrators, representing
nearly 18,000 local superintendents and other school executives,
wishes to express our solid support for the reauthorization of the
Child Nutrition Programs now before the Committee.

We strongly believe in the value of each of these programs, because
a hungry child cannot learn well. We xnow that often, in high
poverty areas, school nutrition programs represent the only
balanced and complete meal a child may have all day.

The Committee has always served children well through these
programs and we stand with you, again, as -you move through ths
reauthorization process. please let us know if we can be of
assistance, as you proceed.

Sincerely,
/’1%&3.{) -

Nicholas Pennin
Director of Legislation

(703) 528-O700 * Fax (7O3) 8411543

1801 North Moore Street ¢ Adington. Vuging 22209
An E@u0 CODOIUAty Empic, oF




COUNCIL OF CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS

One Massachusetts Asvenue, NW, Suite 700, Washington, DC 20001.1431 » 202/408-5508 - FAX 200/408-8072
Resource Cenver on Educational Equity State Education Assessment Center

-
-
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November 19, 1993

The Honorable William Ford, Chairman
Education and Labor Committee

2181 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Chairman Ford:

The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) strongly supports the school nutrition
and nutrition education programs, which will be reauthorized (H.R.8) in the next session of
Congress.

As a growing body of scientific research makes clear, adequate child nutrition is an essential
prerequisite for academic achievement. For schools and educators to meet the expanding
educational needs of this country’s diverse student population, it is vital that children’s
health and putritional needs be met. The school lunch and breakfast programs make an
important contribution to meeting those needs.

We offer our support for these programs and look forward to working with you and your
Committee during the reauthorization. Among CCSSO's policy priorities is the tepic,
"Student Success Through Collaboration,” through which we address the concrete and
practical ways states and school districts can connect health, child care, welfare, housing,
juvenile justice and other services to help students and their families achieve eudcation
success. Nutrition and nutrition education constitute an essential component of collaboration
to assure success for all students.

We appreciate your leadership in the area of child nutrition and education and look forward
to working with you and the Administration to review and expand our children’s nutrition
programs.

fdon M. Ambach

President WERNER ROGERS, Georpia Superintendent of Schools « Presldent Efect ALAN D MORGAN. New Meusco Superintendent of Public
Instrucuon « Directorts ROBERT E BARTMAN. Mussoun Commusstoner of Education « JUDITH A BILLINGS. Washingion Supenintendent of Public
Instruction » RETTY CASTOR Flonda Commussioner nf Education » WILLIAM L. LEPLEY lowa Direcior nf Fduestion « HENRY R MAROCKIE Wen
Vi3 Supenntenient ot Schoals s EUGENE T PASLOV Nev ada Supenntendent ot Public Inuniction « Executive Director GORDON ST AMI Y 11
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Council of the Great City Schools
1301 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. « Suite 702 + Washington, D.C. + 20004
(202) 393-CGCS + (202) 393-2400 (fax)

November 18, 1993

“The Honorable Wiltiam D. Ford, Chairman
Commirtee on Education and Labor

U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

1 am writing on behalf of the Council of the Great City Schools, a coalition of
the nation's largest urban public school systems, to cxpress our stong and
enthusiastic support for the federal school lunch and breakfast programs under the
jurisdiction of your Commitce.  As Congress reviews and debates these federal
activities next year, we hope that it will be clear to all that the nutrtion and
education of our young people depend on the continucd strength and funding of
these programs.

The poverty rates among children in urban areas are so high that ncarly 60% of our
inner-city youth ate cligible for cither a free or rcdulpcﬂ'pﬂ'ccmcal. Nutrition has
long been recognized as an adjunct to cducation. Clildren who ate hungry, sick or
malnourished cannot learn to their potential. ool feeding Yrograms arc
predicated on the direct link between physical health an i acity, and for
many years have served successfully as onc of the federal government's major
weapon's against hunger and ignorance among our nation's youth. Without these
nutrition programs, particularly in highly concentrated poor arcas like the inner-
cities, our fight for a better future for our youth would be doomed to failure. Again,
we urge Congress to keep these programs alive and healthy.

Mr. Chairman, the Council thanks you for your continued support of the school
lunch programs. If we can be of assistance to you in your work on this or any other
area, please do not hesitace to call on us.

Sincerely,

ichael Casserly
Executive Director
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ELXMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS
Serving All Elementary and Siddle School Pricipals

November 19, 1993

The Honorable William D, Ford
Chairman

House Education and Labor Committes
2107 Rayburn House Office Bu.lding
washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Ford:

I am writing you to reinforce the tremendous importance that
the school nutriticn programs have on public education. The
National Association of Elamentary School Principals has
heard from many principals acrosg the country who stxess

to ua the importance of schocl nutrition programs.

These programs are important not only to those students who

come from a low socio-economic background, but to all children.
We must keep in mind that "hungry" children cannot be successful
academically or socially in school. By providing nutritious
meals at school we are assured that children and youth are

more readily equipped for learning

I cannot stress enough the import .ce of a quality nutrition
program which is affordable for all youngaters.

Sincerely,
e
dward P, Kellexr
Deputly Executive Director

EPK/ms

1615 DUKE STREET ¢ ALIXANDRA, VieGonia 223143483 © TELETHONE: (T03)684-3345 ¢ Fax: (703)548-6021
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. The National Assoclation of Secondary School Princlpals
1904 Assocation Drive » Rastan, Virgina 220911537 « Tel: (703) 80-0200  Fuxc: (703) 476-5432

Decomber 16, 1093

The Honorable William D. Ford
United States House of Representatives

Washington, 2051849 «

Dear Chaj Ford!

The National Association of Socondng School Principals wishes to axpress our strong
support for the National S8chool Lund! and School Breakfast Programa. We look
forward to working with you and your committee in their important reauthorization

this coming year.

The nation’s secondary schoo!l principals believe that these programa play a vital role
in the education hg;iooeu by providing nutritious meals to children who might
otherwise have limited access to them. We have long belioved that it is vixt
impossible for & student to maximize their learning potential when thay are either
hungry or putri deprived,

We hope in committes delibsrations, will seek to expand the eligibility for
theu& armp mtouchimunizm .Thiew:\xxrdmurethﬂm onts

v
fearinns.ﬂo stigma o! "#-e0 lunches" would benefit as they should, and thus, the
admi ative burden which currently exists in the program would be reduced.

Additionally, we look forward to working with your committes to assure a wide range
of foods are available to students in school cafeterias acroas the country, including
access to a 1a carte lines and other options that give students a range of food choices.
As part of this issue, we urge that the statute and regulations surrounding
competitive foods remain as it is currently writien.

We look forward to working with you and the committee in that thems
programs ofr important mission — that all children have adequate nutrition.

Kind personsl regards,

2.

Dr. ’I‘imothg J, Dyer

Executive

RAK:ssc/0847g

Serving All Leaders in Middle Level and High School Education

Nationa) Honor Soctaty Netional Association of Sudent Counclis
Founder and Sporwor of National Junlor Honor Soclaty  National Assocation of Student Activity Advisers




[ T
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
STATE BOARDS OF EDUCATION

December 15, 1993

The Honorable William Ford

U.S. House of Representatives
Committee on Education and Labor
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Ford:

The National Association of State Boards of Education (NASBE) supports H.R. 8, the
reauthorization of Child Nutrition Programs. Research and practice show that children
and youth can not learn if they are underfed or malnourished. The school nutrition
programs sometimes provide the only meals that a child receives in a day.

Recently, members of the state board of Michigan testified in Flint, Michigan at a U.S.
Department of Agriculture field hearing on school nutrition programs and federal dietary
guidelines. They testified that too often children are taught nutrition education but that
knowledge is undercut by school nutrition services which contain high levels of fat,
sodium and sugar. Access to school nutrition programs must be increased without
diminishing the quality of the foods provided.

We look forward to working with you as this teauthorization proceeds.

Sincerely,

A el

Brenda L. Welburn
Executive Director

1012 Cameron Street
Aleandria, Virginta 22314

7036844000
FAX703-836-2313
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NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

Keih Geiger. # rendent 1200 16th street. NW
Robert Chase, sue Presidens Washington, DC 20036 32990
Manhn Monahan, coear. e (2021 822.7300 Fax 1202V 822-7741

Don Cameron §uvute e GOVERNMENT RELATIONS

Debra Delee Directt
November 19, 1993

The Honorable William D Ford, Chairman
Committce On Education and Labor

U S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC. 20515

Dear Chairman Ford:

On behalf of the Mational Education Association (NEA), representing more than two miilion
cducation employecs, I am writing to offer our strong and enthusiastic support for the
reauthorization of the Child Nutrition and the National School Lunch Acts The School Breakfast
and Lunch, Child and Adult Care, Summer Food, and WIC programs are critical to ensuring the
health and well-being of millions of children and adults.

NEA believes that the health and nutrition of children should be a national priority The link
between poverty, hunger, child development and the ability to leamn has been well documented
Our Members see daily how the school breakfast and lunch pragrams not only increase students'
attention span and learning abilitics but also improve their hea.n. Recent research on the school
breakfast program found that children who were participants had significantly higher standardized
achicvement test scores than eligible children who wercnot. GAO studies have documented that
low income children reccive one-third to one-half of their nutritional intake every day from the
School Lunch program. As our nation nioves forward on education and health care reform, we
must ensure that these programs receive the funding they need to remain effective.

NEA appreciates your continued leadership and commitment, as well as that of Representative
Kildee and Goodling, in championing these important programms We look forward to working
closely with you and the Committee to strengthening and expanding nutrition services for children

Sincerely,

B bro Deoe

Debra DeLce
Director of Government Relations
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@ The Nationa' PTA' Natcnal Headquarters Ottco of Governmental Refalions

330 North Wabash Avenud Suite 2100 2000 L Street N W, Suite 600
Chicago. tthnos 60611-3690 Wastungton. OC 20036

{312) 6706782 {202) 331-13€0

Fax (312) 6796783 FAX' (202) 331-1406

November 22, 1993

The Honorabie Willlam D. Ford
Chalrman

Committee on Education and Labor
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On behalf of the neary seven milllon parents, teachers, students and other child
advocates who are mambers of the Nallonal PTA, | am writing in suppon of the chlld
nutition program authorized under the National Schoo! Lunch Act of 1946 and the Child
Nutritlon Act of 1968,

Providing nutritious meals to hungry children was one of the reasons the founders of the
Natlonal PTA first gathered in Washington, D.C. In 1897. For nearly one hundred years,
our members have been working to create, expand, protect and improve the federal chlld
nutition programs. Currently, the National PTA has positions on: Improving the nutritional
quallty of the foods children eat, Including the school breakfagt and lunch programs;
expanding the availability of nutrition education programs; pressrving adequate funding
for the Speclal Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC);
Increasing particlpation in the Surnmar Food Service Program; and improving the school
lunch and breakfast programs to allow for universal meals provided to children regardiess
of their family Incomes.

Two of the maln Issues that we believe will be discussed In the upcoming reauthorization
of these programs are nutritional quallty and access to children from low-Income families.

The U.S Department of Agriculture (USDA) recently |ssued a report on the nutritional
quality of the school meals, finding they are high in fat and sodium. However, the study
also had other mors positive findings that were rot widely reported. For examipla, even
though the USDA has never issued regulations requiring school lunches to conform to the
1990 Dietary Guldelines for All Americans—the first set of guidelines to apply to children--
44 percent of schools participating In the program had at least one lunch option that met
those guidelines.

In addition, USDA's study found that while school lunches are slightly above the dietary
guideline goal for fat, they meet or exceed the Recommanded Dietary Allowances (RDA)
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The Honorabla William D. Ford
November 22, 1993
Page Two

for key nutrients that growing children need. This is extremely important for the milllons
of children who qualify for free and reduced-price meals because school lunch may be
the only meal they eat.

We do not disagree that thers Is room for Improvement, but we must consider the whole
picture. Currently, the percentage of calories from fat In the schoo! lunch program is
approximately the same as in the diet of the average American. To change these habits,
we need to enhance nutrtion education efforts in schools, expand training for schoal food
service workers on preparing healthy meals that children will eat, and provide sufficient
funding for the program to allow purchase of more fresh fruits, vegetables, and other
healthy foods.

More importantly at this time is the issue of access. We belleve that all children—If they
want to—should be able to eat meals in school. Many needy children do not participate
In the schoo! lunch program for fear of being stigmatized as poor, and 100 many schools
stlll do not serve schodl breakfast. To improve children’s access to school meals, we
support continued expansion of the breakfast program and a universal meals program
allowing schools to serve meals to children regardiees of their family income.

With a universal meals program, breakfast and lunch become just another part of every
child's school day, and schools can use the program to improve thelr overall nutrition
education efforts. With better nutrition education, children will learn good eating habits
when they are young and retain these habits as adults. The avallability of universal
school meals would imprave leaming, because we know hungry children cannot ieam to
their full capabliities. it would aiso reduce the administrative burden schools now ¢ xpend
to varify family incomes, freeing school food service personnel to spend more time
developing creative menus and improving thelr programs.

We applaud your efforts, as Chalr of the Committee on Education and Labor, to sustain
and improve the child nutrition programs. We look forward to working with you and your

statt during the upcoming reauthorization process.

Sincarely,

Uathenne A. belisn

Catherine A. Belter
Vice-Presidert for Legisiative Activity
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The Honorable William D. Ford
U.S. House of Representatives
Washingtor, D.C. 20515

" Dear Representative Ford:
RE: UPPORT FCR 8 R (o) N
NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT

Thic National School Boards Association (NSBA), on behatf of the 97,000 jocal school board members across
the country, supports H.R. 8, reauthorizing child nutrition programs and the National School Lunch Act.

Adequate child nutrition is the foundation of readiness to leamn in school and is critical for the achievement
of the first National Education Goal. The school funch program has a tremendous record of success in serving
miltions of at-risk children acrass several gencrations and in greatly i proving their prosp for academi
achlevement, good health, and general well-being.

In this reauthorization, NSBA supports increased assistance for local school districts choosing to start-up or
expand school breakfast programs and for child nutrition education programs. We also support measures to
simplify student eligibility procedures and reduoe administrative and paperwork burdens.

NSBA also supports promotion of the Agriculture Department’s Dietary Guidelines, but PT utandatory,
inflexible dictary standards for child nutrition programs as a condition of participation in the programs. Wc
1130 uppuse restrictions on the diwre o of 1ocai sciioo! 50ards to impicient measurcs (0 improve the quatity,
efficiency, and o ¢ cffectiveneas of school food servioes such as restricting the use of vending mnchines or
prohibiting privati.ation of food services.

We look forward to working with you as you draft your legislation fof the reauthorization of this important
legislation.

Sincerely,

William M. Soult omas A. SKannon

President Executive Director

NATIONAL SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION
1680 Duke Street  Alexandria, Virginia 22314-3493  (703) 838-6722
FAX (703) 683-75%0
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APPENDIX D

WALTER J. HICKEL GOVERNOR

i o .- . RN ER

. BELT PLA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION | ga%:sl;' 10THCSETREET

P.O. BOXF
JUNEAU, ALASKA $0811.0509

FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICES

December 14, 1993

The Honorable Dale Kildee

Chairrnan, Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary
and Vocational Education

House Education and Labor Committee

2239 Raybum House Office Building

w:sllingwn. DC 20515-2207

Dear Congressmun Kildee:

I would like to take this opportunity to bring the importance of reauthorization of Child Nutrition
Programs and their impact in Alaska to your atiention. Alaska is a unique state with a land mass of
586,412 squire miles and a population of approximately 550,043. It Is the only state with a
population of less than onc person per square mile. Alaskans are young. The 15 - 39 year old age
group represents 51% of the state's total population. The median age of Alaskans is 27.4 years,
making Alaska's population the youngest in the nation. Of Alaska’s population, approximately 87%
is non-Native and 13% is Alaska Native.

Alaska's populaton is both highly concentrated and highly dispersed. Approximately 70% of the
population lives in 3 cities: Anchorage, Fairbanks and Juneau. On the other hand, approximately
70% of Alaska Natives live in 220 viilages with populations ranging from 25 1o 3,500 people. Many
of these villages arc remote. Alaskans rely heavily on air transpostation that is costly and often
unrelizble due to extremc weather conditions. Passenger airfares and air freight costs are
substantially higher in Alaska than in the contiguous United States. There are no roads to the major
hub communities, except for Anchorage and Fairbanks. Many individuals live in villages which are
isolated from each other by considerable distances and are not connected by roads, although some
villages are connected by rivers.

There are 55 school districts in the state with & current enroliment of 117,000 students. Eighty-three
per cent of the enrolled students have access to the National School Lunch Program in their school
and 42% of these students purticipate in the program daily. One-third of the schools participating in
the National School Lunch Program also participate in the School Breakfast Program.  For many of
these children, meals euten at school are the only meals the child receives. In Alaska's hassh climate,
food for growth, cnergy and body heat become critical issues. Agriculture s not an industry
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indigenous to the state; foods and food products must be shipped or air freighted to all areas of the
state for basic survival.

Scventy-five per cent of the schools in Alaska are located in rural villages where at best, a smail
grocery store is located, Fresh fruits and vegetables, if available in the store, arc mainly limited to
potatoss, onions, carrots and apples. Some of these villages do not have running water, a safe water
supply or proper sewage disposal systems. The average income of many of these rural villages is
well below the poverty level. Increasing numbers of households are depending on AFDC and or
Food Stamps to provide the staple foods needed. Subsistence hunting and fishing, depending on
migrating caribou herds, moose and geese as well as salmon runs, is stll the norm to many of the
people living in rural Alaska,

Total participation in the National School Lunch Program has increased 14% since 1990 with free
participation showing the largest growth of 41% increasc. This may be due in part to the direct
certification of AFDC and Food Stamp families as well as the impact of the econorny. Since 1990 the
average number of food stamp as well as APDC families has increased approximawly 40%. School
breakfast participation has increased 27.9% with & 32.6% increase in free participation since 1990.
Child care lunches have increased 11.3% since 1990 with a 25.5% incre- o free meals served.
Lunches served by Family Day Care Home providers have increased 14.7% same period.

Increasing participation and program access in all the Child Nutrition Programs is the top priority in
Alasks. The Summer Food Service Program would be more attractive o potential sponsors if the
reimbursement rates for Alaska were adjusted to better defray program costs. The school and child
care programs are reimbursed at a ratc adjusted for Alaska's cost of living but as yet the Summer
Food Service Program is reimbursed at the same rate as the contiguous United States. An increased
reimbursement rate for rural areas in all Child Nutrition Programs in Alaska would better assist the
sponsct to meet higher labor, food and transportation costs of the bush, thus msking the
reimburiement mere equitable with the purchasing power in the contiguous states.

Alaska is in support of permitting for-profit child care centers with 25% free and reduced price
eligiblechildrento participate in the program. The State of Alaska does not use its Title XX funding
for day care services. Therefore, there are no proprietary ceaters participating in the Child and Adult
Care Food Program. Of the 238 liceased child care centers in the State (excluding Head Start and
military bases), only 39% participete in the Child and Adult Care Food Program. Opening
participation to proprietary centers serving a minimum of 25% low income children is an important
issue to the child care community in this state. Cusrently the majority of the proptietary centers do
not provide meals or snacks but rely on parents to provide their child's meals for the day. This often
results in children receiving meals of minimal nutritional vaiue. The availability of the Child and
Adult Care Food Program to all child care centers serving low income children will allow nutritious
meals 1o be sexved to children who need them the most whether they are cared for in licensed day care
homes, nonprofit centexs or proprictary centers.

Equally vital to the continuous support of the Child Nutrition Programs is to define, enhance and
support the nutrition integrity of the programs for the sponsors as well as the public. As you know,
the United States Depariment of Agriculture has placed a strong cmphasis on the fiscal accountability
of the Child Nutrition Programs in the last five years. The current prescribed review structure, the
Coordinated Review for the National School Lunch Program, is centered around the accunate
counting, claiming and reporting systetn of meals, by category, served to eligible children. It is
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imperative that the basis of these programs be founded and modeled on nutrition standards which
support the nutritional well being of our nation's children, the original intent of the program. It
behooves us to support the nutritional well being of our children and to provide exemplary nugition
education as part of a healthy lifeskills emphasis as well as 1o provide nutrient dense food choices to
support optimum growth and development {n our country's future stakcholders.

Alaska shares your concern and support for the reauthorization of the Child Nutrition Programs.

S‘inpa{ﬂy.
li(ﬁé:nblx;\s. R.D.

Coordinator




DEPARTMENT or EDUCATION

4 STATE CAPITOL MALL « LTTTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72201-1071 * (501) 682.4475
GENE WILHOIT, Director. General Education Division

Decamber 10, 1992

The Honorable Dale Xildee

Chalr, Subcommittes on Elomentsry
Secondary and Vocational Educatior
Hougs Education snd Labor Committee
2239 Reyburn House Office Bullding
Washington, DC 20%15-2207

Dear COngresam™en Kildea:

The 1994 resuthorization of child nutrition programe provides an
opportunity to reverse alarming trenis snd return their emphseis to the
health and education benefits for cll children which they were originally
designed to provide. Sfecretary of Agriculture fiike Espy hss saild school
lunches ars sa Lmportant as books. Surgeon Generel Joycelyn Eldara has
esild it is not enough for only 56V of students t> eat achool lunches. A
growing number of heslth, education and advocacy groups are promoting
school lunch, school breakfast snc nutrition education and training (NET}
programs sa important to lesrning readincse, health promotion and disesse
prevention. These are important josls for all atudents.

School mmal prograns provideé an opportunity to shape the nutrition
habits of future generations. As you know, I am convinced the best way
to promotae healthful esting among etudants is to provids a Univerasl
Student Nutrition program which le adequately funded, efficiently
sdministered, and totally integrated into ths education day. It ia an
investment we should rake as acon ss possible.

Ae a minimum, the 1994 resuthorization lagiszlation ghould provida for
one “reinvent school lunch” grant to each atate. Thase grants should be
entrepraneurial in neture, providing aschool adminiotrators. community
lQaders and achool nutrition diractors the opportunity to focus on health
and education outcomes ir eettings as free of barriers as they make tham.
The regults of auch ¢rante would be useful in asssesing coat-benefits and
in identifying strategies that build atrong local support.

Arkansas currently hes 70V of students psrticipating in the school
lunch program. Thrae states, Louleiana, Georgis and Miaslewlippi. havae
more than 80% of students benefiting from thie program. Unfortunately,
ten statde have lese than 50% participstion snd tvanty atates have less
than 60w, why?

Reimburssble achool lunches sre not fully funded. Local and etate

funding has shrunk es much ea federsl funding. 1Incressingly echool
food eervice programe sre forced to Operste se a businass within the
school bullding, providing only the level of sarvice thay caa fund.

SYATE DOARD OF EDUCATION: Chasrnar - ELAINE SCOTT. LT; Rock Vice Chairmaz - RICHARD C SMITH, JR Titlas

aers CARLE BAGOEPT Roaers - WILLIAM B FISHER, Paragouid “JAMES M LLEWELLYZ. JR , Ferl Sm.th JAMES A’ McLARTY lll. Newpor:
Meen A CGE L IR PERRY Ansaciphit 3 KA WALKER. Lutie Rotk ~ANCY M WOOD, Lite Rock
ERRYDALKER

Opporwuny Empioyes




151

Xildee December 10, 1993 Page 2

Unfortunately thie Often leads to menagemant practices designed to enhance
the financial bottom line more than the nutritional bottom line.

We need to restore the funds cut in the 1980 and 1981 OBR Acts, regulate
indirect coste and re-direct local offorte from axcespive paperwork to
healthful eating. We nead full appropriaticn for the NET program and
increasaed assursnce that it will integrate knowledge from the classroom
into experience in the cafeteria.

The school braakfast program hae had a 47% participation increree in
Arkansas during the past four years. I believe thie can be attributed to
sdequate faderal funding, promotion of the program through etart up
granta, and strong locel and stete support for school breakfast as a key
to learning readinese., Theee strategies could alsc revitalize echool
lunch.

1 appreciate your strong leadership and the good etart you have made
toward reauthorizing child nutrition programs through ths introduction of
BR 3580, I look forward to the addition of the iteme discussed in thie
letter. We must paes landuark legislation that will changa the direction
of child nutrition progrars and once agein make them full partnera in the
haelth and education of the nation's children.

Please call on me if I can be halpful in any way.
sincerely,

lotdveel

Dorothy Caldwell, MS,RD
Director, Child Nutrition

DPRCiod
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Arizona
Department of Education

C. DIANE BISHOP

Superintendent

December 22, 1993

The Honorable Dale Kildee

Chairman Subcommittee on
Elementary, Secondary, and
Vucational Education

House Education and Labor Committee

2239 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, DC 20515-2207

Near Congressman Kildee:

Thank you for your inlerest in Child Nutrition Programs and the previsions being
recommended in H.R. 3580, 1 appreciate the opportunity to offer recommendations which
will be considered as Congress and the United States Department of Education and
Agriculture formulate policy changes and regulations regarding Child Nutrition
Programs.

Child Nutrition Programs have a significant impact on the health and education
needs of children in our state, and we strongly support preventive practices which allow
children (o reach their full potential. Both the National Goals for Education and Healthy
People 2000 have a shared objective; an improved health status to promote cognitive
learning and behavioral skills for children.

Arizona's Initiative o strengthen early childhood education and provide service to
those students who are at risk for academic failure continue to be successful, and we arc
grateful for the reimbursement and administrative funds available to states, Through the
Child Nutrition Programs thousands of children benefit. In FY '93, the Arizona
Department of Education administered seven of the Child Nutrition Programs
reimbursing $98 million in federal funds. 87 million meals and 8 million snacks were
served, 15 million dollars in USDA commodities were distributed, and 130 thousand
dollars for the Nutrition Education and Training (NET) Program.

Q
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The Honorable Dale Kildee
December 22, 1993
Page 20f 1

The School Lunch Program operates in 92% of Arizona's public schools. Each day
about 323,540 students receive (he benefit of a school lunch. This number represents 57 %
of the student population. 47% of these students are from families with incomes at or
pelow poverty. School Breakfast Program expansion successfully continues. The average
number of children eating breakfast at school each day has increased 54% in threc years.
The average daily participation in FY '93 was 96,635.

Arizona school administrators are keenly aware of the value of school lunch and
breakfast as an integral part of the educaiion process. They recognize the importance of
the service provided to students and their families. While many benefits are being
realized, administrators arc sensitive to the sociceconomic factors and life-style behaviors
which influence students' menu selection and the amounts eaten during the schoo! day. In
many cases, these factors and behaviors affect 2 child's ability to learn.

During the September 1993 meeting, the Arizona State Board of Education adopted
a resolution to endorse the establishment of an infrastcucture which will assist in building
healthier schools and communities. Recognizing that he learning process is influenced by
the health status of a child, (he Board supports the creation of a comprehensive health
program. The resolution is a first step toward the goal of improving the health status of
children. For the resolulion (o be successful, it will require schools and thefr communities
in partership with local, state and federal governments to enhance school health
instruction, school health service, school envitronment, school food services, physical
education, school counseling and psychological service, health promeotion for staff, parent
and community.

In regard to the nutrition objectives of the School Lunch Program, the results of a
Dietary Guideline survey conducted in our state indicated that 90% of Food Service
Directors have increased variety, or decreased sodium, sugar, or fat In their school
lunches. When asked to indicate important changes for improving the overall quality of
the school lunch, 79% indicate a need for more lower-fat commodilies from USDA; 77%
indicate a need for more reasonably-priced low-fat food from vendors; 73% indicate a
need vor mare nutritfon education in the classroom; 73% indicate a need for greater
availanility of low-fat reccipts. 56% state lhat there are financial pressures on the program
tobx alf-supporting: and 57% state children often prefer foods high in fal.
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The Honorable Dale Kildee
December 22, 1993
Page3of ¢

In the development of policy and regulatory changes, we offer for your
consideration the following recommendations:

1) Identify the reasons for non-participation. Approximately 40% of students do
not participate in the School Lunch Program. Design changes which would
provide incentives for schools and students to participate;

Identify profiles of successful implementation of school feeding programs.
Many ideas could be gleaned from USDA's Best Practice Awards given to
schools in 1992 and 1993. Chandler Unified School District in Arizona was a
1992 ritional winner; and four addidonal Arizona schools were Regional
winners. Factors to consider in the development of the profiles may include the
number and expertise of staff available for implementation of the programs, the
nutrition knowledge of students and staff, staff development, prc:urement
practices menu planning skills, and method of meal service, distribution
systems for foods, nutrition and related information, and marketing strategles.
We recommend that in partnership with USDA and other Interested groups, we
build on successful practices not only in the School Lunch and Breakfast

Program but also in the other Child Nutrition Programs;

Study the Natlonal Food Service Management Institute's and the American

School Food Service Assocdiation's Nutrition Integrity concepts and slandards in
relation to current regulations, identifying weaknesses, and develop regulations
which will vigorously increase implementation of these standatds;

Increase funding for the Nutrition Education and Training (NET) Program and

promote the appropriate components of the NET Strategic Plan as a part of the
comprehensive school health program;

Revise the regulations for the federal State Administrative Expense funds to
allow dollars for warehousing, distribution and administration of the Food
Distribution Program. The funds could also assist in the speedy distribution of
USDA fresh produce, Currently, Arizona redpients pay a "per case handling
fee" for the costs of administering, warehousing and distributing USDA foods;

Consider a revision of the criteri.. ased to determine reimbursement rates. We
recommend projected labor :osts, the consumer price index, the cost for
implementing the Dietary Guiuelines in menu planning, menu service, nutrition
education and other perfinent indicators be used. The results of the USDA Meal
Prices and Reported Meal Cost study should provide useful guidelines to assist
in determining meal reimbursement rates; and
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e Honorable Dale Kildee
recember 22, 1993
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7) Remove the inconsistencies between programs in menu requirements, cost
accounting, and financial accountability, especially where the school or agency
is operating the School Lunch Program, Year-Round Summer Food Service
Program, Summer Food Service, and the Child and Adult Care Food Programs.
Specific detalls are included in the recommendations for the 1994
Reauthorization.

The Council of Chief State School Officers in the "Eat to Learn and Learn to Eat,”
report state that "public and private programs are in place that address the nutrition status
of children and their ability to learn; however, their impacts are compromised by
underfunding, red-tape, and misconceptions about their intent and benefits.” The report
recommends fve action steps which we support. One of these action steps is "prc. ~"'ng
the interconnectedness of children’s health and ability to Jearn in school so that programs
in these areas collaborate and coordinate their efforts.”

Thank you for this opportunity to share our perspective on this important issue.

Sincerely,

@J(OLLML /ébrff?a
C. Diane Bishop

Superintendent of Public Instruction
CDBja

I\ Mike Espy, Secretary of Agriculture
Ellen Haas, Under Secrelary of Agriculture
Sharon Levinson, USDA

75-541 - 94 - 6
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
721 Capito! Mall: P.O, 8ox 944272
Sacramento, CA 94244-2720

December 9, 1993

The Honorable Dale Kildae

chairman, Subcommittee on
Vocational Education

House Education and Labor Committee

22319 Rayburn HouSe Office Building

washington, D.C. 20515-2207

Dear Congressnan Kildee:

The overarching objective of our child nutrition programs is to
reduce hunger in America by providing access to nutritious food and
the tocls for children to make healthy choices. Tha relationship
batween nutrition and learning is well documented: ¢good nutrition
inproves academic performance. It is clear that positive
experiences with food at early ages shape positive and healthy
eating habits and behaviors for a lifetime. Sound nutritional
habits also reduce tha incidence of chronic disease later in life.
our child nutrition programs contribute immeasurably to this end.
These prograns offer millions of children the daily opportunit¥ to
eat nutritious foods and learn healthy, life-long eating habits

However, our objectives will not be reached without significant

change.

As the largest child nutrition program in the country, California
has over 91 percent of its public schools participating in the
National School tunch Program. Each day, over 2.2 mfalion lunches
are sarved to children who represent 44 percent of the average
daily attendance in California‘s public scheols. Over 70 percent
of the students who eat school lunch are eligible for free or
raduced price meals. In the California Child Care Food Program,
nearly 32,800 ohild ocare centers and 26,000 day care homes
participated, sarving approximately 145 milljon meals and
supplements during 1992~93. In child care centers, 76 psrcent of
the neals were served to children from low-income families. We
also sarved nearly 833,000 meals to adults at 60 day care sites in
1992-93,

It is important to educate all Americans on making wise food

choloes., Children’s behaviors and prsfarences arae influenced by

the nutrition messages they receive from parents, television/media,

peers, health providers, food industry1 child nutrition programsg,
o

and othars. Many of these behaviors and prefarences are
established bafore children reach kindergarten. currently, these
messAges sre often inaccuratae, conflicting, or inconsigtent. A
national campaign, modeled after the seat belt safety and
antismoking campaigns for example, will insure consistent,
positiva, nutrition mesmages that are directed toward educating
children to make wise lifelong food choices. It is important that
this effort invelva all fedsral agencies concerned about
comprehensive health. It would be a powerful force for change if
these agencies spoke in one unifiad voicae.
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The Honorable Dale Kildee
December 9, 1993
Page 2

A second neaded change is to allow Nutrient Standard Menu Planning
(NSMP) as an option to providing nutritious wpaals 1n school and
child care settings.

In cCalifornia, K&XP has been pilotad with coordination and
assistance from USDA staff. NSMP is an alternative method of menu
planning to insure the nutr’.lonal guality of school meals. This
nethod Useg a computer to analyze nutrients of gchool meals served
over a waek’s time. This allows the school to determine that the
daily average of meals served meat the required recommended dietary
allowances and the dietary guideline targets, NSMP has great
potential for providing a cost-eff@ctive menu planning alternative
that promotes nutrition integrity in child nutriticn prog—ams., It
also provides flexibility in meeting children’s needs and
proferences and has been an effective murketing tool with parents,
teachers and students.

An essential component in using NSKP ig adequate training and
nutritional axpertise, including a mandatory reviavw by a registered
dietitian to insura nutritional integrity. We applaud USDA’s
efforts to encouragae demonstration projects to test this concept
nationwide. However, as a naxt step Schools should have the option
of using nutrient standurd menu planning as an alternative
approach.

Another area that must be changed is the Coordinated Review Effort
(CRE). CRE is the axisting compliance review machanisn for child
nutrition programs, It is heaavily welghted toward aocountability
measuras, such as reviewing eligibility applications and meal
counting proceduraes. Unfortunataly, there is relatively little
attention-given to nutrition issues in CRE. Although our prodrams

muet be held accountable, it is vital that the emphasis be shifted
to focunini on monitoring for program quality. There is a direct
P

relationsh batween & quality mutrition program and student
participation: high quality programs hava high participation. Our
achools are more likely tc achiave high standards on aotivities
that they are evaluated on rather then those thay are not. To
reflect the amphasis on nutrition objectives, the CRE name should
be changed to "Nutrition Integrity standards Raview"; Standards for
Nutrition Integrity should be astablished; and review areas that
support the implaementation of the nutrition objectives should be
substituted for current "critical areaV administrative processes.
changing CRE to evaluate outcomes rather than on administrative
processes will allow our prograns to beattar mect dietary
guidelines.
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The Honorable Dale Kildee
December 9, 1593
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An additional area requiring change is that families in need must
currently meet a different mseans test for nearly every federal
progran. The means test for school lunch is different than the
teat for Head Start. AFDC has other criteria, as does medicaidq,
etc. Eligibility requirements for all federal assistance programs
should be standardized. A fapily that qualifies for one progran
would be begt ecarved by automatically quulifying for another. It
is senseless to continually fill cut an endless stream of paperwork
to qualify for federal benefits. The Secretaries of USDA,
Education, and Health and Human Sarvices should be required to
jointly convene to develop common eligibility forms and criteria
for all fadaral means tested programs. A common framework will
insure consistency across federal programg.

Finally, there arc many additional iassues that we believe require
serious attention by your committee. We have detailed these and
other issues in our letter to you, dated October 22, 1993. Thase
include the importance of discovering critical methodologies that
will significantly reduce paperwork, improve access, increase
participation, or result in sgignificant program improvements.
Existing highly prescriptive burdensome ragulations prohibit
creative thinking that i needed to bring about changes so that new
mathodologies may be tried. Papexwork must be reduced and
regulations lifted or a waiver provision added. oOur goal should be
to limit regulations to one or two pages; expanding the income
range for free meals eligibility will allow the ineffective reduced
price category for all grades to be eliminated; instituting
negotiated rules making will make the procass worae mensitive to the
customers; authorizing a snack in the National School Lunch Program
for all sponsors will facilitate use of schools for much needed
aftar school hours child care on school sites.

An important cost-saving measure for state and local agencles in
the child Care Food Program would be to forgive under $600 in
compliance errors. The cost to Collect smaller amounts is
prohibitive. An additional cost-saving maasure would axempt adult
care institutions from the duplicate effort of collecting
eligibility information when cara services are paid for by Title
XVI or XI of the Social 8ecurity Act and all Head Start reciplents,
regardless of income, must ba given eligibility for free meals in
child and adult care food programs.

In the commodity area, forward funding commodity program purchases
would enable USDA to make purchases at the tima when prices for
many farm producta are frequently at their lowest point (that is,
the peak of the harvest season). This could significantly increase
tha volume of product purchasad without any additional cest to the
commodity progran.
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The Honorable Dale Kildee
Decenber 9, 1993
Page 4

Thank you for taking an interest in improving our important child
nutrition programs. Wwe face an opportunity to significantly
improve access to these programs, to increase participation, to
make significant program improvements, and to ineure nutrition
integrity for years to come. I look forward to working with Yyou
and your staff in developing quality changes.

I would be happy to discuss nutrition and other issues with you at
your convenience, Please feel free to call me at (916) 322-2187.

sincerely,

ProniaiBSilobiblin

Maria Balakshin, Director
¢hild Nutrition and
Food Distribution Division

MB: dm
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STATE OF COLORADO

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

201 Fast C3Nax Avenue
Denver (O 802031704
FAX 0B A10-0791

December 13, 1993

The Honorable Dale E. Kildee
United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Kildee:

The Child Nutrition programs have a lon-standing history of success in the delivery of healthy, nutritiuus
meals. and ntrition education upportunities fur the children in Culorads and throughout the nation.
Continued success relies upon being proactive, and respording to changes 11 the environment in which
the prograns operdte. Changes in technology, suciety, economics, and the political arena are but a few
ut the dynamic factors influencing our programs. We welcome the renewed interest that the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) is demonstrating relating to continued and improving program quality.

The relationship of nutrition to learning is nothing new to those in our industry. The major challenge
still lies before us. that of fully integrating the value of the Child Nutrition programs with a child’s
educational day - A strong effort must continue to tully and adequately incorporate nutrition as a required
component of every school's curriculum. To successfully link education, nutrition, and the Child
Nutrition programs toward the common goal of healthy, well-nourished children ready to learn, will
require a carefully coordinated effort involving all stakeholders: educators. child nutrition professionals,
Mate eduvatisnal agencies, school administrators, USDA, cc ity, parents, and students.

In Colorado. over 275,000 children receive 4 lunch each day; but it should be noted that we have yet to
reach the numher served prior to the devastating budget cuts of 1980 and 1981. Program growth in the
past few vears has accelerated. especiully in the School Breakfast Program (SBP), and the Summer Food
Service Program for Children (SFSPC). Increased outreach efforts have prompted SFSPC growth to aver
16,000 children Jaily. and SBP growth to vver 35.000 daily. Colorado has received SBP Start-up Grant
dollars. and they have been very ettective in vur outreach efforts.

Many Culorado school districts have already taken a leadership role in implementing the dietary
guidelines, and have had great success with strategies to reduce fat, sugar. and sodium. These effurts
must be recogmized, and braught tu the furetront as exemplary programs to continue to promote program
nnprovement.

The following are essential recommendations necessary for program enhancement and improvement:
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Dietary Guidelines ,

We are in agreement that meals served in the programs reflect the dietary guidelines.
We must be careful, hower er, to recognize that program meals account for only part of
what a child eats over o seriod of time. Any proposed changes to the meal patterns must
raflect this fact, and must be directed to helping meet the guidelines over a period of
time. not just a single mea!. The expected increase in costs associated with implementing
the dietary guidelines must be fully funded with the additional dollar and other resources
needed. The implementation time frame must reflect the training time necessary tor
parents. students, ted service staff, and teaching staff; and should also b2 tied to the
degree and pace of acceptance by the students.

In order for the Child Nutrition programs to be used as 2 learning laboratory for
students. it must be funded at a level that it can truly be a learning experience. Justas
a teacher does not expect tu see perfect 100 percent papers from all studeats in ¢classroom
assignments as the onty indicator of success, neither should 100 percent consumptinn of
meals be held as the minimum standard of success in the Child Nutrition programs. In
addition. the funding of the programs sbould be at a sufficient level that program
operatars do not feel compelled to compromise sound nutritional offerings with the sale
of foods of minimal nutritional value in order to help keep their program solvent.

Deaisions on how to best implement the dietary guidelines and any other changes
necessary for a healthy diet should be research-based. Research needs to be explored un
the eating patterns of children, and modifications in the meal patterns based upon
research findings as they relate to children.

As pregram meals account for only part of a child's diet, it is imperative that nutrition
educatiun and nutrition guidance be directed to, and provided for, parents. Resources
must be made avarlable to deliver the tools and training to parents, the community, and
industry.  Public service announcements that promote healthy cating habits must be
implemented by USDA to counteract the negative effects of today’s high budget fast food
adveriising geared to kids.

Allow tor nutrient-standard menu planning to ¢xpard, providing technical resources and
training for eventwal implementation nationwide.

Additonally, child nutriton professionals must be provided adequate lraining in
nnplemesting the dietary guidelines, meal pattern requirements, menu planning, and food
preparation. The training must be geared to adult learners, and reflect the wide range
of skill and education levels present in the industry. Materials, including the Fuod
Buying Guigde, Menu Planning Guide, and Quantity Recipes must be updated, and be
included as an integral component of future automation efforts.

Eliminate the whole milk requirement for children age two and older. as it is
contradictury to the guidelines.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Outreach/Eligibility

The goal of universal child nutrition programs for alf children must continue to be
stressed.  Removel of the welfare program stigma must be achieved. Pilot programs
should be continued and expanded, and adequate resources sought tfor national
implementation. An approach that would bring about full universal implementation over
a period of years is recommended, as that would allow for identifying funding sources
as well as enable local districts to best respond to the impact of the increase in the
number of meals served. [t is recommended that the process begin by targeting the
elementary level.

Eligibility criteria for the SFSPC should be reduced to 40 percent. in keeping with that
for severe need SBP status.

Continue with SBP Start-up Grants, as they have proven to be very effective.

General

Create 4 seamless Camprehensive Child Nutrition Program; combining lunch, breaktast,
milk, after-school, child and adult care, and summer programs into one program with
consistent nutritional and administrative requirements.

Provide tor eligibility determinations for free and reduced price meals to be shared with
local school officials within the educational realm with appropriate confidentiality
assurances. Very little cooperation between USDA and the United States Department of
Education has been observed. Those in the educational community needing this
eligibility information should be responsible for the cost associated with collecting
maintaining this data for their programs.

Elimninate the cost oasis for severe need breakfast reimbursement eligibility, as it is an
* unnecessary administrative burden.

Eliminate the cost basis for SFSPC program reimbursement, as it is an unnecessary
administrative burden, and combine operational and administrative reimbursement rites
into singular rates similar to the lunch and breakfast programs.

Implement Offer vs. Serve in the SFSPC.
Seek permanent authorization for the Nutrition Education and Training Program, and

establish two-year grant awards with full year carry-over of funds. Expand authorized
funding levels to $30 milhion, and actively promote and pursue full appropriation.

ERIC
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Increase the dollar value of donated foods made available, and include an indexing factor
similar to the cash reimbursement rates for the NSLP, SBP, and SFSPC for future yeir
entitlements. The nutritional content of what is offered should be improved, with easily
understood nutrition labeling accompanying them. Develop minimum nutritionally svund
standards that will be used in the purchase of commodities, as well as those processed
into more convenient forms at the rational and state level.

Provide for commadity letter of credit (CLOC) for the purchase of fresh fruits and
vegetables at the local level. Local distributors are the only realistic delivery vehicle fur
these products due to their perishable nature.

Provide for additional SAE funding for food distribution.

Provide for full SAE funding at the 1.5 percent level, with a 50 percent carryuver
provision.

The Coordinated Review Effort (CRE) process sbould be dropped and reevaluated. The
recent concentration vn accountability has forced state agencies to direct resources away
trotn areas that address overall program quality and original program intent, and instead
lacus on “hean-counting” to the point of redundancy. Allow states the flexibility
muritor programs dccurding to locally identified priorities (of which accountability has
always been). and hetter direct the limited resources to training and technical assistance.
The Culorado Deparument of Education prides itself on its high quality professional staft
and the high level of technical expertise, a resource that is best used to assist Sponsors
in operating top quality programs.

Schaol food service uperations in Colorado, and across the nation, are increasingly being
considered as revenue sources to fund other school district activities due to the funding
crisis for education There is a disturbing trend of school district adminisirators
recovering indirect custs from food service, resources that food service operators can
hardly eftord to luse  Loss of these dollars to indirect cost recovery severely limits the
ability to fund program enhancement and improvement activities, and coutd adversely
affect the State Revenue Matching requirement for Colorado, as we have no direct vash
appropriation of state dollars. Consideration should be given to curtailing or eliminating
indirect cost recovery. Perhaps limiting recovery to those operations whose net cush
resources exceed a certain amount, or directing recovered amounts only to
nutrition/health curriculum efforts.

The Clinton administration has clearly identified the nation's health as a high privrity item, and vur
programs fit right in with that etfart - Secretary of Agriculture Espy, and Assistant Secretary Haus have
aiser targeted Cluld Nutritian programs as high priarity programs. To achieve the goal of highly cffective
quality pragrams «ith & clear tacus o nutrition will require a team effort. USDA must concentrate on
the taising ut its own statf at the national and regional levels in the areas of nutrition and program
quality, as 41} two tew of the existing staft have the skills necessary to assist states in carrying ont this
effort.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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The new administration at USDA on one hand appears to be heading in the right direction, asking for
input on how to best improve our ability to deliver a quality product to our customers, the children. The
single issue tactic exhibited at the press conference in October, however, does aot support the team
concept, is a blatant disservice to the positive efforts of child nutrition professionals, and can only serve
to widen the gap between the realities of actual program operations and ivory tower bureaucracy. It is
vital that USDA part with the "rhetoric for the sake of the press” tactics, support and recognize positive
program achievements, and work with us as a partner toward constructive program improvements, Only
then can we best serve the children.

Sincerely,
C ,/_[%7*"»%':"'(
Daniel €. McMillan

Director
Child Nutrition/Transportation

-

DCM:ams
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Betty Castor
Commissioner of Education

Decembar 6, 1993

The Honorable Dale Kildee

Chairman, Subcommittee on
Elementary, Secondary, and
Vocational Education

House Education and Labor Committee

2233 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, DC 20515-2207

Daar Congressman Kildee:

"Existing child nutrition programs are extremely important to children, youth and

adults in Florida. Various hunger coalitions view them as the primary strategy for
eliminating hunger. We all know there is a direct correiation between good
nutrition, the health and waell being of all students and their success in school.

Floridas’ school lunch pragram i the countrys' fourth largest, serving about 1.1
million students daily and the school breaktast program serves about 2%0,000.
school! lunch is mandated in all public schools. Schoo breakfast is mandated in all
aelementary schools and is supported by a substantial State revenue appropriation
($8.4 million). Eighty-five percent of all public schools have a breakfast program.
The breakfast program has ?rown by 39% since the incegtlon of the mandate.
About 41% of students enrolied in public schools are aeligible to receive a frae or
reduced price meal.

My comments concerning HR 8 are based upon the ﬁndln%‘s of the School Food and
Nutrition Task Force appointed by the Commissioners of the Florida Department of
Education and Florida Department of A riculture and Consumer Setvices, in
conjunction with the Florida School Food Service Association. The Task Force was
charged to investig‘\ate the quality of foods and beverages made available to
students in public schools.

Nutrition integrity In schools is one of the most serious problems confronting the
echool lunch and breakfast programs in Florida. Pressure tn have these pragrams
pay for thamselves many times results in a la carte offerings of low quality, There is
continuing pressure from the fast food Industry and competitive food sales in
schools. Gur food service directors see nutrition education as vital to influencing
food cholces of students. Pilot projects will be conducted Jjanuary through May,
1994 in an elementary, middle and senior high school to determine the impact on
cost and participation that concentrated promotional, marketing and education

efforts have in influencing food choices consistent with dietary guidelines.

Tallahassee, Florida 32399
A oal Oppornenlry Barpleyer
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Congressman Kildee

A second major problem in Florida is the inadequate amount of time alfotted in most
high schools for {unch periods and mast schools for breakfast periods. Improving
access to these programs is vital to students.

Perhaps the greatest obstacle to be overcome in Florida is the stigma attached when
one is identified as eligible to receive free or reduced prica meals. Unlike school
transportation and textbooks, needy students must prove eligibility to receive meal
benefits. Most high school students avoid this humiliation and resort to snacks or
not eating.

Among the ganeral improvements to the programs we continue to support are:

(a) elimination of the cost factor related to severe need breakfast and
nasing eligibility on current year needy percentages;

(k) addition of the snack aption to the school lunch program;
{c) single reimbursement rate in the summer food service program;
(d) allow offer versus serve in the summer food sarvice program;

(e) maintain reasonable program accountability and increase emphos.s
on program quality;

() in year round public schools institute a single student nutrition
m'ogram pilot that would combine the NSLP, SBP, CACFP, Special

ik and SFSP and allow students when off track to participate;

(g) eliminate the reduced price category and raise threshold for free
eligibility to 185% of poverty;

{h) increased funding of the NET program;
(i) eliminate whole milk requirement;
(i) pilota universal school breakfast program in elementary sthools.

Thank you for your continuing support of child nutrition programs and please let me
know when | can be of assistance toyou.

Sincerely,

u_)mllh-v

Jet Worden
State Director
Child Nutrition Programs
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Nansas State Board of Fducalion

120 S.E. 10th Avenuc, Topoka, Kansas 66612:1182

December 8, 1993

THE HONORABLE DALE KILDEE

CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON

ELEM SEC AND VOC EDUCATION

HOUSE EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE
. 2239 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING

WASHINGTONDC 20515-2207

Dear Representagve Kildee:

1 have read summaries of HLR. 3580, “The National School Lunch Act and Child Nutrition Act of
1966 Amendments of 1093", H.R. 3581, and H.R. 3587 On behalf of the Kansas State Board of
Education, I would like to provide additional informacion for consideration as these bills proceed
through the legislative process.

Today's lifesryles have changed the way Americans eat, The "when" of modern eating habits is
virtually anytime, and moore mesls are eaten away from heane. These practices are not incompatible
with good nutrition, apecmll‘y if the Child Nutntion Program meal requirements are consistent
with the Dietary Guidelines for Americans. Program guides, handbooks, and recipes most also be
revised to assist food service personnel in achieving the higher dietary requirements.

To meet higher dictary guidelines, adequate resources must be provided to support all schools in
their efforts. Total funds expended for nutritious meals served to children be much less than
the Medicaid funds expended for health care costs of adults, A recent magazine article smted that
70 percent of all ills treated by doctors are preventable, in part, by good autrition. Nutritious
school meals wiil be the best medical insurance plan our nation can provide.

" In recent years, a strong emphasis has been placed on accountability in all Child Nutrition
Progmms. No one will dispute the need for accountability, but the quality and integrity of the
grams have suffered 25 a result of the pendulum swinging oo far in that direction. New
agisiadon should focus on the original intent of the programs -- to safeguard the health and well-
being of our nation's children.

- An undesiying theme that should be considered for all prograrms is improving the coordination
among programs serving the same populations, Programs should be casily accessible to recipients
and should not require adminismrative duplication of cffort. All programs should be adminis-
tratively attractive to schools, In rursl aress, schools are becoming community centers, and thus
are the logical organizations to provide services to ¢hildren and families.

Legislation should allow school districts flexibility so specific needs of the local schools can be
met. Specific examples include climination of the requirement that schools purchase ceriain types
of milk, giving schools authority 1 vongol foods sold outside the food servics area and on school
}roperty, and allowing schools to use free/reduced price meal eligibility data for other educasional
proomams and benefits. Parameters should be established. but schools should be supported as they

Nutrillon Senices
(913) 2962276
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Representative Kildee
December 8, 1993 Page 2

implement Initiatives which reduce cost and duplication of effort while maximizing educational
beaefits for childrea, P €

Administrative peperwork must be reduced. Providing free meals to all grade school children
below 185 parcent of poverty level sounds great, but it will increase administrative costs,
problems, workload, and w'flapcnvort_ If a family has children in both elementary and secondary
schools, the housshold will be required to submit two apﬂ:iczu'ons for free/reduced price meals, If
the incomme i3 above 130 percent of poverty, the children in grade school will receive free meals
while the older students will be eligible for reguced price meals. This will be difficult for parents
10 understand, and will greatly increase the possibility of ervors by school administratare Tt will
1ot be easy to explain two income cufbility categories for elementary schools and three income
eligibility categories for secondary schools.

Continue to suppert the Nutrition Education and Training Program (NETP) by fully funding the
program. Eating habits are farmed at an early age. Nutrition education programe must be started in
child care centers and pre-schools and must ﬂw ude 3 parenal involvement component. In school
clasgroorns, nutrition educadon activities should be integrated into existing school curriculums.
The educstional day is not long enough for inclusion of inother subject.

The Kanzas State Board of Education, in cooperation with the National Food Service Management
Institute (NFSMT), developed "Pyramid Bullders”, nutrition education activities foc g-mdec%(-é.
These activities, now being field tested in Kansas schools, are designed to be integrated into
existing school curriculums. "Pyramid Builders" will be available in the nesr future.

The NETP also provides funds for tralning and remaining food service personnel to prepare foods
using the best techniques which yield nutnitious meals and to manage food service pro inthe
most efficient and cost effcctive manner, An adequately wained work fosce is essential for
successful programs. With adequate NETP funding and help from the NESMI, sute agencies will
be able to provide the needed maining.

Other issues which we support include:

« changing Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) eligibility criteria to allow for-profit
centers to be eligible if 25 percent or more of the children they serve meet the guidelines for
free or reduced price school meals;

allowing children enrolled in Head Start to be automatically eligible for free meals;
expanding the eligibility criteria for participation in the Summer Food Service Program (SFSP);

providing incentives for schools to sdminister the SFSP. Expanding sponsorship of the
program by nonprofit organizations will not necessarily reach more children in areas that are
currently underserved. Qur experience has demonstrated nonprofit organizations serve only
small “pockets” or areas, and their program management skills are weak, (i.c. failure 1o
recognize importance of regulatory requirements and consequences of non-compliance).:

implementing a modified “offer versus serve” provision at SFSP sites which have on-site food
[weparation;

simplifying record keeping and reducing paperwork in the SFSP, particularly for schools
which admanister the program,
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v climinate the cost-basis for “sovere need reimbursement in the School Breakfast Program; this
sdditional paperwark discourages cligible schools from applying for this funding:

extending funding for school breskiast start-up granis;
providing funding for expanding existing school breakfast programs;
approving low-fat yogurt &s & meat alesmale;

allowing ail schools the opportunity to receive additional funding for purchasing moze fruits
and vegetables, low-fat dairy products, and more lean meats; and

+ controlling the amount of data to be collected by the Secratary of Agriculture.

Pasticipation in the Child Nutrition Programs continues to increase. In Kansas, the number of
schools offering breakfast increased 10 1,345, un incrense uf 97%. The number of schools serving
lunch remains steady at 1,669. The nav}tﬁmgnm expansion is in the Child and Adult Care Food
Program where the annual rate of growth is & imately 21 percent. Four hundred thirtv-four
child care centers, five adult care centers, and 7,648 day care homes (73% of licensed/reg stered

providers) are pacticipating.

These programs also contribute 10 the economic status of Kansas. Approximately $81.5 million
federal funds were received for Child Nutrition Programs. More than 5,100 people are employed
in school food service programs. Total cxpenditurcs by public and private schools exceeded $120
million during fiscal year 1993,

I appreciate the oppartunity to provide this inforrnation, and I look forward to further dialog.
Sincerely, :

L s e

Ritn Hamman, Team Leader
Nutrition Services

3 Representative Jim Slattery
Representative Jan Meyers
Representative Pat Roberts
Repeesentative Dan Glickman
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KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
CAPITAL PLAZA TOWER . 560 MERO STREET « FRANKFORT, KENTUCKY 40601
Thomas C, Soysen, Commissioner

December 6, 1993

The Hon. Dale Kildee, Chairman

Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary and Vocational Education
House Educaton and Labor Committee

2239 Rayburn House Office Building

Waghington, D.C. 20515-2207

Dear Rep. Kildee:

Thank you for your continued support of the Child Nutzritdon Programs.
This reauthorization year presents us with a unique opportunity to
return these programs to the original vision of those who passed the
National School Lunch Act of 1946 and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966.
That vision focused on nutrition, not waelfare.

In Kentucky, the school breakfast and lunch programs serve 133,000
and 450,000 students a day, respectively. More than half of the
students who eat lunch everyday come from households which qualify
for free or reduced price meals. The significance of that statistic is
that schoo! meals are the best meals these studants get. As we continue
to work on reforming our education system, pursuant to the Kentucky
Education Reform Act of 1990, well- nourished, healthy students have
to be the starting point of our efforts. Our breakfast program
continues to grow with more than 80% of our schools participating in the
Schoal Breakfast Program, Unfortunately, barriers such as
transportation schedules, poor facilies and the welfare stigma continue
to limit our breakfast participation to only about 30% of average daily
attendanca, compared to 72% for lunch.

A8 H.R. 8 proceeds, there are several issues that must be addressad.
We currently monitor these programs for everything but program
quality. All of us at avery level want accountabflity in thess programs,
but acoountability takes many forms and we need to addresa them all.
We find ourselves in a very dubious posidon with regard to nutrition
integrity. We encourage offer v serve where it might not be appropriate
nutritionally, but might realize a savings financially; we offer items on
our serving lines that ara not the strongest in terms of nutrient
content but are strong in terms of customer appeal; wa are too quickly
adopting too cozy a positHon with "fast food" franchisers who sarve
items that are not the best from a nutritional standpaint. The programs
are hemmed in by a confusing array of regulations, instructons and
policy memog that hinder local operation of the programs and. set up
barriers to participation.

(502) 564-477C An Equo! Opporturity Employer M/FH FAX (502} 5640771

Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

e
o
/

176




Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

The Hon. Dale Kildee
Decembar 6, 1993
page 2

All of these areas need to be addressed in H.R. 8 if we are to take
advantage of the opportunity reauthorization offers us. It seems to me
that it is not coincidental that the 103rd Congress will pe looking at
reauthorization of the Child Nutrition Programs at the same dme that it
looks at the reform of ocur health care delivery system. My father is a
family practitioner in Appalachian Kentucky and I have a strong sense
of the need to stress preventive health and of the role that good
nutrition plays in contributing to preventive haalth programs. We have
an opportunity to craft H. R. 8 in such a way that it contributes to
the health and well-being of the children of this country and I know
you are interested in doing so.

I would be happy to provide more specific examples cof the issues that
need to be addressed if that would be helpful.

Again, thank you for your efforts.

Paul McElwain, Director
School & Community Nutrition
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December 10, 1993

The Honorable Dale Kildes

Chairman, Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary,
and Vocational Education

House Education and Labor Committee

2239 Raybum House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515-2207

Dear Congressman Kildee:

We at the Maryland State Department of Education consider the National School Lunch and
Child Nutrition Programs most valuable resources for the children and youth of this state, one
that helps us to improve their health and well being far beyond what would otherwise be
possible.

Over the past few ycars, we have both participated in and undertaken several initiatives to
improve and expand the programs and to more fully integrate them into educational and
caregiving situations. One such initiative, led by Maryland Governor William Donald
Schaefer, is called "Partners in Prevention.” Innovative activitics in this initiative include a
school breakfast promotion that has already resulted in increased numbers of students esting a
school breakfast and rewards to schools that teach students about nutrition and the importance
of breakfast to their ability to learn and be successful. In apother initiative, begun in 1990,
members of Maryland’s health, education, and business communitics meet as a statewide Task
Forcee on School Health and School Food and Nutrition Services. This group advises the
health and odusation community on strategies to integrate school food and nutrition programs
into educational programs.

We have an extensive outreach campaign. One facet of this campaign focuses on increasing
student participation in the school meals programs while another facet focuses on expanding
the Child and Adwit Care Food Program. Under the School Breakfast Program, we are now
serving almost 54,000 students a day, a nine percent increase over the past two years. Almost
320,000 Maryland students participate in the National School Lunch Program cach school day.
Unfortunately, this is still significantly fewer students than the 410,000 who daily ate the
noon mieal in Maryland schools before the draconian budget cuts of the early 1980s.
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We are perticularly proud ¢f the growth of the Child and Adult Care Food Program over the
past two years. We now have more than 100 adult day care centers in the program serving
6,000 clients daily, while in 57 child care centers we reach more than 16,000 children osily.
In our 4,700 family day care homes, 26,000 children eat meals each day in this state. Overall
in Maryland, 36 percent more meals were served in FY 1993 under the Child and Adult Care
Food Program than were served two years earlic., ceriainly helping us to reach the goal of
having children start school ready to learn.

Although we have not been able to make significant gains in participation in the Summer
Food Service Program, we do reach some 30,000 youngsters & day during the summer
through this program.

We strongly support program changes that improve the nutritional integrity of meals as well
as ovesall program quality and efforts to simplify program access at both the sponsoring
agency and participant level. We belleve this can best be achieved through a "seamless” child
nutrition progratm, one that emphasizes the valuable contribution good nutrition can make to
the health and well being of our children.

W, in Maryland appreciate your work in support of child nutrition programs.

Sincerely,

ﬂzﬂJ%

Sheila G. Terry, CLief
Nutrition and Transportation Services Branch

SGTrbef




174

STAIE OF MICHIKIAN

T@ DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION  *t mwtis s

20 Box 30008 Antis AT
Laing, Mchigen 48909 L Prevedent

XUHLRL b SCTunix “ o 1 acto
. LaFinnh e

ol Fent todron o Kathleea N Sieann

January 3, 1994 Secretme

Uul\-;hy Bemdnues -
¢ oty o
The Honarable Dale Kildee :l:':ll;,n :‘,T::.I;\
Chairman, Subcommittee on {emcrindo Ssliy
Flementary, Secondary, and Gy L el
Vocational Education Gonetanr Jalw [ ngler
House Fducation and 1.abor Commilice £ e
2239 Raybura House Office Building

Washinglon, 1.C. 20515-2207

Dear Representative Kildee:

As lhe state Child Nutrition Director of your hume state, il is a pleasure to wrilc you in regards
to this year's child autrilion reauthorization. I am confident that your chairmanship of (he
Elementary, Secondary, and vocational Education Commitice and the importance you personaily
piace on the overall child nutrition legislation will insure the reauthorization af these exsential
programs. For your past efforts (o strengthen school funch and breakfast programs we
collectively say "thank you.” Michigan's students are no diffesent than thosc in any other part
of the country, in that without the opportunity to obtain a nulritious meal, they will not perform
at their maximum level. The national school lunch and breakfast programs are this country’s
best vehicle to assure cducational integrity. Without the proper nutritional basis the public funds
used (o support our educational infrastructurce is wasted.

While we strive (o do tnore, we are proud of the fact that daily over 700,000 of Michigan's
sindent population eat Tunchies (hat are reimbursed under the National School Lunch Program.
This represents approxiinately 50% of our student population and alsn cxplains our efforts o
enconrage greater participation from the remarning students. Qur cfforts in lerms uf the Schovl
B akfast program are both encouraging and disappoiating. Our disappointment conies in that
while we serve over S0% of our studcnts lunch, we are reaching only 5% in the school breakfast
program. The encouraging news is that in recent months the participalion has more than
doubled and we fully expect this trend 10 continuc. Our siate legislature bas just passed
legislation that will require implementation of the breakfast progrant m all schools that have 20%
or more of their sludents cligible for frec or reduced price neals. I (his Iegiskuion is then
funded at anticipated levels, it will represcat the largest state support for schoul breakfast in our
history.

In terms of specific issucs 1o be addressed in Ihis year's reauthorization Icgislation, we would
offer the following issues for your commiltec's consideration
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Seawless Program

In recent months therc has been much discussion on establishing "seamless programs.” We
strongly support the concept in that it is time that we concum ourselves with the job of feeding
children regardless of the time of year, their age, their status, or the prograin for which they are
eligible. Currenily we busy ourselves with program regulations in the National School Lunch
Program, Child ana Adult Care Food Program and possibly the Summer Food Program to serve
the same child a reimbursable meal. The irony is thut depending on the factors described above
the meal requitements, the reponting requiremen’; and the level of reimbursement are all
potentially different. Our recommendation is to blend the three into one program for all public
schools in order 10 allow them to serve chiliren under one set of regulations. "This action would
increase the efficiency at all levels of government while increasing public understanding of our
cfforts w increasé uutritional integrity among our children and youth. While it would he
advantageous to allow all sponsoring agencies to participatc 1n such a program, realistically it
1s our opinion that only public schools should be considered at this time. We believe there
would be more interest on the part of our public schools to venture into other feeding programs
1f such a consolidation were 10 become a reaiity.

Program Quality

While we need to insure accountahitity and program compliance, 1t is vitally important that an
effort be made to improve overall program quality. This includes not only improved meal
quality and service, but also focus on product specifications and purchasing practices, and
reducing barriers to pregram participation. Some solutions for improving program quality
include the following:

® Rcinstating the Food Service Equipnient Assistance Program for schools currently
participating in the school lunch program, with special emphasis on such ttems as bronlers, ict
steamers, and additional refrigerators and freczers needed to handle the increasing amaunts of
frozen and fresh products. Computer scanning equipment should also be included to promote
increased participation while protecting identity of free and reduced meal recipicnts. Many
schools across the country have outdated equipment, much of which is at lcast 25 years old It
can no longer handle the current capacity, nor does it use advanced techrology which would
enhance meal quality as it rclates to preparation, holding, or scrvice.

Increasing Participation And Program Access
Many children do not participate because they cannot afford the charge for a reducesl price meal,

or they fear that others will know they receive the meal free or at reduced price We need to
make positive efforts to reduce these barriers by:

BEsT copy avariagte 191
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© Eliminating the reduced meal catcgory and blend that cligibility into the free meal
categury.

® Examining the possibility of feeding all children pre-K through 6th grade at no
charge, and phasing in the remaining grades over a ten year period. At present this should be
limited to school administered programs only.

® Alluwing computer scanning cquipment to be purchased with Food Service Equipment
Assisance funds if those funds are reinstated. The use of these devices would particularly help
protect the identities of high school aged students who are very sensilive to anyone knowing they
might be cligible for meal assistance.

® Requiring the collective efforts of the U.S. Depariment of Health and Human Services
and the USDA to insure that automated direct certification efforts are availabic to pre-approve
AFDC rcipients. We cusrently have a problem in the Midwest accessing automated AFDC
eligibitity data. In Michigan we could pre-qualify 8-9% additional children in our avtonated
direct certification pruject If we had access to the data. Currently our access is limited to only
food stamp records.

® Reduce the paperwork burden for local school districts. Tlimination of venfication
requirements for districts participatng in direct certification efforts would uuke a major
impiovement, Granting categorical approval for head start recipients would also help facititale
the approval process. An additional paperwork saving mechanism would be to allow public
schools {0 act as a sponsor for all child nutrition programs using  single application, with a
single set of consistent regulatiuns for program implementation. This idca of a “scamless
program” was identified earlicr.

Nutrition Integrity

Implementation of the Dietary Guidelines should be of paramount nnpuriance if we are to curb
the growing incidence of heart disease, stroke, various diet related cancers, hypertension, and
diabetes. This cannot be accomplished in a single year, nor by banning specific food, thus
creating a "good food,” "bad food * list. The classroom and the cafeteria must be better linked
10 insure that what children leam through a comprehengive school heafth model can be applicd
when they make food selections in the cafcteria, Additinnal funding is needed to enable schiools
to make food purch that are consi with the Dietary Guidelines. Districts in our state
\hat have made a concerted effort to implement the guidelincs have found the current
reimburseinent structure i¢ insufficient to enable them to purchase specitic food items such as
fresh and frozen fruits and vegetables, and cuts of meat/pouliry products which are leaner and
with reduced sodium levels. Training is also needed to specifically fuce on the writing of
product specifications consistet with the Dicta-y Guidelines.
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School Breakfast Start-up Funds

While Michigan still ranks very low in the number of schools offaring the school breaklust
program, we have made great strides since 1990 asa direct result of the school breakfast start-up
grants. Michigan has reccived one of these competitive grants in each year the granis have been
made available. As a result, we are currently serving 60,4334 children breakfast daily. Our
greatest increase came as a result of the 1993 grant. From 1992 to 1993, we increased
participation by 21.3%. We cxpect an even greater increase this current year as the 1994
grantees become fully operativnal. 'We support the continuation of the grants and request $10
million be set aside annually for this purposc. Additionally, as a means of reducing paperwork,
we would like the funds to be grants (o states on 3 prorated share, rather thanon a compctitive
basis. The formula should relate to the number of low income children in thie state ihat do nol
have brcakfast available to them. Of the annuzl appropriation, at Jeast $3 nultion should be set
aside for expansion of existing breakfast programs as a means of increasing participation.

In closing, let me again thank you for your continued support of our Child Nutrition Programs.
If 1 may be of assistance in any way, plcase do not hesitate 10 contact me at (517) 373-8642.

Sincerely,

Royér 1.. Lynas{ Pirector

Office of School Management

RIL:jk




ROBERT E. BARTMAN
Commissioner of Education
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DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
P.0. BOX 40
JEFFERSON CITY, MISSOURI 65162-0400

December 10, 1993

The Honorable Dale Kildee, Chairman
Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary,
& Vocational Education

House Education & Labor Committee
2239 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington DC 20515-2207

Re: Child Nutrition Programs - Reauthorization
Dear Congressman Kildee:

As you are aware this is a veauthorization year for the Child Nutrition
Programs. Accordingly, there is a heightened interest i~ the programs with
many significant issues arising in relation to their operation and
effectiveness. As the state director for Missouri, I wish to offer the
following in support of items which I feel will enhance the operation of the
programs for the benefit of our children.

Presently in Missouri all public schools, 2080, along with 254 private schools
participate in the National School Lunch Program. These schools serve an
average of 506,000 lunches daily of which forty-one percent {41%) are served
free or reduced price. In addition, 1,480 public schools and 49 private
schools participate in the School Breakfast Program, sexrving an average of
98,500 breakfasts daily of which seventy-six percent (76%) are served free or
reduced price. Unfortunately, however, many of our chiidren do not take
advantage of the benefits offered. For whatever reason, only 64% of the
children in attendance participatr in the lunch program; and only 20%
participate in the breakfast program.

In discussions concerning the above, several themes always seem to emerge; 1.
the feeling by many that the original idea of the schocl foeding programs as
stated in the ¢ -iginal National School Lunch Act.. "to safequard the health
and well-boing of the Nation's children," has shifted from a program intended
for all children, to one of just a program for the needy; 2. the concern that
the nutritional integrity of our programs may be falling short, and 3. that
our school feeding programs have become a quagmire of regulation and
paperwork; particularly in the areas of student eligibility and accountability
requirements. I believe the following will help in creating a more positive
attitude toward the programs by both students and administrators, while at the
same time make the operation of the programs more workable.
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Nutrition Educaticn & Awareness: In response to the challenge as to how to
raise the level of nutrition awareness and change the nutritional habits of
our school children:

I believe that school food service people across the nation are working very
hard to provide the most nutritious meals possible for children. No matter
how intense their efforts, howevec, one main point seems to arise concerning
any success or failure in getting children to eat right. This point, very
simply, is that children will eat what they want, and will not eat what they
do not want. Children will not be forced to eat anything. To change
children's attitude about eating, thus changing their behavior, we have to
educate them, to "show them." In my estimation, the single most important
thing that USDA, and all of us, can do to get children to accept what we say
is good for them in the area of nutrition, is through an extensive and
positive education program. This program must begin at the lowest grade
level, and must be reinforced by us, as adults, by setting the correct
example. Two items that may prove positive in this area are:

A. Continue to Promote and Fund Nutrition Education in Our Schools

To affect the knowledge and attitude of students, all educators and
teachers must get involved. The Nutrition Education and Training Program
should be permanently anthorized with expanded funding for teacher
involvement and classroom activities.

Implementation of a Stronger Competitive Food Rule

The present competitive food rule is totally ineffective. If we really are
concerned about the foods children have access to and eat, if we really do
not want i1oods of minimal nutritional value/junk foods interfering with the
nutritional integrity of . r programs, then we must "set the example" and
get serious about program competition. At the same time we must give
schools adequate funding to eliminate the need for school administrators to
seek other sources of revenues to suppor! rheir school feeding operations.

Require USDA to Explore and Fund All Approaches to Assisting SFAs in
Implementing The Dietary Guidelines and in Meeting the Standards Set by
USDA for ensuring Nutritional Integrity in School Meals.

Clear and sound guidance must come from USDA on program goals. This
guidance must include just how and what is to be done to reach these goals,
along with the right tools and adequate funding to obtain stated gcals on
the local level.

Attitudes Teoward Program & Program oOperations: In ralation to attitudes
concerning the purpose and operation of our programs:

1t is my feeling that much work needs to be done to make the Child Nutrition
Programs more acceptable by all students and more user friendly from the
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administrator's standpoint. In addressing these areas several items come to
mind:

A.

Adopticn of a "Universal School Lunch and School Breakfast Program"

Adoption of a universal lunch and breakfast program regularly pioviding
meals each day to all children would: eliminate much time and energy now
being spent on paperwork generated by eligibility determinations
(free/reduced price meal applications) and accountability (meal counting)
requirements; reduce the stigma (program only for the needy idea)
currently attached by many to our school food programs making many
students reluctant to participate; and foster the idea that the school
food programs are an integral part of the overall educational setting.

Provide for Multiple Use of Free\Reduced Price Meal Eligibility
Information

Allow eligibility determinations (free/reduced price meal eligibility
information) to be shared with other appropriate local school officials to
substantiate student eligibility under other federal, state, or means
tested programs. Sharing this information will provide a simpler, more
uniform procedure to provide multiple benefits to children determined to
be economically needy.

Eliminate the Verification Requirement

Eliminate the current mandated income verification requirement and the
paperwork associated with the procedure. This would free up much time now
being spent on a process of questionable benefit.

Change Requirements For Receipt of School Breakfast Program Severe Need
Reimbursement Rates

Eliminate the "per breakcfast cost basis" for earning and retaining the
maximum severe need breakfast program reimbursement.

Also, allow, on an optional bas.3, SFAs to qualify for severe need
breakfast program reimbursement on a district wide basis rather than on a
school basis.

Raise the Private School Program A-133 Audit Requirement Dollar Lavel From
$25,000.00 to $50,000,00.

Many small private schools suffer under the $25,000.00 audit requirement
trigger. In some instances it is our encouragement to use all the dcnated
foods that they can that pushes them over the limit. Some exceed the
}imit by only a couple of hur.dred dollars, causing them to be hit with the
high cost of having an audit conducted.
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Continuation and Expansion of School Breakfast Start-Up Funding

Continue to provide Scheool Breakfast Program Start-Up Funds to assist
SFAs with one-time costs in starting a breakfast program. In addition,
authorize funding to assist schools already participating in the
breakfast program to expand and increase participation. Many districts
started the program Years ago without additional aid and could now use
some assistarce. Funding for only those who have not started the program
gives the appearance of awarding districts who have been slow to respond.

Funding:

If we are going to set goals and expect schools to respond then we must give
them the resources to do so. It is understood that instant full funding in
the amount it would take to implement all of the above is probably not
realistic, however, an immediate implementation of some of the above would be
a good start in just cutting some of the costs now associated with the
program. The elimination of the breakfast program severe need -eimbursement
per breakfast cost limitation, along with the three percent (3%) free/reduced
price meal application verification process, and increasing the audit
requirement dollar threshold for private schools would result in immediate
savings in time and money without an increase in the present funding level.
For other items, possibly a gradual phasing in is possible; e.g., the
universal program: an elimination of the reduced price lunch category in all
schools (elementary & high) or, the jnitiation of the full universal program
in just elementary schools would be a positive step in this area.

Congressman, as stated earlier, I hope the above will be beneficial.

Sincerely,
e
D AN
T iol v AR ar T Director
School Food Services
Missouri Department of Elementary

& Secondary Education
(314) 751-3526
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NEBRASKA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATICN

301 Centenninl Majl South » PO, Box 94987
Lincoln, Nebraska 68509-4987
Telephone (402) 471-2295 (Voice/TDD) « Fax (402) 471-0117

December 10, 1998

The Honorable Dale Kildee

Chairman, Subcommittee on
Elementary, Secondary, and

Vacational Education

House Education and Labor Committec
2239 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515-2207

Dear Congressman Kildee:

Child Nutrition Programs are considered an important part of equity for
children in Nebraska. In order for all children to have squal opportumty to
learn and grow, they must not be hungry.

In October 1993, an average of 192,000 students participated in the
National School Lunch Program daily. This figura represents 63 percent of
the atudents attending school at the 1,003 sites in the 497 participating
school districts. Froe and reduced price lunches accounted for 30 percent of
the meals.
Jee E. Lutjdhiims
301 Ceuornigi Mall Soy, The number of sites participating in the School Breakfust Program is
i m.,,"&.ﬁs‘&’igil increasing. In October 1993, 325 sites offered breakfast in 140 districts.
gk This is an increase of 44 districts and 115 sites in the past two years.
State Board of Educaion Nebrazka received School Bienkfbst Sturt-Up Grant funds in fiscal years
Rusoo Worthnsm 1992, 1998 and 1994,

lmqtchiﬁ . . :

CGanng, Nebruaka 534 Substantial growth occurred in the Nebraska Child and Adult Care Food
Cswnaminom  Program (CACFP) during fiscal year 1533. The number of centers increased

Vefroii®y  from 281 to 818, The number of lunches and suppers scrved monthly m

Grond Lilwd, Nebews 4032 centers increased from 168,892 to 189,459, The number of participating
family day care homes increased from 3.293 to 3,774. ‘Tho numher af meals

Lincoin, Nesmiks Gis1o  #erved monthly in these homes increased from 408,099 to 454,815.

Max "), Larsomt
641 Haverford Clrcte

im0 e The original goals of the legisiauon cstablishing the National School Lunch
Omide, Nedraska 64134 Program were to safeguard the health and well-being of the Nation's

Waker M. Thompsen children and to encourage the dumestic consumption of nutriticus
Gekiund, Nebuski gihis 2gricultural commodities. It appears that the emphasis of Child Nutrition
:701'?{@5 Nota Programs has strayed from these gouls.

ighw
Marmy, Nebruka Application of the Nietary Guidelines for Americans to all Child Nutrition
Theime Lang Programs would safequard the henith and well-bring of children However,

143Gt Suest

Liehield, Nebraska 64852

WiHam C. Rammey

1493 Fimam, #1014

Omuahs. Nobrssks 64102
R CqUR ApPartealty sgeacy
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aimply mandating that all meals meet the Dietary Guidelines 16 not
sufficient. Food is nutritioua only if chilldren eat it. Providing nutrition
education for children and parents must be a cornerstone of all Child
Nutrition Programs. ‘Lraining and technical assistance for food service
personnel will insure preparation of nutritious food that tastes good. The
meal patterna must lend thomealvas to raducing fat, while providing
sufficient calories for growth. The commodities provided to participating
institutions and schools must be nutritivus and eontribule to meals that
meet the Dietary Guidelines.

Grester emphasis should be placed on the nutritional value of all foods
available during meul service. The availubiity of high fut snacks at the end
of the lunch line or in a vending machine in the hallway can sabotage a
meal that meets Dietary Guidelines. Nebraska schools do not allow the sale
of any competitive foods or beverages from one-half hour before to one-half
Lour after meal servico.

Simplifying all Child Nutrition Programs would allow all schools and
institutions to focus attention on the nutrition aspects of the programs.
Public schoo! students in Nebraska are not charged for books, bus
trangportation or participation in catrascurricular activitics. I weuld
simplify the lunch program to provide meals to all students at no charge.
Schools could then concentrate cfforts on providing nutritious food, rather
than spending time deciding who qualifies for fre¢/reduced price meals and
counting these meals in a way that doas not identify the students.
Additionally, school administraturs dixlike being foreed to collect financial
information about their students.

The term “seamless” is often used in describing idea! Child Nutrition
Programs. In school programs, the breakfast and lunch programs are
seamless in that families submit one freereduced meal application for
approval in both programs and districts submit one reimbursement claim
for both programs. Many schools are adding after-schanl child care
programs for clernentary students. Schuols should be allowed to claim
after-school snacks along with breakfast und lunch. Adding the after-school
progrumy to the breakfast and lunch programs would encourage more
districts to provide after-school care and reduce the number of “latch koy”
children.

For CACFP, the program would be more scamless if admission to Head
Start was automatic certification for free meals. Direct certification for free
meals for families qualifying for Food Stamps or Aid to Families with
Dependent Children would also reduce paperwork for families and centers.

Due to changes in cther Federal programs, references tu Title XX should be
eliminated. Needy children would be briter served in praprietary ceriters if
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these centers were allowed to participate in CACKP if the 25 percent
requirement is baged on eligibility for free and reduced price meals.

The School Breakfast Start-Up Grants have increased the number of
breakfast programs in Nebraska. Lack of funds to purchase equipment has
been a barrier in sume districts. Continuation of the Start-Up Grants is
highly recommended. A similar grant program to allow districts to improve
existing breakfast programs is also neaded.

The Nebraska Department of Education has made a concerted effort over
the past 10 years to provide technical assistance to xchools. The thrust of
the technical assistance was improving nutritional quality of meals and
maximizing efficiency to reduce costs. Increased monitoring requirements
dictated by the Coordinated Raview Eilort have greatly reduced the
technical assistance State Agency personnel can provide to school nutrition
programa. Increasad emphasin on tachnical assistance and decreaged
prescription of monitoring activities wauld greatly enhance school nutrition
programs in Nebraska.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide information and input on behalf of
Nebraska children, schools and institutions.

Sincerely,

G degtont

Conuie Stefkovich, R.D.
Administrator
Nutrition Services
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December 13, 1993

The Hunorable Dale Kildee

Chairman, Subcommittee on Elementary,
Secondary and Vocational Education

House Education and Labor Committee

2239 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515-2207

Dear Congressman Kildee:

As you prepare to reauthorize the child nutrition
programs that expire on September 30, 1994, I would like to share
New Jersey’s perspective on the importance of these programs end
some issuas we would like you to keep in mind.

As a former teacher, school food service director, and
now State Director for Child Nutrition Programs, New Jersey has
long since recognized the importance of the child nutrition
programs in the educational process. In 1971, a state law was
established, New Jersey Administrative Code 6:20, whereby any
school in which 5 percent or more of the school enrollment is
found to be eligible for free or reduced-pi.c meals shall offer
lunch to all students enrolled in that school. Frea and
reduced-price lunches must be offared to all qualifying children.
Such lunches shall meet minimum nutritionsl standards established
by the United States Department of Agriculture.

In New Jersey, more than 1,000 school districts with
approximately 2,800 schools participate in the National School
Lunch Program. New Jersey has a current school enrollment of
1.1 million students, with 309,745 students eligible for free and
reduced-price meals, representing 54 percent of those students
who participate on a daily basis. Without the benefits of these
programs, these students would not be able to maximize their
educational opportunities. Strong evidence exists regarding the
beriefits of sound nutrition as it relates to the ability of a
child to learn. School administrators and teachers now view
these programs as an integral part of the educational process.
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Paperwork Reduction Pilots

The Jersey City School District operates as one of the
Paperwork Reduction Pilots authorized under previous legislation.
Last school year, the Jersey City School district experienced an
annual savings in excess of $240,000 by eliminating student meal
tickets and money collection in 24 of its 40 school sites. Lunch
participation in these schools reached 88 percent of average
daily attendance, a 26 percent increase from the previous year. A
breakfast program was implemented and services an average of 31
percent Of the students in the pilot schools. The estimated
savings of school administration and secretarial assistance
exceeded $516,000.

Additionally, several other positive outcomes were
realized in the pilot schools:

* There was decreased educational time spant by
principals on the program;

* Reduced aducators animosity significantly toward
administering the programs, which had a negative
effect on the number of children participating;
Eliminated the stigma associated with coded tickets;
Increased the food service time allocated to meal
quality, educational programs and reviewing other
program costs.

Increased the number of meals served. The greatest
increase was in categories of students who had
formerly paid for a reduced or paid lunch. Since
more children participated in the program, the
actual cost per meal decreased;

Increased the hiring of food service workers in an
urban inner city area during a time when the economy
was poor;

Facilitated the implementation of the School
Breakfast Program district~wide. Thare were no iost
ticket problems;

Reduced paperwork analycis; and most importantly,
Enabled the schools to integrate the program into
the educational day by allowing all students equal
access to meals served.

Based on the positive impact this one pilot study bas had on cost
reduction and increased student participation, it is essential
that further studies be conducted through continuation of the
existing pilot projects. Additional pilots should be considered
to evaluate cost effective alternatives to providing accountabla
nutrition benefits to school age children while reducing the
excessive paperwork burdens on local school districts.
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Scliool Breakfast Start-up

New Jersey has been a significant recipient of the
School Breakfast Start-Up grant funds. Since 1991, 13 school
districts received $1,965,209 to implement school breakfast
progranms in schools that did not otherwise offer a breakfast
program. With these funds, 139 schools implemented the program,
having a combined enrollment of 85,087 of which, 48,033 are
eligible for free and reduced-price meal benefits. The start-up
grants have been extremely beneficial to the expansion of the
breakfast program in our state. The need for this funding to
continue is substantial, in 1light of scare resources for
equipment purchases and program expansion at the local school
district level.

School Breakfast Program studies have shown that there
is a definite link between nutrition and a child’'s readiness to
learn. The School Breakfast Program allows children to eat
nourishing low-cost meals who for various reasons come to school
without eating breakfast at home. It is no longer solely an
issue of poverty or low-income children coming to school hungry
but now include¢ children from all economic backgrounds. In many
cases parents find that the morning rush to school and work
Jeaves little time in which to eat a good breakfast. Children
who have access to school breakfast are more prepared to learn,
have a much better attitude towards education and are more alert
than those children who come to school without breakfast.

Nutrition Integrity

The time has come to refocus the priorities of the
child nutrition programs back to their original intent: insuring
program quality, with sufficient funding to allow schools
nationwide to offer programs of unquestionable nutritional
integrity. Regulatory requirements should be re-evaluated and
streamlined to allow flexibility within the required
accountability reguirements, while identifying and eliminating
the barriers preventing child nutrition program meals from
meeting the dietary gquidelines issued by tha departments of
Agriculture and Health and Human Services.

Seamless/Simplified Programs

A comprehensive child nutrition program cumbining
lunch, breakfast, after school gnacks, child and adult care food,
and summer programs would benefit participants and sponsors. This
“seamless program" would establish common criteria for
eligibility, regulatory requirements such as similar meal
patterns, and allow all school-operated meal services to use
offer versus serve. With the different regulations  and

75-541 - 94 - 7
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requirements of these programs, some children who need to be
served simply “fall through the cracks"--one comprehensive child
nutrition program would prevent this from happerning.

Competitive foods contrary to the dietary guidelines
are available in many public schools. USDA should establish
stronger regulations about restricting thesea types of foods on
school property or allow school districts to make decisions at
the local level.

runding

Federal funding for program administration at the state
level (particularly minimum grant states) and program operations
at the local level must be increased. fThis is vital to provide
the resources necessary to comply with increasing complex program
regulations and to ensure that schools are able to train school .
food service personnel effectively to provide the most nutritious
meals possible. The issue of nutritional integrity of meals
served to children will require substantial and continuous
training through the National Food Service Management Institute
as well asg training and technical assistance at the state and
local levels. Staff development will be crucial to the continued
success of the Child Nutrition Programs.

We have an obligation to educate our young people in
academics as wall as achieving healthier lives. The New Jersey
Department of Education has an interest in improving our
student’s performance in both areas.

Thank you for the opportunity to share our concerns
with you. Your continued interest in the child nutrition
programs is greatly appraciated.

Sincerely,

¢

Kathy Ff Kuser) nirector
Bureau df Child Nutrition Programs
New Jersey Department of Education

KFK/1lmh:4/776
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The Honorable Dale Kildee

Chairman, Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and
Vocational Education

House Education and Labor Committee

2239 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515-2207

Dear Congressman Kildee:

This Tetter is written to express Ohio's appreciation for your proactive
legislation supportive of the Child Nutrition Programs. For the first time

in over 12 years, s bill has heen introduced thet does not recommend reductions
in program funding but actually calls for expansion in some areas, a true
victory for over 25 mi1Y4on children who benefit from the nutritionally balanced
meals as they hegin to build lifelong healthy food practices.

Ohto's Child Hutrition Programs served over 1 million children providing
154,191,132 lunches and 23,610,869 breakfasts at over 4000 sites in SY 92/93.

Our recent «fforts, concentrated on promoting and expanding the School Dreakfast
Program, included awarding breakfast start-up grants to 29 school districts;

has resulted in the addition of 244 sites, a 17 1/2 percent increase in Just

the last two years

The Ohio fivision of School Food Service believes:

= A well-nourished child is better prepared to learn.
- learning healthy eating habits at an edriy age is essential to developing
11felong healthy and productive life-styles,
The schooi lunch and breakfast can be the most affordable source
of nutrition available for all children.
A healthy diet can be achieved by selecting a varfety of foods from
the four food groups.
The school's food service staffs are integral partners in the education
of the child,

Lo sy Laban
[ARIRTL LA
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January 3, 1994

Your b*11 strengthens the programs and supports our belfefs. In particular,
section 103 which increases the free income eligibility threshold to 185

percent in elementary schools and section 106 which hroadens the summer food
service program s1igibility and modifies the nonprofit participation 1imitations.

Our vision for the future includes:

- Creating a universal seamless Comprehensive Child Nutrition Program
authorized by one set of regulations; requiring one agreement, establishing
consistent reimbursement rates, requiring consistent meal pattern
and portion quantities and allowing all meal services to use Offer
versus Serve.

Eliminating the requirement that specific types of fluid milk must

be offered by schools participating in the National School Lunch
Program.

Eliminating the cost basis for breakfast severe -eed reimbursement.
Reauthorizing and expanding the breakfast program start-up grants.
Expanding the National School Lunch Program to inciude meal supplements
for after-school-care programs.

At this critical time of changing priorities, it is important to consider
all of these challenges in the reauthorization legislation: recognizing that
the result will be that our natfon's children will have a healthy start into
the competitive new world.

Your support of Child Nutrition Programs is greatly appreciated and your
visionary leadership is needed to guide us into the 2lst century.

Sinceraly.

Lo . Myles
Director

LTM:tb
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPANTMENT OF EDUCATION
333 MARKET STREET
HARRISBURG, PA 171260333

December 10, 1993

The Honorable Dale Kildee, Chairman
Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary
and Vocational Education

House Education and Labor Committee
2239 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, D.C., 20515-2207

pear Chairman Kildee,

As State Director of Child Nutrition Programs in Pennsylvania, I am keenly
aware of the importance of legislation introduced to amend the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 and the National School tunch Act. Over 850,000 of the
Commonwealth's children participate in the National School Lunch Program every
day. With the help of $2.8 million in federal School Breakfast Program Start-up
Grants, we have nearly tripled participation in the School Breakfast Prcgram in
the last four years. In Pennsylvania, an increasing number of educators,
administrators, and school food service directors now readily acknowledge school
breakfast and lunch programs as a vital component of their students' education.
The link between nutrition and readiness to learn is no longer an esoteric
concept; it is a fundamental truth.

As you are aware, the School District of Philadelphia has participated in
a three year pilot program which has allowed students to eat breakfast and lunch
free of charge without submittin National School Lunch Program (NSLP)
applications. Participation in tge NSLP has increased by 14 percent in
elementary schools, by 45 percent in middle schools, and by 180 percent in high
schools. An additional 14,000 students are participating in the NSLP on a daily
basis. We have seen the welfare stigma disappear as meal tickets and rosters
have disappeared. The pilot program has saved an estimated 17,000 hours of
school administrators' time and an estimated 13,000 hours of cafeteria staff
time. The Pennsylvania Department of Education has recommended to Secretary Mike
Espy that the pilot project be extanded in Philadelphia for another three years.

But we must do more, The issue of putritional integrity is high on the
agendas of the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), the America School
Food Service Association (ASFSA), the National Food Service Management Institute
and other prominent organizations with an interest in proper nutrition for our
children. Discussions concerning potential 1990 Dietary Guideli' .s for Americans
mandates in the National School tunch Program can be heard at the national,
state, and local levels on a daily basis. Training of school food service and
the food industry must be a priority in any new initiative or legislation
addressing implementation of the Dietary Guidelines. Without interim quidelines
and training, the food industry will fail to develop products that meet the
Dietary Guidelines. In turn, food service directors will fail to develop menus
that follow nutritional mandates, The results would include a significant
decline in the number of schools that participate in the NSLP and an increase in
the number of high fat and more costly (to students) a la carte prograns. Most
unicceptable is the fact that the low-incowe children most at risk due to hunger
and malnutrition would lose access to school meals programs,
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BEST COPY AVAILARLE




192

Given that increasing particlpation is one of our goals, we must consider
options for reducing the paperwork burden associated with all of the Child
Nutrition Programs. Food service directors mired in paparwork do not have the
time to develop marketin ampaigns for breakfast and lunch
programs, ue to time and labor constraints,
Additionally, 0 take a comprehensive approach to
feeding childy lunch programs, and the Summer Food

several programe required, The

uld be a priority with the USDA.

ecedence over the nutrition needs of

our children. Reforms developed to improve nutritionsl integrity must be paired
with reforms to reduce paperwork.

Punding for the Nutritics Bducation and Training (NET) Program must be

increased. In the last eighteen months, the Pennsylvania Department of Education

ped 1nter-discip1inaty nutrition curricula for grades K~12; provided

27 workshops for food service ataff on implementing the Dietary Guidelines;

i i ters for elementary sgchool

for third-graders; developed

eveloped a “5 A Day" musical

video for pre-schoolers and elementary school children; developed racipe and menu

guides which foliow the Dietary Guidelines for bath the Child and Adult Care Food

the Summer Food Service Program; and developed needs assessments to

e management and nutrition education training needs of school food

£, All of these projects were developed with NET Program funds.

Additional funding would allow us to expand our target population to include
parents and other groups we cannot reach due to limited funds.

placed on allpwable administrative costs. SFSP regulations

of the National School Lunch Program (NSLP); reimburgement rates for the NSLP,
however, would not be sufficient to cover SFSP expenses, Eligibility should be
based on 40 percent of children eligible for free and reduced price meals, rather
than the current 50 percent. Start-up costs should be made available to all SFSP
Bponsors providing meals to children in rural areas. The availability of
ronewable applications or seamless applications would significantly increase the
number of SFSP pponsors nationwide.

Thank you for your review of the above recommendations, Your continued
Support of the Child Nutrition Programg is greatly appreciated by all of us
committed to feeding hungry children.

Sincerely, , y /
A7 BoirLirapre

Patricia R, Birkenshaw, Chief
Division of Food ang Nutrition

ERIC
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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND & PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
22 Hayes Sireet ’
Providence, .. 02908

(401) 277-2031
EAX (401) 277-6178
Commissicner Voloa/TDD (401) 277-2031

Decenber 31, 1954

The Honorable Dals Xildee, chairman
Subcommittes on Elementary, Secondary
and Vocational Education

Houae ¥ducation & Labor Committee
2181 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20518

Dear Chairman Xildes:

As we begin the procaas of re-authorization of Child Mutrition Pr* yrams, I would
lika to take the opportunity to provide you with some inf tion and

on program issues as thay effect my state. Au the Pinance and Adainistration
Hanager for the Office of School Food Sexrvicas at the Rhode Ieland Dapartment of
¥ducation, i have come to know ths impoxtance of Child Nutrition Programs in the
overall success of achieving both educational and health goals for children of
all agas. In Rhode Ialand we believe that all ohildren can and suet learn.
Howsver, we Xnow that for ohildren to be able to learn they wust come to achool
ready to lsarn. We believe that the Child Mutrition Prograas Play a key role in
our efforte to insure that all childran are ready to learn. We know that hungry
children don't learn.

In Rhode Island, where the school lunch program ie mandatory, we serve about
54,000 lunchee each day cut of a total of 131,000 children enrolled. 1In the
breakfast program, where thera ie no mandate, the numbers axe much different.
only 91 of 309 schools participata serving about 6,000 breskfast sach day. We
suppoxt breakfast program expansion but believe that efforte ahould not focus
only on increasing the numbar of schools. Breakfast progras grant money should
almo ba available to support program improvemsnts and outreach efforts to
increase etudent participation in schoole with existing programs.

In tha Child and Mult Cara Food Program we are reaching 63 sponsors with an
averags daily attendance of over 8,000 per day at 371 food service sites to
include 258 family day caruc homes. In tha Summer Food Sarvice Program we reach
over 11,000 childran per day at 167 summar food service eites. We understand

The Board of Regents does not discriminats on the of age, oolor, sex, vexual orfentation,
rece. religion, national origin, or disahiMy.
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the important rola theca programe pPlay in insuring good nutrition to children
wheu they do not heve access to the school based programs. We support efforts
to expand and improvs thsee very important programe.

Rhode Island, like many other states, is moving toward “outcomes” rather then
"inputs” with a movs toward reducing reguletion and peperwork. One of the most
heard complaints about our currsnt child Nutrition Programs center around
@xCessive paperwork, We support efforts to reduce paperwock in all programs.

There ies a current percaption that our programs currently foous on
accountability at the sxpenss of quelity and nutrition. while we underatand
that acoountability is important, ws do belimve that this focus should be
expanded to includs program quality, nutrition integrity, program sccess and
increased participation.

We believe that re-authorirzation afforts should move toward seamless and
4implified programs and support sfforts to eliminate the reduced-price category.
We recommend that slimination of this category should apply to ell grades and
all programe otherwiss it will add to current sdministrative complexity by
creating yet another difference between programs. We belisve we should go even
further in eimplifying programs and reducing barrisre to participation by
providing for a universal meal program option that has proven successful in
pilot eites.

Funding is a key issue in Rhode Island. During the currsnt economic recsssion
Rhode Island has been one of the hardest hit of all states and it projectsd to
be among the last to benefit from economic recovery. Yor us, full recovery still
AppeAIs to be a long way off. This has had a critical effect on bcth state and
municipal budgets. state and local funds to implement program changes will not
b® available. Supporting program changes with the necsssary furdding to
implemant them will be oritical to successful implementation.

We support efforts to incrsase the Stats Administrative Expwnse (BAR) minimum
funding level. We recommend sn increase to §$250,000 for the school programs.
Current funding levels include minimun funding levels for seall states for sach
program. §ince 1980 there has been no increase in the established minimum
levels. Small states 1ike Rhode Island sre being asked to operete the Child
Nutrition Pregrams in the 1990's with the same amount of funds provided in 1980.
Salaries and other program coste® have increamed considerably since that time,
Totel SAE suthorization for Rhods Island has increased a totel of only 118 from
1980 to 1993 while representative salary increases range from 70% to 108% over
the same Period. Also, program changes havs added significant edministrative
responsibilities to the state hgency with no additional funding provided for
these increassd responusibilities. Small states cannot be expected to maintein
support. levela, let alons taks on new responsibilities when the percentags levsl
of federal support funding im being roduced from year to year. Without an
increase in minimum funding omell statss will not have the resocurces necessarcy
to provide the leadership snd direction required to implesant program changec
currently being discusssd as part of the re-authorization process.
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We bellieve that that thie re-authoriration process provides an lmportant
opportunity to imprcve Child Rutrition Prograné throughout the nation, By
improving these essential programe we can strengthen the health and well being of
oux nations chlldren and help insure that all children ars raady to learn.

sipgerely,

U
Davia ., Kndreorzi

7inance & Administration Nanager
gchool Food Sarvices




Department of Education and Cultural Affairs

1 Faces Gheatages.
December 10, 1993

The Honorable Dale Kildee

Chafrman, Subcommittee on
Elementary, Secondary, and
Vocational Education

House Education and Labor Committee
2239 Rayburn House 0ffice Building
Washington, DC 20515-2207

Dear Representative Kildee:

This tetter is writlen to express to you the needs for child nutrition
programs ir, the State of South Dakota. I wish to thank you very sincerely for
sponsoring legislation for child nutrition programs. South Dakota serves
97,000 school lunches each day and approximately 13,000 school breakfasts.

The last four years breakfast participation has increased at the rate of 1,000
meals per day each year. The greatest barrfer to participation in school
breakfast where it {s offered is cost to the paying parent. Another barrier
in some areas fs parenting skill. Teachers can help overcome this barrier by
fnstructing children fn the classroom.

Day Care homes providing the Child and Adult Care Food Program have been
increasing each year from 50 to over 100 last fiscal year. Our Summer food
Service Program participation has not increased, due partially to paperwork
expense.

Major issues affecting reauthorization for South Dakota are as follows:

1} The provision to eliminate cost as a requirement of severe need and to
appreve severe need breakfast rates across the board not only enhance
participation for the breakfast program, but I believe also for the Nationa!
School Lunch Program. Many students fin the paid category do not participate
in the School Breakfast Program because parents are paying full price for
Tunches and simply cannot afford both costs. Increasing the subsidy to
schools for eligible children in low income areas would help control the cost
of the price of a breakfast in those areas. As important would be the
reduction of paperwork for the school district and for state agencies. This
would result in cost containment, reduction, or transfer for nutrition
educatfon at the local and the state level.

2} Eliminating the reduced price category in school lunch and breakfast and
using 185% of poverty as the level for free meals would provide benefits to a
group of people for whom all other benefits are removed at that level and who
are usually struggling with other financial issues. According to statistics,
this is a small group of people and the cost for this enormous benefit to this

Child and Adult Nutrition Services
Dept  of Education ard Cultural Affatrs, 200 Governors Crive, Plerre, SO 57501-2231
Office - {605} 773-3413 Fax - {605) 773-6119
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Rep. Dale Kildee
small group of families shuuld be minimal to the program.

3) The Summer Food Service Pragram should be streamlined, and be an extension
of the Natione® School Lunch rrogram, although allowed to operate in other
year-round fac:lities. Nationa) Youth Sports programs and government should
be excluded as separate sponsor categories. They shouid be altowed to
participate as public or private schools, local organization, or camp. This
would make the Summer Food Service Program consistent with other child
nutrition programs for computer and reporting systems. This would result in
cost reduction as well. Also in the Summer Food Service Program,
reimbursement should be simplified to single meal rates with perhaps a small
amount for administration.

4) 1t is important t. caquire only fluid milk !n NSLP, allowing schools to
decide on the various types of milk they will offer. Allowing yogurt as an
allowable choice in the breakfast pregram as a meat alternate is acceptable.

§) To require schools to implement the dietary guidelines as choices of food
is good. There must be a realization that providing servings to meet dietary
guidelines has an additional cost in the beginning of waste and, hopefully in
the end, consumption. I: order to help the schools meet the Dietary
cuidelines for Americans, schools must be allowed to purchase fresh fruits and
vegetables Tocally as an option, rather than attempt to create a distribution
system for commodities which will efficiently and effactively meet this neced.
It has been proven that the commodity letter of credit helps to move
agricultural surplus and allows more flexibility. The commodities as a
distribution organization within the federal government to schools should b2
downsized. The emphasis and expertise for the US Department of Agriculture is
on huge quantities of global exports. It fs designed to work best in that
way. This s not a suggestion the food that is meeded fer hungry persons in
the United States should be sent out of the United States. [t is a suggestion
that resources could be used more effectively to help chiidren.

6) In order that consumption of meals in schools meet the dietary guioelines,
nutrition education and marketing must occur. [t is impossible districi by
district to provide the kinds of resources to compete with commercial fast
food. The nutrition education and marketing efforts must be coordinated and
quided as part of a national process.

7) Very important to the personal weli-being and educational success of each
chiid eligible for free or reduced price meals is the handiing of that
information. Within school systems, school food service has total
responsibility tor protection of this information, while many other programs
are encouraged from a federal and national level to use it. It appears that
Congress must address the issue for it to be resolved. A system of use within
schools which meets privacy and civil rights requirements must be developed or
all federal agencies must be instructed regarding the confidentiality of the
informat ion,

8) Lastly, additional funding for equipment in breakfast start-up programs is
not needed. Money that would be set aside for this purpose would be better
spent helping children understand the importance of eating a good breakfast
and assisting their participation in the program. If children are eating
<choo) meals, and the subsidies and prices of those are adequate, there will
be enough money for the schools to make whatever investment {s necessary to
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Rep. Dale Kildee 3

provide breakfast to those children. As a recipient of five School 8reakfast
Start-Up-Grants, South Dakota is appreciative; however, it must report that
for the amount money garnered for a small number of schools, the process is
extremely time consuming and costly at both the State and local level. About
50% og breakfast programs have started without grants in the same five year
period,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Tegislation which will be
considared in this session of Congress and for supporting school meal programs
which must be considered important to the health of our children and our
nation. Without appropriate changes, [ believe that school meals programs may
be a serving area surrounded by vending machines by the year 2000.

Sincerely,
CHILD AND ADULT-NUTPITION SERVICES

e’

(Mrs.) Carol Davis Axtman, Director
ajr

cc:  Mike Smith




TEXAS
EDUCATION

AGENCY 170} NORTH CONGRESS AVENUE « AUSTIN, TEXAS 737011454 « (312)463-9734

December 9, 1993

The Honorable Dale Kildee

Chairman, Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational
Education

House Education and Labor Committee

2239 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515-2207

Dear Congressman Kildee:

America‘s future lies in the hands ofits young people. For children to prosper and thrive, they mustreceive
proper nourishment, Research has llustrated vividly the connection between good nutiitionand learning;
therefore, school meals play a vital role in the health and well-being of America’s children.

In Texas more than 1,000 school districts with 5,600 schools participate in the National School Lunch and
Schoo! Breakfast Programs. Approximately 3.3 million Texas school children have access to nutritious,
balanced meals each day under these programs (1.5 million children are eligible for free or reduced-price
meals). Last year Texas schools served over 346 million lunches and 100 million breakfasts. For many
children, school food service may be the most nutritious or the only meals available each day.

The Texas Education Agency and food service professionals throughout this state consider quality school
‘ood service their top priority. In the past year more than 2,000 Texas school food service professionals
received training on implementing the Dietary Guidelines frr Amer Zans into their lunch and breakfast
programs. A Food Industry Task Force was organized to disc . the financial impact of serving healthier
foods, changes in foods and procurement practices needed to Implement the Dietary Guidelines, and the
development of new products and the reformulation of existing products. A nutrition curriculum guide
was developed and distributed to all school districts to improve the nutritional status of children as well

as to inspire lifetime habits of healthy eating.

As the reauthorization of the Child Nutriion Act of 1966 and the National School Lunch Act takes place,
1 would like to offer some comments about issues affecting child nutrition programs.

« Child nutrition programs were developed to safeguard thehealth and well-being of thenation’s children.
In recent years some schools and some children have not participated in these programs because of
barriers. To participate in these programs, schools must account for the number and categories of meals
served and are required to document and verify family sizes and incomes to determine which children
qualify for freeor reduced-price meals. Therecord keepingis complex and, although school administrators
are extremely careful in identifying needy students, many children feel stigmatized by participating in a
program thathas been viewed as a “welfare” program. A universal school lunch and breakfast program
is the next logical step. School food service would be provided for all children as an integral part of the
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Congressman Kildee
December 9, 1993
Page 2

education process without regard toa family’s income or ability to pay. Inthe universal program, children
would notbe identified as low-income, and schools could elimunate keeping many of the records necessary
for determining family income.

* Change the emphasis of the compliance monitoring instzument (CRE). Make the accountability review
more reasonable and less time consuming and focus moni toring and technical assistance on improving the
qu.:lity and nutritional integrity of the meals secved to the children.

* A comprehensive child nutrition program combining lunch, breakfast, after school snacks, child and
adultcare food, and summer programs would benefitparticipants and sponsors. This “seamless program”
would establish common criteria for eligibility, regulatory requirementasuch as similar meal patterns, and
allow all school-operated meal services to use offer versus serve. With the different regulations and
requirements of these programs, some children whoneed to be served simply “fall through the cracks”—
one comprehenslve child nutrition program would prevent this from happening.

* Sincr the USDA and schools are focusing more and more on the Dietary Guidelines and providing lower
fat meals, the requirement to make whole milk available should be eliminated and adequate funding
should be provided to allow schools to purchase more nutritious products.

* Nutrient Standard Menu Planning is an alternative method of menu planning to ensure the nutritional
quality of school meals. A computer is used to analyze nutrients of school meals served cver a week's
time. Itcan provide acost-effective menu planning alternative and provide flexibility in offering foods that
children need and prefer. For this method tobe used effectively, schools would need computers, software,
and technical assistance.

¢ Competitive foods are availablein many pubiicschools. USDA should establish clear regulations about
permitting these foods in the schools oz allow school districts to make decisions at the local level.

* Federal funding for program administration at the statc level (particularly minimum grant states) and
program operations at thelocal level mustbe in. zased. This isvitalto provide the resources necessary to
comply with increasingly complex program regulations and to ensure that schools are able to provide and
serve the most nutritious meals possible.

Child nutrition programs should be a fundamental part of the education process. I appreciate the
opportunity to share our concerns with you. Please feel free tocall me or my staff if you haveany questions.

Sincerely,

John D). Perkins, Director
Child Nutrition Programs

JOP:sh

RIC
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STATE, GF VERMONT
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
120 Statc Street
Montpelter, YT 05620-2501

Decexber 10, 1993

The Honorable Dale Kildee
Chairman, Subcommittee on
Elementary, Secondary and
Vocational Education

House Educaticn & Lahor Committee

Dear Chairman Kildee:

AS you begin to frame the discussion regarding the re-authorization
of Child Nutrition Programs, I would like to offer some information
and ecme thoughts about the Programs’ needs and strengths. As
State Director of Cchild Nutrition Programs at the Vermont
Department of Education, I know that theae programs are extremely
important to the success of schools and day cares in achieving both
the educational and Lealth goals they have for children.

. I am sure you are familiar with the enormous changes going on

within the education system in this country. In Vermont we are
working hard to break down the isolation among programs within
schools, and betwean schools and the larger communities. In wmany
waye the stata iam encouraging greater ties between schools and
human service agencies to support the needs of the whole
child/whole family to assure educational success. More and nore,
nutritional sarvices are seen as an integral part of this etfort.
In the last year we have had a 35% increase in the number of school
breakfast programs, in part becauze of the ¢growing belief in this
1ink. Tha School Breakfast Start-Up Grants have been vital to this
expansion effort since many communities find that there just isn’t
local tax money available to help make infrastructure improvementa
needed to implament an additional program. Thus I strongly urge
you to make Start-Up funds a part of your ra-authorization bill.

Another significant change happening in education is the
proliferation of _,,es of Schools and the services they provide.
Schools arae trying ts be flexible in meeting student needs whether
that is done by reveloping a middle school, offering summer
enrichment prugramr changing to year-round schooling, setting up
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after-school child care or pre-kindergarten programs. In all of
these casex the school should be waking high quality meals and
snacks avallable to assure the successful achlevement of tne
educational outcomes intended by the new approach. To meet these
changes, Child Nutrition Programs must become more coherent,
consistent and flexible. Schools and families currently face a
maze of paperwork, different applications and different rules for
@ach of the separate nutrition pregrams they participats in. Wwea
have the opportunity in this re-authorization to simplify this
complex burden and create a comprehensive school nutrition program
that would allow schools to offer meals to all of their students
all of the time without all of the paperwork.

While I feel that the idea contained in Senator Leahy’s bill
elimineting the reduced-price category will be a big help to
tamilies, I am very concarned about the idea of it being just for
elementary schools. Not only would it be confusing for families to
have children qualifying for different benefits, it would also
present. administrative complexity since schoel districts have such
a range of types of schools. Does &lcmentary mean Kindergarten
through sixth grade? In Vermont we hav. elementary schools in some
towns that go through 5th grade and middle schools that have grades
6-8, other towns have elementary schools that contain grades 1
through 8, while in other places the 7th and 8th graders attend a
Junior-senior high school. It seems to me that this would increase
inequities among schools in an ‘nintended way.

In many states there currently is a move to reduce regulation and
to place lesa amphasis on Yinputs" in order to get schools to focus
on the educational outcomes that will show that children have
achieved what we want them to know and be able to do. Currently,
Child Nutrition Programs’ regulations emphasize a meal by meal
accountability te such an extent that fully one-half of ga]]

' paperwork schools have to do is raelated to the school 1lunch
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Program. We need to simplify this so that important rescurces can
be devoted to the important task of fesding children rather than
completing paperwork. We need to identify the nutritional angd
program outcomes we want and then ask schools to show hew they
achieve those outcomes rather than tell them all the processes thay
must use.

It is crucilal that we also find ways to eliminate barriers to
participation in the program. In Vermont wo sorve about 46,000
lunches each day even though there are 94,000 children enrolled in
schools with a lunch program. Ours is not a state with extremely
high poverty rates in comparison to the national tigures. while
nationally, half of all school lunches are served to free and
reduced price eligible students, in Vermont only about 40% are.
But, since the recently released USDA study on nutritional
component of school meals showed that school lunches provide the
best nutritional choice (compared to homa praparad or lunchas
bought elsewhere), we should be concerned that only about 1/2 of
our students are making that choice each day.
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onr. important option to make a significant impact on those
participation numbers is to expand the universal meal program
option which has baeen shown to be so smuccesaful in the pilot sites
now using it.

Finally, we need to acknowladge that even though school lunches are
good, on tha average they are not good enough. We need to £find
nore effective incentives to encourage schools to implement changes
that will assure that meals conform ta the Dietary Guidelines For
Amaricans.

The kinds of improvements in Child Nutrition Programs I have
described require a more comprehensive approach than just a new
pilot project here and a few mare funds there. I hope that this
re-authorization process can be the one that make significant
overall progress towards truly integrating school nutrition
programs into the overall educational environment of our nation’s
schools.

Sincerely,

, =z .
‘/4”?204~u/ At sn .

Joséphine Busha
State Director
Vermont child Nutrition Programs

75-541 ~ 94 - 8
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
FO.BOX 2120
RICHMOND 23218 2120

December 17, 1993

The Honorable Dale Kildee, Chairman,
Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary
and Vocational Education

House Fducation and Labor Committee
2239 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.cC. 20515=2207

Dear Congressman Kildee:

I am writing to share with you the importance of the School
Nutrition Programs to Virginia school children. The relationship
betwesen nutrition and learning has been demonstrated in several
research studies nationally. In Virginia, anecdotal evidence of
the breakfast program's importance has baen reported when it has
been added to a school!s prograns. Teachers, nurses, and
administrators have reported the difference the school breakfast
has made in attentiveness, concentration, clas$s performance and
reducing stomachaches and headaches in the children.

In Virginia, the number of gchools offering the School
Breakfast Program has increased significantly over the past =ix
Years. At presant there are 1290 schools which offer breakfast to
students. The Commonwealth of Virginia will require all schools
with 25 percent or more free and reduced price meal eligible
students to have a school breakfast program effective July 1, 1994.

Eighty-nine schools have recelved funds from the School
Braakfast Start-up Grants over the past five years. Almost all of
the funds have been used to purchase equipment to enable schools to
purchasae, etore and prepare food for breakfast. Nearly 50,000
additional children now have access to the breakfast program as a
rasult of thaese grants.

The National School Lunch Program i& offored in 1651 =mchools
with an approximate membership of 900,000 students. Thirty percent
of whom are eligible for free or reduced price meal benefits. This
percantaga has increased each ysar; however, there is a disturbing
trend of high schools no longer offering thne federally funded
programs for their students. At present, 28 gchools in 13 school
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divisions are no longer providing tha banafits of the federally
funded program for their students.

Some schools suffer from a customer perception that school
meals are not acceptable quality which may or may not be deservead.
Efforts are needed to provide food service personnel with the
skills to enhance the quality of the products they provide and to
communicate or market those meals effectively to studants.

Nutritionally inferior food sales compcte with the school
meals. Much has been said about fat ocontent of school meals;
however, students are choosing the nutritionally deficlent foods
sold in schools over thie school menus. This phenomenon needs to be
addressed ag a ‘healthy school environment" issue with the
expectation that all feods offered in schools reflect the Dietary
Guidelines and the Foed Guide Pyramid.

In addition teo staffing and administrative reguirements,
significant portions of Virginia State Adrinistrative Expense Funda
have been used to provide training for local operators, to develop
and implemeant a markating program for esecondary sSchools, and to
support the commodity food distribution system. These types of
activities are provided to assist schools in being more effactive
and efficient in providing meals for students.

If you or your staff need additionel information, please feel
tree to contact me at (804) 225-2074.

Sincerely,

o,

Japra R. Logan, PN.D.
Principal Spzcialist
School Nutrition Programs




SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

-
AMINGTE JUDITH A. BILLINGS OLD CAPITOL BUILDING ¢ PO BOX §7200 ¢+ OLYMPIA WA #3804-7200

December 9, 1993

The Honorable Dale Kildee

Chairman, Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education
House Education and Labor Commiittee

2239 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515-2207

Dear Congressman Kildee:

Thank you for the opportunity to share the status of the Child Nutrition Programs in
Washington State with you and to identify needs which should be addressed during
reauthorization of these programs. Following are the major concerns which we have in
Washington State.

Child Nutrition Programs

Increased paperwork for local program sponsors as well as state agency personnel is
causing each to lose sight of the main purpose of the program, that is, to provide meal
service to children to insure that their nutritional needs are adequately met. This s true
whether children are in the custodial care of either the local school, a child care center,
an after school care fadility or summer program sponsor. Many school districts sign
three agreements with the state agency, one each to operate the National School Lunch

Program (NSLP)/School Breakfast Program (SBP), the Child and Adult Care Food
Program (CACFP) and the Summer Food Service Program (SFSP).

In Washington State this particularly affects after school care provided under the
CACFP. While after school snacks are allowed under the NSLP, only one private school
participated in both programs prior to April 15, 1989 and i5 therefore eligible to claim
snacks under the NSLP, In other situations, nonschool $ponsors sign two agreements,
one to operate the CACFP and one to operate the SFSP. Seamless r

to volumin
paperwork could be rechanneled to enhance program quality.
Child and Adult Care Food Program

Categorical eiigibility for children in child care is now available for those who are
members of Food Stamp or aid to families with dependent children (AFDC)
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households. This has been of some help. However, there is still a great need {o make
children enrolled in Head Start, or state clones of the Head Start program, categorically
eligible for free meals. The amount of money available for Head Start, almost without
exception, ensures that only low-income children will be enrolled.

Migrant programs, too, are based on family incomes which in many cases are below the
poverty level. A recent directive from the Food and Nutrition Service (CND:119) stated
that, .., several Federal agencies that work directly with migrants, document to our
satisfaction the general poverty of migrant worker familics. Therefore, we wis' no
longer require migrant organizations to supply (for the SFSP) income “data” for a
particular group of migrants.” This benefit needs to be extended to the CACFP.

atlonal School ram

The NSLP meets a tremendous need of children by gelting them ready to learn on a
daily basis by providing them with the necessary nutrients and calories needed to be
able to pay attention, concentrate and learn, The recent U. S, Depariment of Agriculture
(USDA) study, The School Nutrition Dietary Assessment Study, found thai, in general
students who consume school Junches recefved the stated goal of one-third of the
Recommended Dielary Allowances (RDA) for mozt nutrien ts. Lunches consumed by
students who purchased a Ia carte at school, purchased lunch off campus, or brought
lunch from home received less than one-third of the RDA for several nutrients and as
few as twenty percent of the RDA for some nutrients in the case of a la carte food
purchases. This program, however, is perceived as a program for low-income students
(see Washington Perspective, page4d).

Zhool Breakfast Program

The SBP serves an even greater nced by providing nutrients and calories at or near the
beginning of the school day. Transient hunger which can be identified by physical
symptoms such as stomach pains, headaches, or sleepiness is not related to economic
class. All children need to eat as close to the beginning of the schaol day as possible, on
a dally basis, In order to be ready to learn.

The SBP, too, suffers from being perceived as a program for needy children only. Many
PTA members who visited our booth at their annual conference were amazed to
discover that all children are eligible 1o eat school prepared meals. School business
officials often have this same perception because of the required focus we have on Jow-
Income students. A national marketing program or state administrative funds
designated for outreach, such as is the case for the Food Stamp program , would help
promote the program.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

" The Honorable Dale Kildee
Page 3
December 9, 1993

Surnmer Food Service Program

Consistency within and between programs, since many ase operated by (he same
people, Is absolutely essential. (Seumless programs described previously are preferred.)
The SFSP requires that if school meal eiigibillty is used as the criteria for making an
open site eligible, fifty percent of the enrolled children at the school must be eligible for
free and reduced price meals. This is inconsistent with the savere need eligibility which
Is forty percent. Both should be forty percent. It is exceptlonally difficult to find
summer feeding sites becauseof lack of transportation and lack of site activitles. The
eligibility level of fifty percent creates another barrier that should be modified.

istri ram

The administrative expense funds for this program should be borne by federal funds
just as they are in The Emergency Eocd and Assistance Program (TEFAT). Child
Nutrition state administrative expense funds, state moneys, or local program sponsors’
funds should not be relied upon to sustain a program initlated by USDA.

Dietary Guidelines for Americans

Baseline data is now available for states and local school districts to begin
{mplementation of the Dietary Guidelines for Americans. ‘Technlcal assistance in the form
of training materials, courses and nutrient standard menu planning software will be
essentfal. It Is clear looking at local data that it will be more expensive to provide meals
which meet the guidelines.

If we are to truly insure that our children’s heaith is well protected, then it is imperative
that all food served or sold at school be consistent with the Dietary Guidelines for
Attiericans. At the presenttime food sales seloctions are, In most states, a local district or
school building decision. Guidance is needed natlonally from both the departments of
education and agriculture.

Funding

Adequate funding Is vital to malntain the integrity of the programs. Washington State
statistics show that in 1991-92 the average cost to prepare a school tunch was $1.97.
Revenue for a free lunch was $1.82 (federal) and $.05 (state) totaling $1.87, the loss (o the
local school district averaged $.10. The average cost to prepare breakfast was $1.24.

The federal reimbursement for a free severe need breakfast was $1.10, the loss to the
local school district averaged $.14. The federal reimbursement for a free non-severe
need breakfast was §.93, the loss to the local school district averaged $.21. Currently
individual school districls together with their school boards keep meal prices as low as
possible in an effort to provide alfordable meals to all children. At the same time the
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message they send to the food service deparimient is to “break even.” Breaking cvenis
aften accomplished at the cost of meal quality or by serving foods which students will
eat but which may not be the best choices for them In terms of healthful foods.
Increased federal funding is necessary to help districts increase participation in current
programs, to add new programs and to enhance meal quality and tneet the Dietary
Guidelines for Americans.

Length of Meal Periods

Adequate time for children to consume lunch or breakfast, with no competing activities
such as recess, Is vital to insure that meals are eaten. This issue has not been addressed
by USDA, ror by the U.S. Department of Education. In many states it is an item of local
control and is often left to the discretion of the building principal who has little or no
knowledge of the physiology of cating and digestion nor how to maximize the benefits
of providing meals to students. Meal period guidelines should be set nationally based
on sclentific research,

Washington State Perspective

The Natlonal School Lunch Program (NSLP) has shown steady growth in Washington;
however, participation has not kept pace with enroliment growth. Since 1988, when
1,608 schools patticipated, an additional one hundred-four (104) schools now
participate bringing the total to 95% of schools. However, the statewide rote of student
participation Is only forty-three percent (43%). This percentage is one percent (1%) less
than it was in 1988 and thirteen percent (13%) less than the national average of flfty-six
percent (56%).

We are very concerned in Washington State over this trend, The major barsier which
has been identifled, both locally and natlonally, and which undoubiedly contributes to

decreased participation is that the lunch program is perceived as one for low-income
students. Students and their families are very sensitive to the issue. Both low-income
students and students whose family income is above the eligiblllty scale for low-income
meals in Washington State do not participate in the program at the same levels as
reported nationally (The School Nutrition Dictary Assessment Study Summary, page 7).

is fostered {n the minds o at vs, parent h
community by the extensive application, icketing and accountability system which
tire Y revi

currently Is nearly the en! e requi

effort. TtIs also fostered by the media as a resuit of required public releases which draw
focused attention 1o the benefits provided to low-income families but seldom families
with income above the elgibility guidelines. The low-Income perception is fostered by
requlring a means of exchange at the point of meal service. It is almost Impossible ina
large school to avold identification. If idenufication I3 eliminated on the servingline, it
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often is not when tickets are sold to, or money is coliected from above scale students, or
when tickels are distributed to low-income studerts.

The SBI in Washington State continues to grow in numbers of sites due to a state
mandate that requires that schools offer a breakfast program Jf they are eligible to
participatein the severe need breakfast program. Since October 1988, 861 schools have
added a breakfast program bring the total number of schools offering breakfast to 1257
(70 percent of total schools). Breakfas participation continues to lag behind the national
average, agaln due to the varlous barriers described previously. This year for the first
time the state is contributing approximately §.18 per free and reduced price breakfast
served. While the funds are needed, the message is, again, given that breakfast at
school is only for needy children.

In summary, the many excellent Child Nutritional Programs are desperalely in need of
reorganization and refocusing in order to insure that they return to the original mission,
that of providing children with quality meals and good nutrition.

Sincerely,
Bétty F. Marcelynas, R.D.

Director

Child Nutrition Section

BFM:cb
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December 9. 1993

The Honorable Dale Kildee

Chairman, Subcommittee on
ilementary, Secondary. and
Vocational Education

House Education and Labot Committec
2339 Rayburn Mouse Office Building
wazhington, UC 20515- 2207

pear Congressman Kildee:

thank you for sponsoring «child nutrition legislatien. H.R.8.
reauthorizing and reforming vital nutrition brograms for the nation's public
schools.

Based upon the belief that good nutrition enhances learning and the
quality of 1ife, the West virginia Board of Hducation approved, in February
1993, a comprehensive policy that requires meal in public schools to meet the
pietary Guidelines by 1995, using a Proyressive, three tier strateqy.
Additionally, the policy reflects an fintegrated approdch to ensuring a total
school environment that promotes optimal nutrition for students,

In March, 1992, the Mashington D.C. based Food Resecarch & Action Center
ranked West virginia first in the nation in scacol breakfast participation.
In a sutvey conducted by FRAC, 96.4% of the public schools in West Virginia
offer the morning meal with almost 23% of all students tiaking part in the
program. In addition, West Virginia had the highest particlpation rate among
low income students at 56.8% for the school breakfast program.

The School Lunch Program in West virginia provides low cost lunches in
856 public schools, 20 private schools and 49 institutions. The School
Breakfast Program provides breakfasts in 857 public and 6 private schools and
49 institutions. The Child and Adult Care Pood Progran is sponsored by 156
child care agencies and subsldizes meals and snacks in 313 centers and 1026
homes. Nine agencies sponsor adult day care. ‘The Summer Food Service Proyram
provides meals to children in 333 summer Pprograms (73 sponsors). ‘The Special
Milk Program provides milk to children in 20 camps, 11 private schools and 7
public school pre-school programs.

[€)
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Based on current records, west virginia children receive daily:

180.066 school lunches (56% Eree and reduced price)
74,103 school breaklasts (76% (ree and reduced price’
29,819 meals to child care {708 Erce and reduced prace)
10,192 dummer meals (100% Eree)

316 lunches to Eunctfionally fmpaired adults
14,245 L/2 pints extra milk sold

buring the school year of 1992 93 chlld nutrition Eunds in schools were:

$42,304,55 Ecderal Eunds
. 53,500,629 state and local funds
$95, 805,185 Total funds

The Nutrition mducation and Training Program provides nutrition {n: *mation to
achools end child care institutions and inservice training to foud gervice and
teaching personnel. puring ®y93, this program provided nutrltion education
expetlences for 651 West Virginia teachers. 107 parents and 7,684 gstudents,
and in-service training for 1,565 food service personnel.

continuing and strengthening these programs contribute to optional
learning and performance of our nation's children and, ultimately, the results
of the public education process. Natfonal level public policy nceds to be
enacted to:

1) Eliminate the requircment for whole milk servica in school meals;
2) gstrengthen the competetive foods rule;

3) Expand access to the Summer Food Program;

4) Adequately fund the Nutrition Education & Training Proaran;

5) 1Increase funding for healthful agricultural producty: and

6) Refocus program mission on nutrition quality,

Thank you Eor the {mpirtant work you have done and your commitment on
behall of children. Your ‘eadershlp is valuable to the success of the ‘total
educational process.

Sincerely,

;’% il /C,)ul'_/

Dr. Harriet Deel. Director
Oltdce of child Nutritfon

HO/KE
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+=%0, State of Wisconsin dobn T, Banson
@.ﬁ) Department of Public Instruction Staun Superintendent

<17 Muiding Address: P.O. Box 7841, Madison, Wi 53707-7841 Robert H. Gomoll
126 Sauth \Webstar Street, Madison, Wi 83702 (608)260-3390/{6001267-2427 TOD Deputy Stats Suponnpndent

December 30, 1993

The Honorable Daie Kiidee

Chaintnen, Subcommittes on Elementary,
Secondary, and Vocational Education
House Bducation and Labor Commitiec
2239 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C.  20515-2207

Dear Congressinan Kildee:

Reauthotization of child putrition programs is an important legislatlve vehicle which will deimonstrate our
nation’s comuni to children as a nationa! priority. Child nutrition programs contribute to three important
agendas. First, the programs combat hunger. Itis unconscionable 1o continue to have hungry, undernourished
children in thig great country. As a society we can and must ensure that hunger does not plague our youth
Second, nutrition is critical 1o the health of our children and as delivered through child nutrition programs wiil
significantly contributc as preventive medicine to health care teform. Finally, good nutrition improves
academic performance.

In Wisconsin, 407 or 95 percent of public school districts and 43J or 44 percent of private schools participate
in the National Schooi Lunch Program. The average daily participatlon for the 1992-93 school ycar was
439,525 (45 percent of enroliment). Over 37 percent of the students who eat school luncls are ¢ligible for free
or feduced price meals. The School Breakfast Program has 105 or 25 percent of public school districts and 45
or S percent of private schools participating. The average daily participatlon ir 24, 642 of which 88 percent of
1he students who cat school breakfast are cligible for frec or reduced price meals. In Wisconsin, the Child and
Adult Day Care Foed Program reimburscd for meals served in 672 day carc centers, 16 adult care centers and
4,360 family day care homes. In 1992:93. the number of meals served respectively were 11.8 million,
125.000 and 10.9 million. Although current legislation greatly limits the availability of the Speclat Milk
Program. over 16,1 million hatf-pints were served in 1992:93. The Summer Food Service Program for
Children in 1993 scrved 856,844 —ealx through 43 sponsoring agencies. In 1992-93, the Donaicd Food
Distributlon Program provided 3 3 million pounds of commodities (o 1,674 agencies. As you can see, the
Impact Is significant, however, we st fmprove.

The past support you and your collesgues have given child nutrition programs is greatly appreciated. We trust
in your leadership as you hold Congressional hearings and develop the final reauthorization bill. Please sccept

q

the following ions for horization.

Sinccrely,

7 o rdenten

(
Richard irector
Bureau for Food and Nutrition Services

RAM:jem same

Enclosure
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Recommendations
1994 Reauthorization of Child Nutritlon Programs

The premise of the following comments is that we must reduce program complexity and the associated
paperwork burden. The programs are operated under detailed, highly prescriptive regulatlons. The January S,
1989, Education Daijly indicated that 44 percent of all the paperwork imposed on cducational institutions by the
federal government stems from school nutrition programs. This unnecessarlly diverts attention from provision
of nutritious meals to paperwork. Past efforts to reduce the paperwork burden as mandsted by PL. 101-147
resulted in little change.  We must revisit the recommendations in the 1990 Report to Congress on Paperwork
Reduction. The paperwork burden can be grestly reduced while maintaining program accouniability.

Dr Werner Rogers, President of the Council of Chief State Schoo! Officers, elegantly provided the needed
future direction of school nutrition regulations in his testimony at the public hearing in Atlanta, Georgia, on
October 13, 1993, by saying,

However. local efforts can be stified by overly prescriptive rules sstablished by federal and state
government agencies. We must not let that happen.

Rather, federal and state agencics together with the leaders of education and agricurure, must all join
together in collaboration to gssigt rather than obstruct local Initiatives.

We can provide leadcrship; we can set broad goals; we can offer incentives; but we must also provide
maximum flexibiiity so that each schoo! district can develop and implement a plar: tailored 1o the
specific needs of their community and student population.

National Schiool Luach Program

1. Coordinated Review Effort (CRE) Regulations

The regulations intensificd the paperwork burden. State reviewers have only minimal time to focus on
nutrition once the CRE forms are complete. Further aggravating the problem is the adversary relationships
hetween statc agencies and schools created by the CRE fiscally punitive system,

It is recommended that the law require either discontinuation of CRE or slgnificant redesign to allow the
focus to shift to the Dietary Guidelines for Americans.

. Universal Feeding

The National School Luitch Act enacted in 1946 states "It Is declared to be the policy of Congress, as a
measure of national security, to safeguard the health and well-being of the Nation's children..." It was the
intent of Congtess to provide nutritious food to g]f children. States were not required to implement the
concep! of frec and reduced price meals until the early seventies. Perhaps universal is merely asking us to
redirect our thinking back to the original intent of the law.

ERIC
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Thosc opposing universal say it is 100 expensive. Propotents argue that universal compliments current
health care reform and cducatlon initiatives, They believe a commitment to children today is far less
expensive than paying for long term health care costs associated with poor nutrition. If hungry children
cannot learn, they argue that (hc cost to our nation is staggering in terms of a poorly educated workforce
not competing favorable in a global market.

Whether the concept of universal is supported or not, two key issues must prevail. We must reallocate
resources from paperwork to implementing the Dietary Guidelines for Americans. Secondly, we must
eliminate the jdentification of low-income studcnts as well as the welfare stigma of the program.

When you introduced H.R. 3580, an option for universal was prescnted which provides free meals to all
grade school children below 185 percent of the poverty level, establishing two incoine cligibility categories.
free and paid. Ancther option exists that inay hasten implementation of the Dietary Guidelines. All
legislative teference to free and reduced price meals could be deleted and language added to allow
reimhursement orly for meals meeting the Dietary Guidelines. In effect, reimbursement would be linked 10
the provision of nutritious meals not to the poverly guidciines.

1 a charge had to be levied to children selecting & meal meeting the Dietary Guidelines, the charge should
be nominal (perhaps 25 cents) and the game for alf children. Schools could still sell other foed items a la
carte. The meal meeting the Dietary Guidclines would be a healthy gption to all children and the only
option supported by USDA reimbursement.

The Surgeon General’s Report on Nuirition and Health indicates that at present, dietary fat accounts for 37
percent of the total energy intake of Americans. To allow for a systematic societal change in eating
patierns, the law could provide for a gradual reduction in fat ard saturated fat in reimbursable meals until
the Diciary Guidelines were met. For example, uniil July 1, 1997, a reimbursable meal must cohtain 3
percent or less of calories from fat and 12 percent or less of calories from saturated fat. After July 1,
1997, the percents could drop to 30 percent and 10 percent respectively.

. Paperwork Reduction in the Special Nutrition Programs, USDA's 1990 Report to Congress

The foilawing issues need to bc revisitec:

a. Until the need for free and reduced-price applications is climinated, USDA needs to simplify and adjust
the application to an appropriate reading level.

. The procurement threshold of $10,000 should be raised to $50,000 as it relates to compctitive sealed
blds, competitive or noncompetitive negotiation.

. The requirencnt for schools to monitor each school's meal counting and claiming system by February
should be deleted. Instead, schools should be required to implement Intcrnal controls to ensure the
accuracy of mcals claimed for refmhursement. USDA needs to develop clear guidance for
rccommended counting and claiming procedures and internal control systems for school food authorities.

. The edlt check requirement should be eliminated. The school food authority should be required to
establish intcrnal controls to ensure accuracy of claims.
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¢ The verification requirement of free and reduced-price applications should be eliminated. The
requirement contributes little to program integrity and is intrusive for applicants.

School Breakfest Program

1.

L

S
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School Breakfast Start-up Grants

Wisconsint has the lowest School Breakfast Program pariicipation rate in‘the nation. Past grants have
encouraged program implementation try helping schools with equipment costs. Continued financial
incentive is needed.

. Scvere Need Breakfast

The cost-based accounting requirement should be climinated. The requircment to determine severe need

cligibility upon the second preceding year should be changed 1o preceding year. The recommended
language is: "Schools are eligible for severc nced breakfast reimbursement if 40 percent or mare of the
lunches served to students in the preceding schoo! year were served free or at a raduced price.”

With current language, it is presumed that schools are not cligible for severe need breakfast rates if they did
not participate in the lunch program in the second preceding year. If this is the intent it should be clearly
stated in the law.

Rl

Administrative Budget

The requirement for the administrative budget on program applications for Jay care centers and sponsoring
organizations of day care centers should be eliminated. The requirement for administrative budgets for
sponsoring organizations of day care homes should be retained.

. Proprietary Centers

Eligibitity for participation of proprictary day care centers should be established using the numbers of

participants eligible for frec or reduced price meals rather than linking CACFP eligibility to a specific

funding source for day care. For example, a propriciary day care center could be deemead eligible if 25
percent or more of the enrolled participants are eligible for free or reduced-price meals.

n;

. Reimbursament

Merge the administrative and operating reimbursements into one unified rate.

To cncourage participation of rural sponsors, consider establishing a higher unified reimbursement rate for
$ponsors operating in rural areas. This approach would be preferable to an attempt to address such rural
issues as higher transportation costs through more cumbersome, paperwork intensive regulations.
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. Advance Payments
Revise regulations to permiit the option for only & single advance payment to spoisors each summer. The

present regulation pertaining to advance payments causes a disincentive for sponsors to submis timely
monthly claims and creates situations where programs receive advance payments in excess of earnings.

. Eligibility

Reduez the thteshold to eswblish regular site eligibility from 50 percent to 33 percent of the children in the
area qualified for free or reduced-price meals.

. Youth Sports Program

Meals served during the academic year National Youth Sports Program should be reimbursed at the sanc
rate as meals served during the summer months.

. State Administrative Expenses

Tncrease the administrativc payments to state agencies to reflect the actual cost of administering the Summer
Food Service Program.

B n

Schools should have the option: to offer milk to children even if the children have access to the National School
Lunch Program or the Schoo! Breakfast Program. Locat discretion should be allowed so that schiools may best
mect the nutritional needs of children, Therefore, the requircment limiting the Special Milk Program only to
children who do not have access to the National Schoof Lunch or Breakfast Programs should be chminated.

ate Admin| v

Currently three state plans are required (SAE. Summer Food Service Program and the Nutrition Education and
Training Program). State agencles should be aliowed the option to combine programs they administer into onc
plan. This would reduce a significant amount of paperwork associated with approval and would provide a
clearcr picture of the administration of USDA funded programs.

Comprehensive Child Nutrition Program

It is recommended that a seamless program be created that includes Tunch, breskfast, snilk. child care. summer
food and commoditics that requires one agreement, consistent eligibllity, consistent reimbursement rates and
consistent meal components and quantities.
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Nutrition Education ang Training (NET) Prograp

1. Fully Fund '

Nutrition education stressing the Dietary Guideliries needs to be an integral component of education lit}king
to behavioral change in the cafeteria. NET needs to be expanded to reach more children and their families
with nutrition information. It is recommended that NET be fully funded at the statutory level of 50 cents
per child. *

. Carr.-over

Unobligated NET funds should be available for use during the year following federal allocation. This
would equate the financial management of the NEZ program (o other child nutrition programs and wouid
enhance the opportunity for completion of long-range projects.

. Perranently Authorize
The NET Program should be permanently authorized.
‘ood Dj ion P P,
1. Permanently Authorize
The program has been in existence since 1946 and has become an Integral part of the Nations! School
Lunch Program, The FDP should be permanently authorized to facilitate better planning at the federal,

state and local levels. The current five-year authorization period Interjects an unnecessary uncertainty when
executing contracts for storage and delivery.

. State Administrative Expense

Program administration is primarily funded through fees charged to schoois and Institutions for'swragc and
handling services. USDA providzs only a minuscule amount of federal funds for food distribution
activities. It is recommended that a separate state administrative expense sccount be established equal to 2
percent of the commodity value allocated to cach state. Food distribution administration should not be
funded from current administrative entitlements since such funds are fully committed to administer the other
child nutrition programs.
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Diana J. Ohman
Superintendent of Public Instruction
State of Wyoming Department of Education

307/777-1615
307/777-6234 FAX

Hathaway Building, Second Floor @ 2300 Capitol Avenue ® Cheyenne, WY 82002-0050

December 10, 1993

The Honorable Dale Kildee

Chairman, Subcommittee on Elementary,
Secondary and Vocational Education
House Educaticn and Labor Committee
2239 Rayburn House Office Building
Wwashington, D.C. 20515-2207

Dear Mr. Kildee:

As the Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary and Vocational
Education begins working on reautherization of the expiring Child
Nutr:ition Programs, I would like to teke the opportunity to address
a few of the issues which your Committee will be deliberating.

I appreciate the support you and your Committee have provided for
the Child Nutrition Programs. The Nat:cnal School Lunch Program
cperates in every public scheol district in the state of Wyoming
and 1s an i1ntegral part of the educational services provided in »sur
schecols.

We are particularly pleased with the Schooi Breakfast Program
expansion we are ewxperiencing 1in Wycming. By the end of this
scheool year, school breakfast will be available to 48 percent of
the children atiending our schoels, up from 24 percent in school
year 1990-91. It should be noted that this expansion ocCcurred
dur:ng a period of declining educational funding in this state and
was made possible largely because of the availability of the School
Breakfast Program start-up grants.

The recent emphas:s on 1mplementing the Cietary Guidelines in the
Child Nutrition Programs 1s certalniy appropriate and a goal we
shcould all be working towards. The majority of school districts in
Wyeming received training on the guidelines th:is past summer, and
several are attempting to put their training i1nto practice “his
schocl year.
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Aven-Hen, Judi. child nutrition : Disney's nutrition guide for
parents. Tel Aviv, Israel, Judi Co, c1989. 108 p.
RJ206 .A%4 1989
Spine titie:; Disney's child nutrition. Cover title: Walt
Disney's child nutrition. Includes bibliographical references (p.
1105-106) and index.

Behan, Eileen. Microwave cooking for your baby & child : the ABCs of
creating guick, nutritfous meals foxr your little ones. New York,
villard Books, 1991. xvii, 233 p.
TX740 .B449 1991

Includes index. .

Bendich, Adrianne. Micronutrients and immune functions. New York,

N.Y, New York Academy of Sciences, 1.30. 382 p.
Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences.
@ll .N5 vol. 587 QR185.2

Papers praesented at two conferences, one sponsored by the New
York Academy of Sciences, held in New York City, May 31-June 2,
1989; and one sponsored by the United States-Japan Malnutrition
Panel of the U.S.-Japan Cooperative Medical Science Program and by
the National Institute of Diabetes and Digestive and Kidney
Diseases, held in New York City, June 2, 1989. Includes
bibliographical references and indux.

Berenson, Gerald, and Sue Berkman. Raising your child to be heart
smart : a doctor's guide for every parent to use at home. New
York, Doubleday, cl990. p. cm.

RJ421 .B45 1990

Berger, Heribert. vitamine and minerals in pregnancy and lactation.
New York, Raven Press, cl1988. p. cm.
Nestle Nutrition workshop series.
RG559 .V57 1988
"Joint symposium, Nestle~Hoffmann-La Roche." Based on an
international symposium held in Innsbruck, Austria, Sept. 22-24,
1986. Includes oibliographies and index.

Berman, Christine, and Jacki Fromer. Meals without squeals : child
care food guide and cookbook. Palo Alto, Calif Emeryville, CA,
Bull Pub. Co Diatributed in the U.S. by Publishers Group West,
c1991. xvi, 240 p.

TX361.C5 B47 1991
Includes bibliographical references and index.

Bourne, Geoffrey H. Aspects of childhood nutrition. Basel New York,
Karger, 1989. x, 165 p.
World review of nutrition and dietetics.
QP141.A1 W59 vol. 58 RJ206
Includes bibliographies and index.

Brunser, Oscar. Clinical nutrition of the young child. New York,

Raven Press, cl991. wviii, 315, 11 p.
RJ399.N8 C55 1991
Includes index. Includes bibliographical references.
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Castle, Sue. The complete new guide to preparing baby foods. New
York, Bantam Books, c1992. ix, 385 p.
RJ216 .C35 1992
Includes bibliographical referaences (p. 345)-348) and index.
Chandra, Ranjit Kumar. Trace elementg in nutrition of children, II
Nestle Nutrition Workshop. New York, Raven Press, cl991. xv, 232

pP.
Nestle Nutrition workshop series.
RJ399.T7 T732 1991

Proceedings of the 23rd Nestle Nutrition workshop held in
Marrakech, Morocco, May 24-27, 1989. "Nestle Nutrition." Includes ‘
bibliographical references and index.

Clark, Kristine L./Richard B. 10 Parr, and William P. Castelli.
Evaluation and management of eating disorders : anorexia, bulimia,
and obesity. Champaign, Ill, Life Enhancement Publications,
c1988, xiii, 349 p.

La Crosse exercise and health useries.
RJ399.C6 E93 1988
Includes bibliographies.

Coffin, Lewis A. Children's nutrition : a consumer's guide. San
Bernardino, Calif, Borgo Press, 1989, c1984. 184 p.
RJ2M6 .C7 1989
Reprint. Originaily pu-lished: Santa Barbara : Capra Prass,

1984.

Cooper, Kenneth H. Kid fitness : a complete shape-up program from
birth through high school. New York, Bantam Books, 1991. xiv,
367 p.

RJ133 ,C66 1991
Inclydes bibliographical references {p. 331-355) and indexes.

Ccopar, Peter J. 10, and Alan Stein. Feeding problems and eating
disorders in children and adolescants. Chur Switzerland)
Philadelphia, Harwood Academic Publishers, c1992. xiii, 205 p.
Monographs in clinical pediatrics.

RJ506.E18 P44 1991
Includes bibliographical references and index.

Crump, Iris M. Nutrition and feea..., of the handicappaed child.
Austin, Tex, PRO-ED, 1991. p. cm.
RJ233 .N8B 1991
Reprint. Originally published: Boston : Little, Brown, cl1987.
Includes index. Includes bibliographical references.

DeBruyne, Linda X./Sharon RadylO Rolfes, and Eleanor Noss Whitney.
Life cycle nutrition : conception through adolescence. S§t. Paul,
Waest Pub. Co, cl1989., xiii, 402 p.

RJ206 .D43 1989
Includee bibliographies and indax.
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Di Toro, Rosario. International Sympoocium "Progress in Infantile
Nutrition" (3rd : 1988 : Naples, Italy) Nutrition in preventive
pediatrice. Basel New York, Karger, 1989. wviii, 140 p.

RJ206 ,I48 1988
»3rd International Symposium "Progress i.. Infantile Nutrition™,
Naples, February 12-14, 1988." Includes bibliographies.

Di Toro, Rosario. Internstional Symposium "Progress in Infantile
Nutrition" (4th: 1990 : Naples, Italy) Infantile nutrition : an
updste. Basel New York, Karger, 1991. 169 p.

RJ216 ,.I57 1990
"4th International Symposium 'Progress in Infantile Nutrition',
Nlplfjﬂ May 10-12, 1990." Includae bibliographical references.

Di Toro, Rosario. Symposium “"Progress in Infantile Nutrition" (2nd :
1987 : Naples, Italy) Nutritionali support for sick children.
Basel Naew York, Karger, 1988. 150 p.
RJ53.D53 S96 1987
Includes biblicographies.

Dobbing, John. Brain, behaviour, and iron in the infant diet.
London New York, Springer-verlag, cl19%0. xii, 195 p.
RJ399.175 B73 1990

Includes bibliographical references.

Dunkle, Jac Lynn, and Martha Shore Edwards. The (nc leftovers!)
child care cookbook : kid-tested recipes and msnum for centers &
home-based programs. St. Paul, MN, Redleaf Press, c1992. 198 p.
TX652 .D86 1992

Includes bibliographical rsferences (p. 191-192} and index.

Edslstein, Sari. Nutzition and meal planning in child care programs
: s practical guide. Chicago, American Diatetic Association,
1992, p. cm.

RJ206 .E29 1992
Includes bibliographical references and index.

Eisman, Eugene, snd Diane Batshaw Eisman. Your child and
cholesterol. Hollywood, FL, Fell Publishers, 1990. p. cm.
RJ61 .E35 1990

Ekvall, Shirley. Pediatric nutrition in developmental disorders and
chronic diseasaes : children with special health care needs. Naw
York, Oxford University Press, 1992. p. cm.

RJ233 .P43 1992
Includes indexes.

Epstein, Leonsrd H., and Sally Squires. The stoplight diet for
children : an eight~week prugram for parents and children,
Boston, Little, Brown, c1988. xiii, 232 p.

RJ399.C6 E67 1988




Falkner, Frank 7. Infant and child nutrition worldwide : imsues and
perapactives. Boca Raton, Fla, CRC Press, cl99i. xiv, 297, iii

P
RJ216 ,1493 1990
Includes bibliographical references and index.

Filer, Lloyd J. Dietary iron : birth to two years. New York, Raven
Press, cl989., p, cm.
RY399.175 D54 1989
Basad on the proceedings of a symposium held December 12-14,
1988 in Dallas, Tex. Includes bibliographies and index.

Fish, Helen T./Ronald B, Fish, and Lawrence Arthur Golding. Starting
out wall : a parents' approach to physical activity & nutrition.
Champaign, Ill, Leisure Press, cl9€9. vii, 223, pP.

RJ206 ,F49 1989
Includes bibliographies and index.

Food and your child. Alexandria, Va, Time-Life Books, c1988. 144 p.
Successful parenting.
TX361.C5 F66 1988
Includes index. Bibliography: p. 138-139,

Galland, Leo, and Dian Dincin Buchman. Superimmunity for kids. New
York, Dutton, c1988. xx, 315 p.
RJ206 .G35 1988
"A Copestone Press, Inc. book.” Includes index. Bibliography: p.
289-300.

Garland, Anne Witte. For our kids' sake : how to protect your child
against pesticides in food. Mew York, N.Y, Natural Resources
Defense Council, ¢1989%, 87 p.

TXS571.P4 G37 1989
"7 ways to protect your family against pesticides in food" (7]
P.) inserted.

Gesellachaft fur Padiatrische Gastroenterologie und Ernahrung,
Meeting/P. Heinz~Erian/J., Deutsch, and G. Granditach. Regulatory
gut peptides in paediatric gastroenterology and nutrition : 6th
Annual Meeting of the GPGE, Goldegg/Salzburg, May 1-4, 1991,

Basel New York, Karger, 1992. p. cm.
Frontiers of gastrointestinal research.
RJ446 G47 1991
Includes bibliographical references and index.

Hanson, Lars A, Biology of human milk. Vevey, Switzerland New York,
Nestle Nutrition Raven Press, cl968. xv, 231 p.
Nestle Nutrition workshop series.
QP2465 .B64 1988
Includes bibliographies and index.

Hay, William W, Neonatal nutrition and metabolism, St. Louis,
Mosby-Year Book, c1991. xviii, 558 p.
RJ216 .N45 1991
Includes bibliographical references and index.
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Heird, William C. Nutritional needs of the six to twelve monthn old
infant. New York, Raven Press,

c1991. xv, 334 p.
Carnation nutrition education series.
RJ216 .N87 1991

Based on a symposium held July 12-14, 1989, in San Francisco.
Includes bibliographical references end index.

Hendricks, Kristy M.

Manual of pediatric nutrition. Toronto
Philedelphia Saint Louis, Mo, B.C. Decker Mosby Year Book
distributor}, c1990. 297 p.

RJ206 .H42 1990

Walker's name appears first on the earlier edition., Includes
bibliogrsphical references and index.

Hess, Mary Abbott/Anne EliselO Hunt, and Barbara Kotenko Stone.
heslthy head start :
New York, H. Holt,
RJ206 .H43 1990
Includes index.

.
a worry free guide to feeding young children.
cl990. x, 324 p.

Jones, Elizabeth G.

Good nutrition for your baby. San Marcos,
Slawson Communications, c1988. 90 p.
RJ216 .J65 1988

CA,
"Avant books."

Kimmel, Martha/Davidl0 Kimmel, and Suzanre Goldenson. Mommy made-

and daddy too : home cooking for a healthy baby and toddler.

York, Bantam Books, 1990. xi, 308 p.
RJ216 .K48 1990

New
Includes index.

Xnight, Karin, and Jeannie Lumley. The baby cookbook. New York,
Quill, ¢c1991. p. cm.
TX740 .K59 1991

Knight, Karin, and Jeannie Lumley.

The baby cookbook :
nutritious meals for the whole family that babies and toddlers
will also love.

tasty and
New York, Quill, cl992. 368 p.
TX740 .K59 1991b

Includes bibliographicel references (p. 351]) and indexes.
Kuntzlemsn, Charles T. Healthy kids for life. New York, Simon end
Schuster, cl1988. 222 p.
RJ133 .K86 1988
Includes index. Bibliography: p. 199-210.

Lambert-Legace, Louise. Feeding your baby : from conception to sge
two. Chicago, Ill, Surrey Books, c1$31. iii 200 p.
RJ206 .L26413 1991

Translation of: Comment nourrir son enfant. Includes
bibliographical refarences (p. 139-194) and indexes.
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Lang, Jenifer Harvey. Jenifer Lang cooks for kids : 153 recipes and
ideae for good food that kids love to sat. New York, Harmony
Books, cl1991. 192 p.

TX652 .L246 1991
Includee index.

Lansky, Vicki. Fat-proofing your children-- so that they never
become diet- addicted adults. Toronto New York, Bantam Booke,
cl988. 256 p.

RJ206 .L335 1988
Includee bibliographies and index.

Lebenthal, Emanuel. Textbook of gastroenterology and nutrition in
infancy. New York, Raven Prese, cl989., xxiii, 1383 p.
RJ268.8 .T49 1985
Includes bibliographical references.

Lifehitz, Fima/Nancy MoseslO Finch, and Jere Ziffer Lifshitz.
Children's nutrition. Boston, MA, Jonss and Bartlett, cl1991.
xiii, 592 p.

The Jones and Bartlett series in nursing.
RJ206 .L515 1991
Includee bibliographical references and index.

Lindblad, B. s. Perinatal nutrition Bristnl-Myers Symposium on

Nutrition Research. San Diego, Academic Press, c1988. xxvi, 394
p.
Bristol-Myers nutrition symposia.
RG615 .P48 1988

Papaers presented at the Sixth Annual Bristol-Myers Symposium on
Nutrition Research, held in Saltsjobaden, Sweden on Aug. 28-29,
1986. Includes bibliographies and index.

Lonnerdal, Bo. Iron metabolism in infants. Boca Raton, Fla, CRC
Preas, c1990. 163 p.
RJ128 .I76 1990
Includee bibliographies and index.

Macht, Joel. Poor eaters : hslping children who refuse to eat. New
York, Plenum Press, c1990. xviii, 310 p.
RJ206 .M23 1990
Includee bibliographical references and index.

Maione, Mary Jane. Kids weigh to fitness. Reston, VA, American
Alliance for Health, Physical Education, Recre ation, and Dance,
cl1989. wvi, 115 p.

Gv483 .M28 1989
Includes bibliographical referencaes.

Marotz, Lynn R./Jeanettia M. 10 Rueh, and Marie Z. Cross. Health,
safety, and nutrition for the young child. Albany, N.Y, Delmar
Publishers, cl989. ix, 529 p.

RJ101 .M347 1989
Includee bibliographies and index.
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Marotz, Lynn R./Jeanettia M. 10 Rush, and Marie Z. Croes. Health,
safsty, and nutrition for ths young child. Albany, N.Y, Delmar
Publishere, 1992. p. cm.

RJ101 .M347 1992
Includss index.

McLaren, Donald Stewart. Textbook of paediatric nutrition.
Edinburgh New York, Churchill Livingstone, 1991. xii, 616 p.
RJ206 .T47 1991

Includes bibliographical references and index.

Msstscky, Jiri/Claudial0 Blair, and Pearay L. Ogra. Symposium on
Immunology of Milk and the Neonate (1990 : Miami, Fla.) Immunology
of milk and ths neonate. New York, Plsnum Press, cl991. xiii,
488 p.
Advances in sxperimental medicine and biology.
RJ216 .S945 1990

"Procesdings of a Symposium on Immunology of Milk and the

Neonate, held October 14-17, 1990, in Miami, Florida"~-T.p. verso.
Includes bibliographical references and indexes.

Miller, Peter M. The Hilton Head diet for children and teenagers :
the safe adn effective program that helps your child overcome
waight problems for good!. New York, NY, Warner Books, c1993.
158 p.

RJ399.C6 M55 1993

Mindell, Ear’, and Earl Mindell. Parant's nutrition bible : a guide
to raiei g healthy children. Careon, CA, Hay House, cl1992. xx,
268 p.
RJ206 .M69 1991
Rev. ed. of: Farl Mindell's vitamin Bible for your kids. 1981.
Includes bibliographical references (p. 235-243) and index.

Moloney, Kathleen. Parents’' guide to feeding your kide right : birth
through teen years. New York, Prentice Hall Press, cl1989. xxv,
211 p.
RJ206 .M75 1989
Includes bibliographical references.

Moore, Carolyn E./Mimi H. 10 Kerr, and Robert J. Shulman. Young
chef's nutrition guide and cookbook. New York, Barron's, cl1990.
iv, 281 p.
TX714 .M6667 1990
Includes index.

Mo.Lre, Carolyn E./Robert J. 10 Shulme -d Mimi H. Kerr. Keys to
children's nutrition. Hauppauge, ~.°, Barron's, cl991. 183 p.
Barron's paranting keys.

RJ206 .M78 1991
Includes bibliographical refsrences and index.
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National Cholesterol Education Program (U.S.). Expert Panel on Blood
Cholesterol Levels in Children and Adolescents. Report of the
Expert Panel on Blood Cholaestaerol Levels in Children and
Adolescents. Bethesda, Md.), U.S. Dept. of Health and Human
Services, Public Health Service, Nati.nal Institutes of Health,
Nat.onal Heart, Lung, and Blood Institu“e, National Cholesterol
Education Program, 1991. xi, 119 p.

NIH publication.
RJ399.H94 N38 1991

“September 1991." Includes bibliographic.l references (p. 77-
93).

Natow, Annette B., and Jo-Ann Heslin. No-nonsense nutrition for your
baby'e first year. New York, Prentice Hall Praess, cl988. p. cm.
RJ216 .N38 1988

Heslin's name appears first on the earlier edition. Includes
index. Bibliography: p.

Perkins, Eric. Staying thin for kids : the family guide to health &
fitness. New York, Nautilus Books, cl988. 189 p.
RJ206 .P37 1988
Includes bibliographical raferances (p- 179).

Picciano, Mary FranceslO, and Bo Lonnerdal. Mechanisms regulating
lactation and infant nutrient utilization. New York, Wiley-Liss,
cl992. xviii, 461 p.

Contemporary issues in clinical nutrition.
RJ216 .M43 1992

Based on the fifth international conference sponsored by the
International Society for Reesearch on Human Milk and Lactation
held at Asilomar, California in Nov. of 1990. Includes
bibliographical references and index.

Pipea, Peggy L. Nutrition in infancy and childhood. St. Louis,
Times Mirror/Mosby College Pub, 1989. xiv, 425 p.
RJ206 .P56 1989
Includes bibliographies and index.

Pipes, Paggy L. l0/Cristine M. 10 Trahmsa, and Pegqgy L. Pipes.
Nutrition in infancy and childhood. St. Louis, Mosby, cl993.
xviii, 429 p.

RJ206 .P56 1993
Rev. ed. of: Nutrition in infancy and childéhood /Peggy L. Pipes.
4th ed. 1989. Inclades bibliographical references and index.

Poskitt, E. M. E. Practical paediatric nutrition. London Boston,
Butterworthe, 1988. p. cm.
RJ399.N8 P67 1988
Includes bibliographies and index.

Queaen, Patricia M. 10, and Carol E. Lang. Handbook of pediatric
nutrition. Gaithersburg, Md, Aspen Publishera, 1993. xxi, 613 p.
RJ206 .H23 1992

Includes bibliographical references and index.
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Riordsn, Janl0, and Kathleen G. Auerbach. Breastfeeding and human
lactation. Boston, Jones and Bartlett, c1993. xix, 695 p.
The Jones and Barlett series in nuraing.
RJ216 .B77S 1993
Includes bibliogrsphical references and index.

Ross Confarence on Pediatric Research (35th : 1987 : Tuscaloosa,
Ala.) Prevention of adult atherosclerosis during childhood :
report of the 95th Ross conference on Pediatric Research.
Columbus, Ohio, Ross Laboratories, c1988. viii, 130 p.
RJ206 .R728 1987

“August 1988"--P. 4 of cover. Includes bibliographies.

Sstter, Ellyn. Child of mine : feeding with love and good sense.
Palo Alto, CA Emeryville, CA, Bull Pub. Co Distributed in the
United Ststes by Publishers Group West, 1991, 463 p-

RJ216 .S376 1991
Includes bibliographical references and index.

Schauss, Alexander G./Barbara Friedlander Meyer, and Arnold Meyer.
Eating for A’z : a delicious 12-waek nutrition plan to improve
your child's academic and athletic performance. New York, Pocket
Books, c1991. x, 277 p.

RJ206 .S37 1991
Includes bibliographical references (p- 261-265) snd index.

Simopoulos, Artemis P. Nutritional triggers for health and in
disease. Basel New York, Karger, clg92. x, 202 p.
World review of nutrition and dietetics.
QP141.Al W59 vol. 67 RC620
Includes bibliographical references and index.

Simopoulos, Artemis P. Selected vitamins, minerals, and functional
consequences of maternal malnutrition. Basel New York, Karger,
cl991. x, 182 p.

World review of nutrition and dietetice.
QPl41.A1 W59 vol. 64 QP7717
Includes bibliographical raferences and index.

Sturtz, George S., and Susan S. Zabriskie. Common sense guide to
growth and nutrition : how to evaluate infants and preschcol
children. Watertown, N.Y, Hojack Pub. Co, c1991. 147 p.
RJ131 .s76 1991

Includes bibliographical references (p. 136-139) and index.

Suskind, Robert M., and Leslie Lewinter-Suskind. Textbook of
pedistric nutrition. New York, Rsven Press, c1993. xix, 571 p-
RJ399.N8 T49 1993

Includes bibliographical references and index.

Taitz, Leonard S., and B. L. Wardley. Handbook of child nutrition.
Oxford England] New York, Oxford University Press, 1989. ix, 182

P-
RJ206 -T34 1989
Includes bibliographical references and index.
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Tracy, Lisa. Kidfood : hcw to get your kids to eat right right from
the start - and like it. New York, N.Y, Dell Pub, ¢1989. xi, 324
P
RJ206 .T76 1989
Includes bibliographical references {p. 307)-310).

Tsang, Reginald cC. Nutritional needs of the preterm infant
scientific basis and practical guidelines. Baltimore, Williams &
Wilkins, 1992. p. cm.

RJ216 .vS57 1992

Sequel to : vitamin and mineral requirements in preterm infants
/ editad by Reginald c. Tsang, c1985. Includes bibliographical
references and index.

Tsang, Reginald c. 10, and Francis Mimouni. Calcium nutriture for
mothers and children. Glendale, calif New York, carnation
Education Raven Press, cl1992. xi, 148 p.

Carnation nutrition education geries.
RG559 .c33 1992

Based on the Symposium Bare Bones Nutrition held in cincinnati,
Nov. 1990. Includesg bibliographical references and index.

Tsang, Reginald c. 10, and Buford Lee Nichols. Nutrition during
infancy. Philadelphia st. Louis, Hanley & Belfus North American
and worldwide sales and distribution, C.V. Mnsby co, cl1988. vi,
9), 440 p
RJ216 ,NB858 1988
Includes bibliographies and index.

United States. Congress. House. Committee on Education and Labor.
Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary and Vocational Education.
Hearings on H.R. 24, child Nutrition and WIC Amendments of 1989 :
hearings before the Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and
Vocat ional Education of the Committee on Education and Labor,
House of Representatives, One Hundred First Congress, first
session, hearings held in Washington, DC, February 8 and 28; and
March 2 and 23, 1989. Washington, U.S. G.P.O For gsale by the
Supt. of Docs., Congressional Sales Office, U.S. G.P.O, 1989. iv,
317 p.

KF27 ,E3364 1989c

Distributed to some depository libraries in microfiche. Shipping
list no.: 89-520-P. "Serial no. 101-28." Item 1015-A, 1015-B
{microfiche) Includes bibliographical references.

United States. Congress. House. Select Committee on Hunger.
Breastfeeding in the U.s. : hearing before the Select Committee on
Hunger, House of Reprasentatives, One Hundred Second congress,
second a ession, hearing held in Washington, DC, May 28, 1992.
Waghington, U.S. G.P.O Supt. of Docs., U,S5. G,P.O., distributor]),
1992. iv, 232 p.

IN PROCESS (UTILITY LOAD)

Distributed to some depository libraries in microfiche. Shipping
list no.: 92-0624-P. "serial no. 102~31." Includes bibliographical
references,




United States. Congress. Senate, Committee on RAgriculture, Nutrition
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