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SCHOOL MILK AND SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAMS

TUESDAY, JUNE 21, 1966

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE• ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY,

Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room 324,

Old Senate Office Building, Senator Allen J. Ellender (chairman)

presiding.
Present: Senators Ellender (presiding), Holland, Talmadge, Mon-

toya, Aiken, Young of North Dakota, and Boggs.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will please come to order.
We are conducting hearings this morning on an amendment to the

National School Lunch A.ct as contained in S. 3467.
I wish to say that this is an administration bill that was sent to

me as chairman. I looked it over for some time. Before I intro-

duced it I suggested certain changes which were made. I am very

hopeful that the members of this committee will take note of the

changes suggested by me.
I would like to say for the record that the bill before the committee

today is different from the original Child Nutrition Act of 1966 that

was forwarded to the committee. The original Child Nutrition Act

would have completely superseded and revised the National School

Lunch Act.
The present bill, S. 3467, makes no changes in the school lunch

program or in the special milk program except that the latter would be

made part of the School Lunch Act. This bill is in line with sugges-

tions that I made to the Secretary of Agriculture. It would .add

provisions to the National School Lunch Act:
(1) A 3-year extension of the special nilk program•
(2) A pilot breakfast program in schools drawing attendance

from poor economic areas and in schools twhieh the children

must travel- long distances for fiscal years 1967, 1968, 1969;
(3) A .permanent .program for nonfood assistance to schoo4

drawing attendance from areas in which poor economic conditions

exist; and
(4) Extension of the school-feeding program to include pre-

school programs operated as part of the school system.
I might add that 'While this bill requires that all new feeding pro-

grams take place in schools, the original Child Nutrition ,A et would

have extended the feeding programs to places °Iasi& of school.
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(S. 3467 and staff explanation are as follows:)
[S. 3467, 89th Cong., 2d seas.]

A BILL To amend the National School Lunch Act, as amended, to strengthen and expand food serviceprograms for children.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States ofAmerica in Congress assembled, That the National School Lunch Act, as amended.is amended—
(A) By inserting in section 3 before the period at the end thereof thefollowing phrase: "and other than sections 13 through 15."
(B) By inserting in section 6 after the word "Act" where it first occurs thefollowing: "(other than sections 13 through 15)."
(C) By adding at the end of subsection (d) of section 12, the followingnew paragraph:

"(8) ̀ Nonprofit institution' means any public or private institution, excepta school or other educational institution of higher learning, which provides forthe care and training of children and no part of the net earnings of which inuresto the benefit of dny private shareholder or individual."
(D) By adding at the end of the Act the following new sections:

"SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM

"AUTHORIZATION
"SEC. 13. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal yearbeginning July 1, 1967, and each fiscal year thereafter during the period endingJune 30, 1970, such sums as may be necessary, but not in excess of $100,000,000for any fiscal year, to enable the Secretary of Agriculture, under such rules andregulations as he may deem in the public interest, to encourage consumption offluid milk by children in the United States in (1) nonprofit schools of high schoolgrade and under, and (2) nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settlementhouses, summer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the careand training of children. For the purposes of this section ̀ United States' meansthe fifty States and the District of Columbia.

"SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM

"AUTHORIZATION
"SEC. 14. (a) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for each of thefiscal years ending June 30, 1967, 1968, and 1969 such sums as may be necessaryto enable the Secretary to formulate and carry out a pilot program to assistStates through grants-in-aid and other means, to initiate, maintain or expandnonprofit breakfast programs in schools drawing attendance from areas in whichpoor economic conditions exist and in schools to which a substantial proportionof the children enrolled must travel long distances.

"APPORTIONMENT TO STATES
"(b) Of the funds appropriated for the purposes of this section for any fiscalyear, the Secretary shall reserve 3 per centum for apportionment to Guam, theVirgin Islands, Puerto Rico, and American Samoa. Such funds shall be appor-tioned among such States on the basis of the ratio of the number of children ofages five through seventeen in each such State to the number of all children ofages five through seventeen in all such States.
"(c) Of the remainder of the funds appropriated, the Secretary shall for eachfiscal year, (1) apportion the first $2,500,000 equally among the States, other thanGuam, the Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, and American Samoa, and (2) apportion• the remainder among such States on the basis of the ratio of the number of childrenin each State of ages five through seventeen in families with incomes of less than$2,000 per annum plus the number of children of ages five through seventeen infamilies receiving more than $2,000 per annum from payments under the De-partment of Health, Education, and Welfare's program of aid to families withdependent children to the total number of such children in the fifty States and theDistrict of Columbia.
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"STATE DISBURSEMENT TO SCHOOLS

"(d) Funds apportioned and paid to any State for the p
urpose of this section

shall be disbursed by the State educational agency 
to schools selected by the

State educational agency, to reimburse such schools fo
r the cost of obtaining

agricultural and other foods for consumption by needy
 children in a breakfast

program and for the purpose of subsection (e). Such fo
od costs may include, in

addition to the purchase price, the cost of processing, di
stributing, transporting,

storing, and handling. Disbursement to schools shall be
 made at such rates per

meal or on such other basis as the Secretary shall prescribe.
 In selecting schools,

the State educational agency shall, to the extent practica
ble, give first considera-

tion to those schools drawing attendance from areas i
n which poor economic

conditions exist.
"(e) In circumstances of severe need where the rate per m

eal established by the

Secretary is deemed by him insufficient to carry on an eff
ective breakfast program

in a school, the Secretary may authorize financial assistance u
p to 90 per centum

of the operating costs of such a program, including cost
 of obtaining, preparing,

and serving food.

"NUTRITIONAL AND OTHER PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

"(f) Breakfasts served by schools participating in the sch
ool breakfast program

under this section shall consist of a combination of foods an
d shall meet minimum

nutritional requirements prescribed by the Secretary on the
 basis of tested nu-

tritional research. Such breakfasts shall be served without cost or at a reduc
ed

cost to children who are determined by local school autho
rities to be unable to

pay the full cost of the breakfast. In making such determinations, such local

authorities should, to the extent practicable, consult with 
public welfare and

health agencies. No physical segregation of or other discrimination again
st any

child shall be made by the school because of his inability to 
pay.

"NONPROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOLS

"(g) If in any State the State educational agency is not 
permitted by law to

disburse the funds paid to it under this section to nonprof
it private schools, the

Secretary shall withhold from the funds apportioned to 
any such State under

subsections (b) and (c) of this section an amount based on t
he ratio of the number

of children enrolled in nonprofit private schools within the
 State to the total

number of children enrolled in all schools within the State. 
The Secretary shall

disburse the funds so withheld directly to the nonprofit 
private schools within

such State for the same purposes and subject to the same c
onditions as are re-

quired of a State educational agency disbursing funds mad
e available under this

section.
"NONFOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

"AUTHORIZATION

"SEC. 15. (a) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated fo
r the fiscal year

ending June 30, 1968, and for each fiscal year thereafter such
 sums as may be

necessary to enable the Secretary to formulate and carry out a 
program to assist

the States through grants-in-aid and other means to supp
ly schools drawing

attendance from areas in which poor economic conditions 
exist with facilities

other than land and buildings, for the storage, preparation,
 transportation, and

serving of food to enable such schools to establish, maintain, a
nd expand school

food service programs.

"APPORTIONMENTS TO STATES

"(b) The Secretary shall apportion the funds appropriated fo
r the purposes of

this section among the States during each fiscal year on the sam
e basis as appor-

tionments are made under section 4 of this Act for supplyi
ng agricultural and

other foods
' 

except that apportionment to American Samoa for any fisc
al year

shall be on the same basis as the apportionment to the other S
tates. Payments

to any State of funds apportioned for any fiscal year shall be mad
e upon condition

that one-fourth of the cost of any facilities financed under this s
ubsection shall

be borne by State or local funds.
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"STATE DISBURSEMENT TO SCHOOLS
"(c) Funds apportioned and paid to any State for the-purpose of this sectionshall be disbursed by the State educational agency to assist schools, which drawattendance from areas in which poor economic conditions exist and which haveno, or grossly inadequate, facilities, to conduct a school food service program, andto acquire such facilities. Disbursements to any school may be made, by ad-vances or reimbursements, only after approval by the State educational agencyof a request by the school for funds, accompanied by a detailed description of thefacilities to be acquired and the plans for the use thereof in effectively meetingthe nutritional needs of children in the school.

"NONPROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOLS
"(d) If in any State the State educational agency is not permitted by law to dis-burse the funds paid to it under this section to nonprofit private schools in theState, the Secretary shall withhold from the funds apportioned to such State undersubsection (b) an amount which bears the same ratio to such funds as the numberof lunches, consisting of a combination of foods and meeting the minimum re-quirements prescribed by the Secretary under section 9 of this Act served in thepreceding fiscal year by all nonprofit private schools participating in the programunder section 2 within the State, as determined by the Secretary, bears to theparticipation rate for the State. The Secretary shall disburse the funds so with-held directly to the nonprofit private schools within such State for the samepurposes and subject to the same conditions as are required of a State educationalagency disbursing funds made available under this section.

"PAYMENTS TO STATES
"SEC. 16. The Secretary shall certify to the Secretary of the Treasury from timeto time the amounts to be paid to any State under section 13 through 17 of thisAct and the time or times such amounts are to be paid; and the Secretary of theTreasury shall pay to the State at the time or times fixed by the Secretary theamounts so certified.

"STATE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
"SEC. 17. The Secretary may utilize not to exceed 14 per centum of:the totalfunds appropriated under this Act for any fiscal year for advances to each Stateeducational agency for use for its administrative expenses in carrying out programsunder this Act: Provided, That no such agency shall receive a sum greater than 1per cenum of the funds apportioned to it under this Act, or 87,500, whichever isgreater. The amount of such payments shall be deducted from such appropriatedfunds prior to any apportionment thereof under this Act.PP' "SELECTION OF SCHOOLS
"SEC. 18. In the selection of schools and nonprofit institutions to receiveFederal assistance under sections 13, 14, and 15 of this Act, the State agency shalladopt the methods and procedures necessary to assure coordination with and give,where the need is comparable, preference to programs carried on under theElementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 and the Economic OpportunityAct of 1964 in such schools or institutions.

• 
.UTILIZATION OF FOODS

"SEC. 19. Each school and nonprofit institution participating under section14 of this Act shall, insofar as practicable, utilize in its program foods designatedfrom time to time by the Secretary as being in abundance, either nationallyor in the school area, or foods donated by the Secretary. Foods available undersection 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 1058), as amended, or pur-chased under section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (49 Stat. 774), as amended,or section 709 of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1212), may bedonated by the Secretary to schools, in accordance with the needs as determinedby local school authorities, and to nonprofit institutions for utilization in theirfeeding programs under this Act, as well as to other schools carrying out non-profit school lunch programs and other institutions authorized to receive suchfoods.
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"NONPROFIT PROGRAMS
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"SEc. 20. The food and milk service programs in schools and nonprofit Institu-
tions receiving assistance under this Act shall be conducted on a nonprofit basis.

"STATISTICAL DATA

"SEC. 21. Data on numbers of children of ages five through seventeen and on
per capita income shall be made available by the Secretary of Commerce to the
Secretary and, except where otherwise expressly stated in this Act, shall be
the latest available.

"REGULATIONS

"SEc. 22. The Secretary shall prescribe such regulations as he may deem
necessary to carry out this Act.

"PROHIBITIONS

"SEC. 23(a) In carrying out the provisions of section 13_ of this Act, neither the
Secretary nor the State shall impose any requirements with respect to teaching
personnel, 

i 
curricullm, instruction, methods of instruction, and materials of in-

struction n any nonprofit institution.
"(b) The value of assistance to children under this Act shall not be considered

to be income or resources for any purpose under any Federal or State laws includ-
ing, but not limited to, laws relating to taxation, welfare, and public assistance
programs. Expenditures of funds from State and local sources for the mainte-
nance of food programs for children shall not be diminished as a result of funds
received under this Act.
"SEc. 24. The Secretary may extend the benefits of school feeding programs

under this Act to include preschool programs operated as part of the school
system."

SENATE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY

STAFF EXPLANATION OF S. 3467

The bill would-amend the National School Lunch Act by adding provisions f or—
(1) A special milk program for fiscal years 1968, 1969, and 1970;
(2) A pilot breakfast program for needy children in schools drawing

attendance from poor economic areas and in schools to which the children
must travel long distances for fiscal years 1967, 1968, and 1969;
(3) A permanent program for nonfood assistance to schools drawing

attendance from areas in which poor economic conditions exist; and
(4) General administration (sections 16 through 24), including provision

for—
(A) use of up to 1% percent of the funds appropriated for the various

programs for program administrative expenses of State educational
agencies;
(B) coordination with, and preference to, programs carried on under

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 and the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964;
(C) requiring the food and milk service programs to be conducted on

a nonprofit basis;
(D) in the case of the milk program, prohibiting imposition of require-

ments dealing with teaching;
(E) providing that assistance under the Act not be deemed income

and that State expenditures for child food programs not be reduced;
(F) authorizing the Secretary to extend school feeding programs

under the Act to include pre-school programs operated as part of the
school system.

SECTION-BY-SECTION EXPLANATION

Section 1(A) keeps the appropriation authorization for the national school
lunch program separate from those for the new programs.

Section 1(B) excludes funds appropriation for the new programs from section 6
of the National School Lunch Act, which provides that part of the funds may be

64-823-66-2
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used for Department administrative expenses and part may be used for direct
food purchases.

Section 1(C) defines "nonprofit institution" as an institution, other than a
school, which provides for the care and training of children and no part of the net
earnings of which inures to the benefit of any private shareholder or individual.

Section 1(D) adds new sections 13 through 24 to the National School Lunch
Act which provide as follows:

Section 13. Special Milk
Section 14. School Breakfast
Section 15. Nonfood Assistance
Section 16 through 24. General Provisions

New section 13, which provides for the special milk program is identical to
section 2 of the Act of July 1, 1958, the current authority for the special milk
program, except that the current authority runs only through June 30, 1967,
while the new authority runs through fiscal 1970, and appropriations would be
limited to not more than $100 million per year. However, since the new authority
would be part of the National School Lunch Act, the general provisions of that
Act would be applicable.

Section 14 provides for a pilot school breakfast program for fiscal years 1967,
1968, and 1969.

Subsection (a) authorizes appropriations for such program in schools serving
children from low-income areas and in schools drawing attendance from children
who have to travel long distances.

Subsections (b) and (c) provide for apportionment to States. Three percent
would be apportioned to Guam, the Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, and American
Samoa, on the basis of the number of children ages 5 through 17. From the
balance the other States would each receive first, a basic grant of $50,000 and,
second, additional funds on the basis of need as indicated by the number of
children in the State, ages 5 through 17, in families with income of less than $2,000
plus children, ages 5 through 17, in families receiving assistance under the program
for Aid to Families with Dependent Children.

Subsection (d) requires States to disburse funds to schools found eligible by
the State educational agency at rates per meal that will be established by the
Secretary. These funds are to be spent only for food for needy children. To
the extent practicable, first consideration will be given to schools in areas of
economic need.

Subsection (e) provides that in instances of severe need, the Secretary may
authorize assistance up to 90 percent of the operating cost of a breakfast program,
including the cost of obtaining, preparing and serving food.

Subsection (f) requires meals served under this section to meet nutritional
requirements prescribed by the Secretary on the basis of tested nutritional re-
search and to be served free or at reduced cost to those children found, by local
school authorities, to be unable to pay the full cost. This is similar to the
requirement contained in the existing National School Lunch Act.

Subsection (g) provides that the Department of Agriculture will administer
the program in nonprofit private schools in those States whose educational agency
is forbidden, by law, to disburse funds to other than public schools. This is
similar to the method followed under the National School Lunch Act.

Section 15 provides for a permanent nonfood assistance program in schools
drawing attendance from poor economic areas.

Subsection (a) authorizes appropriations to assist States in helping such schools
acquire facilities, other than land and buildings, for the storage, preparation,
transportation and serving of food.

Subsection (b) provides that funds shall be apportioned among the States on
the same basis as school lunch funds under section 4. Payments to States are
made on condition that one-fourth of the cost of any facilities financed shall be
borne by State or local funds.

Subsection (c) permits the State educational agency to disburse funds to
eligible schools by advance or by reimbursement only on request from the school,
accompanied by a detailed description of the facilities to be acquired and plans
for their use to improve the nutritional needs of the children in the school.

Subsection (d) requires the Department of Agriculture to administer the
program in nonprofit private schools in those States where the State educational
agency is not permitted, by law, to disburse funds to other than public schools.

Section 16 provides that the Secretary shall certify to the Secretary of Treasury
payments to be made to any State under the new provisions and the Secretary
of Treasury shall make the payment. This is the same procedure currently
used under the national school lunch program.
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Section 17 authorizes the Secretary to use up to 1q percent of the total funds
appropriated under the National School Lunch Act for advances to State educa-
tional agencies for administrative purposes. However

' 
no such agency would

receive more than 1 percent of the funds apportioned to it under the Act or
$7,500, whichever is greater.

Section 18 provides that in the selection of schools and nonprofit institutions to
receive Federal assistance under the special milk and other programs being added
to the National School Lunch Act, the State agency shall adopt methods and
procedures necessary to assure coordination with programs carried on under the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 and the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964 in such schools or institutions and, in cases of comparable need, give
preference to these schools or institutions. The Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 provides among other things for financial assistance to
local educational agencies for the education of children of low-income areas. The
purpose of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 is to eliminate poverty. Sec-
tions 611 and 612 of the latter Act now require other agencies, in the administra-
tion of related programs, to cooperate and assist in carrying out the purpose of
the latter Act and to give preference to applications made in connection with
community action programs under the latter Act.

Section 19 requires schools and nonprofit institutions participating in the
breakfast program to use to the extent practicable foods designated by the
Secretary as being in abundance, and to receive foods donated by the Department
of Agriculture.

Section 20 requires all food and milk service programs receiving assistance
under the Act to be operated on a nonprofit basis. This is similar to the require-
ment under the National School Lunch Act.

Section 21 provides that information on numbers of children, ages 5 through
17, and on per capita income shall be made available by the Secretary of
Commerce and, unless otherwise specified, shall be the latest available.

Section 22 authorizes regulations.
Section 23 prohibits—

(a) the Secretary and the States from imposing any requirements with
respect to teaching personnel, curriculum, or materials of instruction in
carrying out the special milk or other programs added to the National School
Lunch Act. A similar provision now applies to the national school lunch
program.
(b) the value of assistance to children under the National School Lunch

Act from being considered as income or resources for purposes of other
programs.
(c) State and local expenditures for food programs for children from being

reduced as a result of funds received under the National School Lunch Act.
Section 24 authorizes the Secretary to extend the benefits of school feeding

programs under the Act to pre-school programs operated as part of the school
system.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, Mr. Secretary, you have just heard me place
in the record my conception of the bill before us. If it is not as I
stated, I wish you would say so.
My understanding is that you have a prepared statement.
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes; I do have a short statement.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you mind being interrupted as you go on, or

do you want to read the whole statement and then be subjected to
questions?

Secretary FREEMAN. Either way, Mr. Chairman. I would be
pleased to be interrupted if any questions arise.
The CHAIRMAN. OK. You may proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. ORVILLE L. FREEMAN, SECRETARY OF

AGRICULTURE

Secretary FREEMAN. Mr. Chairman, and members of the com-
mittee. I noted the statement you made, Mr. Chairman, and I
think it accurately summarizes the provisions of S. 3467, and as such I
will direct my testimony to the bill as introduced by the chairman.
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The chairman very thoughtfully noted for the record that there
were some provisions in the Child Nurition Act as submitted by the
administration, primarily those that would have involved child
feeding programs of a special nature outside of the school system.
These programs are not covered under S. 3467, and, as a result, my
testimony will be directed to S. 3467, rather than to those which have
been touched on before this committee earlier.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Secretary, at this point, I wonder if you could

place in the record the programs under which the Government is
giving assistance to the poor under various poverty programs?

If you do not have that information available, I think it would
be well to later put it into the record at this point.
(The information is as follows:)

SUMMARY OF OTHER LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITIES UNDER WHICH LOCAL SCHOOL
LUNCH PROGRAMS MAY RECEIVE SUPPLEMENTARY ASSISTANCE

1. The major legislation under which this type of activity is being conducted is
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. A number of food
service programs are being conducted with funds provided under Title II—
Financial Assistance to Local Educational Agencies for the Education of Children
of Low-Income Families and under Title III—Supplementary Educational
Centers and Services.
A survey of the food service proposals submitted by local educational authori-

ties to the State educational agencies indicates that as much as $16 million may
have been earmarked in fiscal year 1966 for food service nationwide. No informa-
tion is available yet on actual expenditures.

2. Title II of the Economic Opportunity Act has also been a source of funds
for child food service. The Head Start Program, whether a summer or a year-
round activity—whether administered by the school system or by a private
agency—has funded food service for the children enrolled. This food service is
entirely free of charge to the child.
Beyond this, under Title I of the Economic Opportunity Act, all of the food

assistance programs for children have been made approved work stations for
young people enrolled in the Neighborhood Youth Corps and for adults enrolled
in the Work Experience Programs. These food assistance programs offer job and
training opportunities while providing a general public service. 0E0 funds
have eased the impact of labor costs in many localities.
There is no specific estimate available as to the total amount of money involved

directly and indirectly in the 0E0 assistance to USDA's food programs.

RtSUM.6 OF USDA's FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS AS THEY AFFECT Low-
INCOME GROUPS

The U.S. Department of Agriculture administers a group of four related food
assistance programs. They are the food stamp and commodity donation programs
for low-income families and the school lunch and special milk programs for
children.

THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

This program improves the diets of low-income households and expands the
market for domestically produced foods by supplementing the food purchasing
power of eligible low-income families.

Families exchange the money they would normally be expected to spend for
food for coupons worth more. The U.S. Department of Agriculture pays for the
difference between the amount each family pays and the total value of food
coupons it receives.
The coupons are used to buy food in retail stores. Except for items labeled as

imported, the coupons may be used to buy any food for human consumption.
Retailers redeem the coupons at face value at their local banks or authorized
wholesalers.

Families may participate if they live in an area that has the program, are
found by local welfare officials to be in need of food assistance, are receiving some
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form of welfare assistance or are unemployed, part-time employed, working for
low wages, or living on limited pensions. If families are not receiving welfare
assistance, eligibility is based on family size and income, and their level of liquid
assets.

The Food Stamp Act of 1964 allows for gradual expansion of the program over
the period of the next few years into areas of the country that want and need it.
The State agency responsible for Federally-aided public assistance programs sub-
mits requests for the program to USDA's Consumer and Marketing Service on
behalf of local political subdivisions that want to participate.
At the present time, 325 areas in 40 States, as well as the District of Columbia

are participating in this program. An estimated 1.2 million people in these areas
are benefiting. The budget request for fiscal year 1967, now pending before the
Congress, provides for a 50-percent increase in this program from the $100 million
appropriated this fiscal year to $150 million in fiscal year 1967.

THE COMMODITY DONATION PROGRAM

This program helps to improve the nutrition of school children and families in
need of food assistance and to increase the market for domestically produced foods
acquired under surplus removal and price support operations. Available foods
may be donated to nonprofit school lunch programs, summer camps for children,
needy Indians on reservations, charitable institutions serving needy persons, and
State and local welfare agencies for distribution to low-income households.

All States have a donation program for one or more of the eligible outlets cited
above. The U.S. Department of Agriculture pays for processing and packaging
of foods and for transporting them in carload lots to receiving points chosen by
the State. State and local governments pay all costs of intrastate transportation,
storage, distribution and, in the case of low-income households, certification.
Any local government may participate in the needy family program. If a

county or city can demonstrate that it cannot finance a donation program for
its low-income families, the Office of Economic Opportunity will consider an
application for assistance under the Community Action Program.
At the present time, over half the counties and more than 200 cities have a

donation program for low-income families. In April, some 4.5 million people
participated in the donation program.

If an area moves into the Food Stamp Program, the donation program for
low-income families is suspended.

THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

This program provides commodity and cash grants to State educational agencies
to assist them in providing adequate school lunches. This helps safeguard the
health and well-being of children and encourages the consumption of domestically
produced foods.
Cash grants are distributed by the State agencies for food assistance to schools

participating in the program. Part of the appropriation may be used by the
Secretary of Agriculture for direct purchase of food to be donated to the States
for distribution among participating schools.
Not less than 75 percent of the sum appropriated each fiscal year is allotted to

States on the basis of their participation rate and their assistance need rate.
In accordance with the National School Lunch Act, State educational agencies

enter into an agreement with the Secretary of Agriculture that sets forth their
mutual responsibilities. The State agencies, in turn enter into agreements
with participating public and nonprofit private high schools and grade schools.
Private schools contract directly with the Department of Agriculture in those
States where the State educational agency may not, by law, administer the
program in such schools.
To be eligible, schools must agree to: operate the lunch program on a nonprofit

basis; serve meals that meet nutritional requirements established by the Secretary
of Agriculture on the basis of tested research; provide lunches free or at reduced
price to children who are unable to pay the full price.

This year, 18 million children in 71,000 schools will consume a record 3 billion
lunches. Under the regular program, some 1.6 million of these children will have
lunch served at reduced price or free. In addition, with the $2 million appro-
priated by the Congress for special assistance to particularly needy schools, some

60 percent of 325,000 children attending 817 demonstration schools will benefit

from a good lunch.
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THE SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM

This program provides assistance in the form of reimbursement payments toencourage the consumption of fluid whole milk by children in public and nonprofitprivate schools of high school grade and under, nonprofit nursery schools, child-
care centers, settlement houses, summer camps, and similar nonprofit institutionsthat provide for the care and training of children.
In all States, the program is administered in public schools by the State educa-

tional agency. In some States this same agency may handle the program in pri-
vate schools and child-care institutions, but in other States some other Stategovernment agency or the U.S. Department of Agriculture may administer theprogram.

Special provision has been made to reimburse up to the full cost of each halfpint of milk served in schools that draw attendance from particularly needy areas.An estimated one million children are receiving free milk under the program thisyear in these and other schools.

The CHAIRMAN. As you recall, when I discussed the matter with
you, it was my belief that we should keep the school lunch program
intact and not take in any other programs that are now on the statute
books that contemplate assistance outside of the schools.

Secretary FREEMAN. I certainly agree with the chairman's expres-
sion in that respect, that it is highly desirable that these programs
be coordinated and related.
Senator AIKEN. To the poverty programs?
Secretary FREEMAN. Related with the ongoing programs, the

school lunch programs and the school milk programs, as they now
exist.

Senator AIKEN. You refer to the school lunch program and the
school milk program in the same breath almost. Does this bill pro-
vide that preference shall be given to putting the school milk program
under the poverty program and not the school lunch program?

Secretary FREEMAN. I do not think it does.
Senator AIKEN. Section 18 says that. How does section 18 of this

bill come to say that?
Secretary FREEMAN. It is something that must have escaped me

then.
Senator AIKEN. It says:
In the selection of schools and nonprofit institutions to receive Federal assistanceunder sections 13, 14, and 15 of this Act, the State agency shall adopt the methodsand procedures necessary to assure coordination with and give, where the need iscomparable, preference to programs carried on under the Elementary and Second-ary Education Act of 1965 and the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 in suchschools or institutions.

Does not that almost give direction to put the school milk program
under the poverty program, but also fixes $2,000 as the poverty levelrather than the $3,000 which is the amount adopted for other programs
by most of the States, particularly the stamp plan?

Secretary FREEMAN. That was not the intent. This is a generalcoordinating section. I think that this language could be improved,considering that there are currently some milk and school lunch pro-grams that are carried forward under these two acts. We wouldenvision and anticipate 
Senator AIKEN. I think that they could be coordinated.
Secretary FREEMAN. That these programs should be carried onunder the overall umbrella of the current program.
Senator AIKEN. I would hate to see the programs that have workedwonderfully well discarded and have the substance of those programs
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incorporated in another program which has not worked at all, as the
record shows.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Secretary, you will recall that that was the

burden of my argument to you.
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Here is a program that we have had on the books

now for 20 years. It was worked well. I do not want to mix it in
with the "Headstart" or "Head-on," or whatever you might call the
programs in the poverty program. What we want to do do is to try
to maintain the school lunch programand to improve on it. That is
what I would like to see.
Of course, if there is conflict in the furnishing of food to people

outside of the schools by some other agency, well, that is one thing,
but I think that we ought to keep this act intact. Of course, when
we go over this, the committee as a whole, and with our counsel here,
we want to be certain that the school milk program will stand on its
own foundation free from any other programs that the Government
now has on the statute books.

Secretary FREEMAN. I think that the language of section 18 can
be improved.

Senator AIKEN. Yes, materially.
The CHAIRMAN. You might strike it out, because we do not want

to have it connected with any of these outside programs.
Senator AIKEN. Certainly, the school lunch program has been a

wonderful program. The school lunch program and the school milk
program have been wonderful programs and should be coordinated
programs. I go along with the breakfast program, where they meet
up with a different aspect, but I do not want to put them under the
poverty program. I cannot go along with that, until the poverty
program has demonstrated its benefits and has made more progress
than it has to date.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Secretary, there is another point, and I am

sure that you are going to emphasize it as we go along. At the last
meeting we had of this committee, I suggested that the special milk
program, which was set on the statute books years ago more or less
to assist the producers of milk, be written in connection with our
school lunch program. I thought that is where it belonged, because
it would mean better administration. That is why I suggested it
be done. If you have any views different from that, I wish that you
would state it as you go along with your statement.

Secretary FREEMAN. I think that is perfectly consistent with the
purpose that the chairman outlined initially, and I think it is very
logical and appropriate that the provision for the extension of the
special milk program should be included as a part of the overall
combination of school lunch and school milk programs.

Senator AIKEN. They coordinate very well.
Secretary FREEMAN. A.nd are administered in common, and it

will be a better program.
Senator AIKEN. The school lunch program established 20 years ago

was a means of reducing the surplus, if my memory is correct.
Secretary FREEMAN. It was subsequently proven to be humani-

tarian and an important service program that resulted from the
stimulus of economic necessity at a given time and place.

Senator A.IKEN. And one of the best programs we have devised
so far.
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The CHAIRMAN. Which is that?
Senator AIKEN. The school lunch program.
The CHAIRMAN. Of course it
Senator AIKEN. I believe it was the present Vice President whogot us to extend it to day camps a few years ago so the children ofthe poor areas could be helped. I thought that was worthwhile.The CHAIRMAN. In that connection, Senator Aiken, I may saythat when Vice President Humphrey was a member of this committee,of course, he did all that he could to assist the milk people of hisState, and I do not blame him for that. This extra milk program,as I recall, was to assist the producers more than the consumers ofthis milk. It is all right to have Congress appropriate the moneynecessary to have this excellent program, but what I would like tosee, and I want to reiterate this, is that it be more or less for the school-children, that it be operated in connection with the school lunchprogram.
You may proceed, Mr. Secretary.
Secretary FREEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.I welcome this opportunity to testify in support of S. 3467, a billto amend the National School Lunch Act to strengthen and expandthe child nutrition programs in this country today.These amendments comprise a vital part of the administration goalto continue the progress now being made in the national school lunchprogram and to make this program a more effective instrument inmeeting the needs of millions of children in this country for betternutrition.
I would like in this testimony to describe the child nutrition goalsof this administration, to discuss the need that has given rise to them,and to clear up some misunderstandings and to corrrect some misin-formation about them.
The administration seeks to provide every child, regardless of thewealth of his or her parents, with an opportunity for a full and ade-quate meal at school.
Specifically:
We want to double the number of children who now receive a freeor reduced cost meal through the school lunch program.Senator AIKEN. What percentage participate now?Secretary FREEMAN. About 1 million out of 17 million.Is that right, the .number that participate and get free or reducedcost lunches?

STATEMENT OF HOWARD P. DAVIS, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATORFOR CONSUMER FOOD PROGRAMS, CONSUMER AND MARKETINGSERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. DAVIS. About 1 million.
Senator AIKEN. Only 1 million?
Mr. DAVIS. Two million, about 10 percent of the total.Senator AIKEN. How may participate in the lunch program?Mr. DAVIS. About 50 percent of the schoolchildren participate inschools with the school lunch program.
Senator AIKEN. Yes; 50 percent of the total?Mr. DAVIS. Yes, sir.
Senator AIKEN. That is different in different regions; is it not?
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Mr. DAVIS. It varies considerably by States.
Senator AIKEN. By regions; yes.
Senator YOUNG. Which States have the least participation?
The CHAIRMAN. I wonder if you could put a list of the States in the

record, if you have it there, that participate? That would be helpful
for the record. That would be the best way to do it.
(The information is as follows:)

NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

N wonber of children and schools participating, fiscal year 1965 1

State

Northeast:
Connecticut 
Delaware  
Distriot of Columbia 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire  
New Jersey 
New York  
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 
West Virginia 
Area 

Southeast:
Alabama 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Mississippi 
North Carolina  
Puerto Rico 
South Carolina_  
Tennessee 
Virginia 
Virgin Islands 
Area 

Midwest:
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa  
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
Ohio _ 
South Dakota 
Wisconsin 
Area 

Southwest:
Arkansas 
Colorado 
Kansas 
Louisiana 
New Mexico_ . 
Oklahoma _ 
Texas _ 
Area 

See footnotes at end of table, p. 14.
64-823-66-3

Children in elementary and secondaryschools
Elementary

and
secondary
schools

Total
enrollment '

(1) '

Number
participating

(2)

Percent
participation

(3)

Number
participating

(4)

669,579
123,759
166, 396
253, 446
872,372

1,253, 069
160,270

1, 551, 245
3,967, 000
2, 822,290203,401

99, 562
453,248

172, 290
41,573
23, 462
89, 471
255,330
424, 079
52,204
252,672

1, 240, 248
806, 253
36,317
37,222

.191,663

25. 7
33.6
14.1
35.3
29. 3
36.8
32. 6
16.2
31.3
28.617.9
37. 4
42.3

705
152
47648
980

1,354
324

1,077
4, 041
3, 166

181
386

1,402
14, 41212, 595, 637 3, 62Z 784 28. 8

850,639
1, 271, 360
1, 067, 981
750,933
597,854

1, 197, 911
679,994
648, 408
895,431

1, 024, 455
12,269

431,777
643,659
621,044
451,698
318, 194
689,731
276,902
375.818
440,486
467,909
8,250

50.8
50.6
58.2
60. 1

1, 53. 2
57.6
40.7
58.0
49.2
45. 7
67. 2

1,493
1,627
1,839
1,817
982

1,896
2, 161
1,184
1,767
1,646

31
8, 997, 235 4, 725, 468 82. 5 16,443

2, 567, 343
1,228, 180
717, 131

2, 253, 620
955,922

1, 114, 312
373,864
168,127

2, 610, 024
187,345

1, 087, 415

571,800
463,678
359, 766
512, 658
458, 369
464,478
149,002
87,261
772, 528
64,467
370,284

22.3
37.8
50.2
22. 7
47. 6
41.7
39.9
51.9
29. 634.4
34.1

3, 283
1,809
1,707
2,228
1, 673
2,520
714
.571

2, 582
•349

2,392
13, 263, 283 4, 272,291 32..2 19,828

, 460,484
519,128
557,861
927,337
287,330
621,300

2, 614, 277

1 ,
234.627
195,878
228, 211
643,926
114,806
235,446
800,870

.5L.0
37.7
40.9
69.4
40.0
37.9
30. 6

1,010
970

1,142
1,679
545

1,576
3,334

5, 987, 717 2, 453, 764 41.0 10,256
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Number of children and schools participating, fiscal year 1965 1—Continued

State

Children in elementary and secondary
schools

Elementary
and

secondary
schools

Total
enrollment 2

(1)

Number
participating

(2)

Percent
participation

(3)

Number
participating

(4)

Western:
Alaska 58,298 19,322 33.1 119
Arizona 397,295 149,493 37.6 500
California 4, 531, 400 882,503 19. 5 4,025
Guam 21,124 6,199 29.3 29
Hawaii 188,033 126, 155 67. 1 215
Idaho 181,505 81,521 44.9 509
Montana 185,643 56,853 30.6 489
Nevada 103,804 17,222 16.6 107
Oregon 475,871 184,543 38.8 988
Samoa, American 8,047 4,010 49.8 23
Utah 288,731 132,487 45.9 476
Washington 776, 174 258, 117 33.3 1,440
Wyoming 91,926, 31,906 34.7 273

Area  7, 307, 851 1, 950, 331 26. 7 9, 193

Grand total 48, 151,723 17, 023, 638 35. 4 70, 132

1 Data for December 1964 and represent the average number of children participating in the program for
that month. The number of schools and children may have been higher in some States during other monthsbut December was the peak month of participation nationally.
2 source: Latest data available from the Office of Education. Enrollment data for public schools arefor fall 1964. Private school enrollment is for 1961-62.

Secretary FREEMAN. To respond to the initial question there are
about 2 million of the 17 million who receive free or reduced price
lunches, and they include milk.

Senator AIKEN. The States now have authority to determine what
group of children shall pay for their milk, according to their economic
status?

Secretary FREEMAN. The States do have the authority. As a
matter of fact, more than that, they are, in effect, requested, at least
the standard is set down, that they should make a provision for
reduced price or for free lunches for the children who cannot afford it.
However, the States do not do that across the board, and they miss
many who should have reduced price or free lunches. They do this,
because, they say, the resources are not adequate to provide free
lunches for everyone, and, therefore, they feel they serve the greater
good by using limited resources to reach a greater number of children,
some of whom, otherwise, would not be reached if they used the
resources for free lunches for those who cannot afford to pay anything.
So, one of the main thrusts of our whole effort here is to try and

supplement the States and have a special program with a special
requirement that those children will be reached who, otherwise, are
now being missed.
Senator AIKEN. But they can require the participants in the school

lunch programs to pay 60, 80, even 100 percent of the full cost?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator AIKEN. And the Department and the Secretary impresses

on them that they should require those who are perfectly able to
pay to pay?

Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator AIKEN. SO that the money available can be used for

those who cannot pay or cannot pay much?



SCHOOL MILK AND SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAMS 15

Secretary FREEMAN. That is right.
Senator TALMADGE. What percentage of the cost is borne by the

State in this school program?
Secretary FREEMAN. The States bear how much of that?
Mr. DAVIS. About 12 cents of the 50-cent meal.
Secretary FREEMAN. 12 cents would be to the States, about that.
Senator TALMADGE. Is that in services, or in money, or both?
Mr. DAVIS. In both.
Secretary FREEMAN. Both.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would suggest that we place in the

record at this point the table showing the comparison of the free or
reduced luncheon with the total lunches served by States and area for
1964-65.
(The table is as follows:)

NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

Comparison of free or reduced-price lunches with total lunches serviced, by State and
area, 1964-65

State

Northeast:
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 
West Virginia 

Area, total 

Southeast:
Alabama 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky  
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
Puerto Rico 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Virginia 
Virgin Islands 

Area, total 

Midwest:
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
South Dakota 
Wisconsin 

Area, total

See footnote at end of table, p. 16.

Total lunches
served 1

(1)

Free or reduced-price lunches

Number

(2)

Percent of
total

(3)

29, 343,831
7, 192, 173
4, 186, 518
14, 637, 454
44, 742,205
72, 885, 619
8, 615, 215
43, 796, 839
210, 711, 502
137, 676, 776
6, 011, 894
5, 035, 513

31, 608, 541

697,744
140,916

1, 710,453
1, 329, 743
1, 559,998
3, 636, 312

543, 440
2, 190, 097

55, 892, 63510, 492, 671
75, 473
416,017

4,954, 081

2. 4
2. 0

40. 9
' 9. 1

3. 5
5. 0
6.3
5.0
26. 5
7.6
1.3
8. 3
15. 7

616, 449, 080 83, 639, 580 13. 6

72, 807, 405
114, 110, 593
109, 136, 579
77, 276, 278
53, 034, 314
122, 045, 768
48, 722, 263
64, 520, 502
75, 107,292
82,956, 631
1,388, 632

5, 509, 901
10, 128, 110
9, 113,229
10, 570, 097
4, 537, 013
7, 821, 067

48, 426, 190
7,042, 552

10, 030, 497
4,800. 521
1, 388, 632

7. 6
8.9
8. 4
13. 7
8.6
6.4
99. 4
10.9
13. 4
5.8

100.0
821, 106, 257 119, 367,809 14. 5

101, 715,484
76, 355, 231

• 60,941, 841
83, 880, 115

• 73, 867, 050
• 77, 916, 381
• 23, 653, 378
• 14,491, 633
• 134, 673, 541
• 10,980, 827

62, 041, 690

3, 118, 096
2, 274,988
1, 881, 757
4, 036, 305
2, 582, 346
3, 552, 936
1,494, 899
804,530

7, 447, 347
1, 205, 198
2, 797,918

3. 1
3. 0
3. 1
4. 8
3. 5
4. 6
6. 3
5.6
5. 5
11.0
4. 5

720, 517, 090 31, 196,320 4.3
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Comparison of free or reduced-price lunches with total lunches served, by State and
area, 1964-65-Continued

State

Southwest:
Arkansas  
Colorado 
Kansas  
Louisiana 
New Mexico 
Oklahoma 
Texas 

Area, total 

Western:
Alaska 
Arizona 
California 
Guam 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Montana 
Nevada 
Oregon 
Samoa, American 
Utah 
Washington 
Wyoming 

Area, total 

Total 

Total lunches
served 1

(1)

Free or reduced-price luncs

Number

(2)

Percent of
total

(3)

38, 934, 642 3, 356, 274 8.6
32, 766, 462 1, 630, 276 5. 0
38,454, 077 842,905 2. 2
110, 189, 027 12, 312, 178 11.2
19, 663, 931 3, 390, 000 17. '
39, 362, 057 4, 024, 167 10. 2
133, 630, 857 9,491, 515 7. 1

413, 001, 053 35, 047, 315 8.5

3,281, 131 1,056, 299 32.3
25, 657, 540 3, 246, 256 12.7

139, 904, 271 5, 738, 148 4. 1
1, 214, 215 118,360 9. 7

22, 241,851 870,318 3.9
13, 291,520 325,613 2.4
9, 653, 082 952, 752 9.9
2, 901, 057 1 , 357 6.8

31, 007, 047 625,563 2.0
549, 322 388,045 70.6

22,863, 185 1,340, 275 5. 9
43, 394, 027 1, 596, 211 3. 7
5, 228,956 130,407 2. 5

321, 187, 204 16, 568,624 5. 2

2, 892, 260, 684 285, 839, 648 9.9

1 Does not include 214,337 type C lunches served in Guam. No type C lunches are served free or reduced.

Secretary FREEMAN. Also, specifically:
We want to insure that a child who arrives at school with an empty

stomach does not have to wait until lunch before he or she gets any-
thing to eat.
We want to extend the administrative machinery that has worked

so well for the national school lunch program to the new activities
and provide administrative funds to the states to make this possible.
These goals have one very simple objective. A generation of

experience in the school lunch program has demonstrated convinc-
ingly that the learning process functions best when a child has enough
to eat.
Good nutrition is basic to a healthy, alert child, and to a healthy,

alert, and inquisitive mind.
I know I do not need to convince you or the American people of this

fact. The record of the school lunch program over the past generation
speaks amply in this regard.

This year in some 71,000 schools across the Na-tion more than 18
million children will be consuming a record 3 billion lunches. This
program represents the largest single group feeding effort anywhere
in the world. It supports a business with an annual volume of some
$1.5 billion. Significantly, the largest portion of this cost is provided
at State and local levels, including payments from the children whoreceive the food. Federal support, which in dollars and donated food
from surplus stocks amounts to about $325 million a year is largely
a catalyst to encourage the States to establish the program and theschools to participate in it.
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Over the years, the program growth has been steady an
d sound at

an annual rate of 6 to 8 percent. We have been ple
ased by this

growth. But we also are concerned that malnutrition
 still curtails

the learning capacity of too many children today.

Shortly after I came to the Department, I asked tha
t a survey

be made of the child nutrition efforts we were carrying ou
t. I wanted

to know just where we stood, how successfully was
 the Nation,

blessed with an abundant agriculture, meeting the needs
 of its children.

Were we, for example, reaching children most in nee
d of improved

nutrition?
The results were jarring, to put it mildly. We found a

 gap which

was steadily growing, and would continue to grow unle
ss additional

steps would be taken to meet it.
We found there were 9 million children in schools w

ith no food

service.
One million of these are children of poverty and shou

ld have a

free or reduced price meal, if it were available.

Beyond this, we found another half million needy
 children in

schools equipped with lunch facilities who should als
o have free or

reduced price meals, but who could not because local 
resources were

inadequate.
The schools without facilities are, for the most part, t

hose in down-

town urban areas or in isolated rural areas. A grea
t many of these

schools draw attendance from children of low-income 
folilies. These

schools and these children need help.
In addition to the need for low-cost lunches, a new

 problem has

developed in recent years which adds greatly to the
 nutrition gap

among young people. Too many of our children arrive at school with-

out a proper breakfast. Many children in rural areas travel long dis-

tances by bus while in urban areas a child's parents
 often have to

leave for work an hour or more before the child l
eaves for school.

Neither situation is conducive to a good start for the 
day as far as the

child is concerned.
Let me quote from a recent publication, "Educatio

n: An Answer

to Poverty," issued by the Office of Education and t
he Office of Eco-

nomic Opportunity:

Scientific studies have shown conclusively that t
he process of learning virtually

ends when a human being becomes uncomfo
rtably hungry. When a child

appears at school in the morning having had 
little or no breakfast, he might

just as well have stayed at home. The teacher's effort is wasted. The cur-

riculum, the long hours of professional prepara
tion, the value of textbooks and

teaching aids are lost upon him. Similarly, a child without lunch loses most of

the value of a school afternoon. A hungry 
child not only injures himself, but

his discomfort may subtly disturb the teaching of
 a whole class.

The brief review of the youth nutritional gap de
scribes some of

the problems which confront us, and which should 
be of concern to

all Americans. In recent years we have atte
mpted to meet the

nutrition gap within existing legislation, with v
arying degrees of

success.
During the 1961-62 school year, we recommended an

d the Congress

provided for a special commodity assistance 
program for needy

schools. We developed what might be called a sc
hool lunch CARE

package containing the essentials for a lunch. This was shipped to

participating schools. It was a less than adequate solution.
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In the winter of 1962-63, through the vigorous cooperation of theKentucky State school lunch staff and local officials, we tried anotherapproach to getting a lunch program started in isolated one- andtwo-room schools in the Appalachian area of eastern Kentucky.In the course of several months we were able to start a lunchprogram in 380 schools with an enrollment of about 11,000 children.In most of these schools, space for food storage, preparation, andservice was virtually nonexistent. Sanitation facilities were no better.But the job was done, using two-burner hotplates, second-handrefrigerators and asking the children to bring a plate and utensilsfrom home.
The State School Lunch Director diverted extra Federal schoollunch money to these schools as well as extra donated commodities toprovide a type A lunch. As you can well imagine, this whole programrequired an enormous effort and cooperation among all those involved,and the results in terms of improved health, attendance, and attentionamong participating children made the effort more than worthwhile.We have explored, too, and made a special study of the problem ofgetting the lunch program to downtown urban schools where there areno food service facilities and no place to put them. There are severalways of coping with this need, such as centralized kitchen operationsto service satellite school lunch programs. The few test projectswhich have been carried out indicate that central kitchen facilitiescan be very effective in these stivations.
The greatest success we have achieved thus far in the effort to showthat the child nutrition gap can be closed was initiated this schoolyear with a $2 million appropriation the Congress made for thisfiscal year.
The appropriation under section 11 of the National School LunchAct—which authorizes additional funds to help provide low-pricedlunches—gave us a chance to show what could be done with a littlemoney and a lot of determination.
We have developed 817 demonstration projects throughout thecountry—at least 1 in every State, District of Columbia and PuertoRico—to enable schools in low-income districts to reduce the priceof lunches by as much as 10 to 15 cents, to as low as 10 to 15 centsper meal in many areas, and provide many free meals.Most of these demonstration schools have lunch facilities, butwere unable to provide free or reduced-price lunches to all the childrenwho could not pay the regular price. Some 60 percent of the 325,000children attending these schools are now participating in the lunchprogram—an increase of 60 percent over participation before section11 special assistance was available.
Statistics alone do not tell the full story of the success of thisprogram. You only begin to see this when you read the reports whichtell of the decrease in absenteeism or the drop in the time lost whena child, weakened by hunger, became dizzy or sick from stomachcramps and had to leave the classroom. There are notes of unmis-takable joy in the words of teachers and school nurses when they tellof the increase in growth and weight of the children.These are not isolated results. They run as a common threadthrough the reports and letters from demonstration projects in eacharea. In this respect, the project here in the District's Shaw JuniorHigh School is typical.
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When the demonstration program began in January, 
the price of

the school lunch was reduced from 30 cents to 20 cents, 
and the number

of lunches served doubled from about 300 a day to o
ver 600. For

most children, the lunch provides almost half of their d
aily nutrition

needs. For some, the school lunch is often the only good meal
 the

children get all day.
The school nurse reports that the change in students, 

particularly

the needy students, has been remarkable. Complaints of stomach

cramps have dropped, and the attention span of students
 has increased.

These results demonstrate clearly that the child nutrit
ion gap can

be closed, and that the States and the local schools ar
e both willing

and able to attack this problem vigorously and effectivel
y, if they have

help.
That is why I am here today, to ask the Congress to pr

ovide the

assistance which the local schools and the States are r
eady to apply

to insure that children throughout this country will ha
ve the oppor-

tunity for a full meal.
This will require both appropriations and new authori

ty.

The measures which this committee is considering today will

authorize some of the new steps which must be taken 
if the child

nutrition gap is to be closed.
S. 3467 will authorize:
1. A pilot breakfast program for schools in low-income di

stricts for

a period covering the next 3 fiscal years. These breakfast programs

will be similar to a number of special projects which hav
e been con-

ducted in the current school year with generally favor
able results.

2. A permanent program to assist low-income school
 districts to

acquire school food service equipment where they are n
ot now avail-

able.
3. A special milk program for the next 4 fiscal years wh

ich would

continue in effect the present special milk program. I w
ould suggest

for your consideration that the 4-year limitation be r
emoved so the

program may be made permanent and that the $100 mil
lion limitation

on authorizations be eliminated. We see no basis for 
limiting the

duration of the program. In addition, there are no appropriation

limitations under the other proposed amendments.

4. The use of Federal funds to help State agencies to def
ray adminis-

trative costs of the new programs.
The CHAIRMAN. On that point, Mr. Secretary, will you

 tell us what

the yardstick would be used, in regard to the use of t
hese administra-

tive funds which come from the Federal Government?

Secretary FREEMAN. Well, we would make these fund
s available to

all the States who proceeded to carry forward the pro
gram which is

outlined here, to expand and strengthen their programs
. This would

involve considerable, by way of administrative work 
and more per-

sonnel and action to get out in the areas where there 
have not been

programs and where there is not currently leadership, a
nd to provide

some of it to get them started. It is our best judgment that in the

absence of some kind of assistance—and the assistance
 contemplated

here is only a maximum of $7,500; therefore, quite modes
t, but in the

absence of this, this program would be slow in starting i
n many of the

States.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, the States, as I understand it, pa

y the whole

amount now, do they not?
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Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, they do.
The CHAIRMAN. The administrative expense.
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. And here you are permitting the use of Federalfunds for that. My fear is that this amount may be increased andwe would find ourselves with the Government carrying more of thisadministrative, cost than we contemplated. It would seem to me thatthis school lunch program has been well handled because of the factthat you had full cooperation at the local level—the fathers and themothers and the local people supported it and made it a success. Iwould certainly think that we should have certain yardsticks so as notto interfere with the present method of having the local people con-tribute whatever is necessary to operate these programs. If adminis-trative costs are to be used in areas where the local community cannotafford it, that is one exception, but I would certainly dislike to see thepresent system changed in any manner, because, I repeat, the factthat the local people interest themselves in this and make a go of ithas in my opinion, spelled its success.

Secretary FREEMAN. I think that the chairman's remarks are veryvalid. We do not contemplate that there would be any changes. Ithink the relationship between the State and the Federal Governmentin this program would continue as is. This merely provides someadditional resources which we believe will be well used and areimportant in reaching our objectives.
As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, a good bit of the recent legisla-tion has provided for a sharing of the administrative costs. TheElementary and Secondary Education Act is an example.The CHAIRMAN. And do not mix it in with the school lunch pro-gram. I understand that we have laws on the statute books nowthat will be handled by the Department of Health, Education, andWelfare, with some administrative funds that are going to be furnished, and I cannot see any reason why we should go into it. I wish youwould be more specific in that respect and give us such yardsticks asyou think it would be wise to place in the bill so that our programswill not be disturbed.
Secretary FREEMAN. We would not have any objection, Mr. Chair-man, to a statement in the bill that the current administrative rela-tionship and the responsibility as it has worked out in the past wouldcontinue. This provision would merely provide some administrativefunds which the States would then have available and which, presum-ably, would be matched by equivalent funds for administrativepurposes, so that the program could get under way.The CHAIRMAN. What program are you talking about? This one,or the one administered by the Department of Health, Education,and Welfare for the elementary schools?Secretary FREEMAN. This program that is being administeredthrough the Department of Agriculture, the school lunch program,and not the program of the Department of Health, Education, andWelfare, or not the program of the Office of Economic Opportunity,or their food related programs. This relates directly to the admin-istration of the school lunch program, with special emphasis on theamendments which would involve an expansion of that program.And they are set down in the chairman's bill.
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The CHAIRMAN. In respect to the nonfood provision, have you any
specific recommendations to make as to what yardsticks you are
going to use in order to make a community amenable to whatever
funds we provide for that purpose?

Secretary FREEMAN. Well, there is spelled out—the purpose is
spelled out in some detail here in the bill, and it would be the money
which would be distributed, based upon the school living up to the
standards that would be the product of the regulations which would
flow from this bill, assuming that it would pass.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, that would not in any manner affect those

communities where we now have programs in which they have been
capable of providing their own funds for nonfood equipment.

Secretary FREEMAN. No. This is, I think, pretty well set out as
follows, in the language as it is now before the committee:

There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1968, and for each fiscal year thereafter such sums as may be necessary to
enable the Secretary to formulate and carry out a program to assist the states
through grants-in-aid and other means, to supply schools drawing attendance
from areas in which poor economic conditions exist with facilities, other than
land and buildings, for the storage, preparation, transportation, and serving food
to enable such schools to establish, maintain, and expand school food service
programs.

The CHAIRMAN. That is what I wanted to bring out. I was
familiar with the language, of course, in the bill, but I wanted to
be certain that we provided some kind of yardstick whereby it is
only those areas where the communities are unable to provide the
facilities that the Government would come in and give assistance
under that section of the bill.
Senator BOGGS. Are we talking about section 17?
Secretary FREEMAN. Section 15, right now, on page 6.
Senator BOGGS. Section 17 covers this, does it not?
Secretary FREEMAN. I think that you are right, Senator Boggs.

Section 17 provides additional administrative funds would be used
for implementing these sections of this bill, and I think what Senator
Ellender is asking about is whether the funds to be made available
to provide special facilities where there are apparently nonexistent
would be used where needed and not be used in the areas where the
school districts themselves had and could provide the facilities.

Senator BOGGS. I understand that, but I misunderstood the chair-
man. I thought he was talking about the administrative costs.
The CHAIRMAN. I was talking about the nonfood requirements, and

that appears on page 7, beginning, in fact, under 15(c), which reads:

Funds apportioned and paid to any state for the purpose of this section shall

be disbursed by the state educational agency to assist schools, which draw attend-

ance from areas in which poor economic conditions exist and which have no, or

grossly inadequate, facilities, to conduct a school or food service program, and to

acquire such facilities.

In other words, I was in hopes that we could have testimony to
indicate that wherever a community is able to do itself, that the
Federal Government would not step in and do it, because we would
have a lot of feet dragging if we start a program where the Government
is going to begin to put in moneys to provide equipment. Of course,
that would also apply to the administrative end. This program has
been successful, I repeat, because of the fact that the local people took

64-823-66 4
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such an interest in it and did a lot of work to assist the children, and
we do not want to get away from that principle.
Secretary FREEMAN. Mr. Chairman, we are not without experience

in this respect. The current programs under the appropriation of $2
million have directed themselves to the school districts that cannot
afford and have not made this school lunch available, and this has
worked, we feel, satisfactorily. It has not resulted in any inhibition
of the initiative or responsibility by the school districts who an able
and who have gone forward under the basic program, and I wouldwant to show that if this section can be strengthened in that regard,
we have no objection to administrative regulations to carry forward
section 15(c) which would be developed to make certain that these
funds were used for the purpose the chairman indicates and not
used in any way to inhibit the program which is now working effec-tively in other districts.
The CHAIRMAN. I wonder if you or Mr. Davis could tell us whetheror not there are some districts which have the capability, but a lackof interest exists. In a case like that, are we going to step in andprovide funds for this program that is set up?
Secretary FREEMAN. I will let Mr. Davis comment on that, froman operating standpoint, because he has been operating it for a goodmany years.
It would be my judgment that the language is such that the intentof Congress would be very clear that if this were passed that pooreconomic conditions and inability to meet the needs would be a clearpolicy that we would seek to carry out.
Do you want to comment on that, Mr. Davis?
Mr. DAVIS. As the Secretary has said, the States are experiencedin determining these needs of the schools under section 11 of thepresent act. And in drafting our administrative regulations to carryout this section, it would be our intent to follow somewhat the samecriteria as stated in section 11 of the present School Lunch Act. Inother words, to determine that this school was really in need by therelative economic level of the district in which it is, by the indicationof the need for free meals, by the amount that experience has shownthat the children could afford to pay, by many of these same criteria.And I think, again as the Secretary has pointed out, that the legisla-tion itself would very definitely limit us to a school that had not, orcould not, provide adequate facilities to serve a lunch, and I am surethat we would certainly take into account the fact that no programexisted, not just because of a lack of interest in the local community,but because they did not have the funds or tax base to have theprogram.
The CHAIRMAN. Under other laws the Department of Health,Education, and Welfare can come in and provide food, and I presumefacilities for the children in certain areas that you have just described.Have you run across any situations where the Department of Health,Education, and Welfare, under existing law, has taken over andattempted to feed people in communities such as the ones you havejust described?
Mr. DAVIS. Yes; sir, there have been numerous instances across thecountry, particularly in this first year under the new Education Act,when the local school districts have not had enough time to developsome academic programs, they have used this money to augment theschool lunch programs locally.
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The CHAIRMAN. You mean the programs that you started?
Mr. DAVIS. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Why was it necessary for them to come in and

augment it?
Mr. DAVIS. Under our current school lunch fund, the States have

not found it possible to supply all of the free meals that should have
been supplied, and in some instances have not been able to provide
the equipment and facilities adequate to serve a lunch. I think what
the Secretary has said, and what you have said, indicates that in the
long run it would be sounder to finance this sort of operation under
the National School Lunch Act, rather than being augmented through
another program.
The CHAIRMAN. That is what I fear.
Mr. DAVIS. I am certain that it is.
The CHAIRMAN. That is what I fear, and that is why I would like

to see the whole program administered under one head and not have
competition among some of the Departments of the Government.
In other words, here you have been providing food, and, as I under-
stand it, some areas have been supplemented by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare.
Mr. DAVIS. Yes, sir.
Senator YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, I think that this raises a very

important question. If under the Federal Aid to Education Act a
school can buy facilities, why should we, under the school lunch pro-
gram, provide the same thing. The school district may be hard up
for several reasons. They may have overbuilt. They have spent
money for buildings rather than for school lunch programs. Another
school district may have adequate money because they have not
put up the buildings that they should have.
I think a program such as providing facilities would better come

under the Federal Aid to Education Act.
The CHAIRMAN. Would you mind commenting on what Senator

Young has said?
Secretary FREEMAN. I quite agree that the program ought to be

in one place, as when it is administered in one place it is not, in a
sense, the kind of competition as has been mentioned, why, you
would then develop and apply standards and take into consideration
local differences in a way that is not possible when it is spread all
over among a lot of governmental agencies.

Senator MoNToyA. As I understand section 15(c), together with
criteria discussed a few minutes ago, a school district must (1) lack
the financial capability to provide the facilities and (2) the school
children of a particular school must be from homes or areas within
the school district in which poor economic conditions exist.
In many municipal areas a school district may be rich in total

bonding potential and in school revenues, but at the same time have
some poor school buildings and facilities, within the school district, for
the use of children from economically depressed families. The criteria
as previously stated would not cover such economically deprived
children because both conditions cannot be met.
Where is a line of demarcation in the administration of the particu-

lar criteria which has been covered in the discussion this morning?
Secretary FREEMAN. No. 1, section 15 applies to the provision of

assistance to provide facilities for school programs, equipment, et
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cetera, as a part of an overall plan in the areas which cannot afford to
do so.
The question of children 
Senator MONTOYA. What do you mean by "the areas which cannot

afford to do so"? An area can be a part within a rich school district
or an area can be a school district itself.

Secretary FREEMAN. Well, I think that this could very well be,
but if a school district does not have the facilities for a school lunch
program, and if it does have a tax base which would support such,
and if the adjoining schools or districts have such facilities, why, in
that instance, we would give it a very low priority to that situation,
because of the failure to act responsibility by that school district.
Senator MONTOYA. Mr. Secretary, every school district in this

Nation has established priorities for its revenues. Most of the
priorities are for additional school buildings or an increase in teacher
salaries. You will encounter this in almost every school district
throughout the Nation. How are you going to determine that they
should be granted funds for school lunch facilities?

Secretary FREEMAN. I think that I would say that if you have the
situation that you have hypothecated where a school district was
building a new school or was increasing the teachers' salaries and
had made no provision for school lunch programs, why, they would
have a very low priority in terms of any additional funds.
Senator MONTOYA. In other words, you will try to exercise good

judgment in determining whether or not these funds for facilities
are justified?

Secretary FREEMAN. As a practical matter, the amount of funds
that will be made available under this are so modest, in terms of the
demand, that I do not think that there will be much of a practical
problem. There are all kinds of areas where we know, in some cities
and in many of the isolated rural areas, that there simply are not
school lunch programs available, and where there is available not thetax base, and nothing will happen unless there is some assistance, andthese are going to be the first priority.
In other areas, by the time we get to others, we will be out of money;and we will find that these problems are less than you think they are.
Senator MONTOYA. Another thing that you desire through thislegislation is to provide the service equipment and to seek authoriza-tions to so provide such service equipment in the district where itis needed. In view of the fact that you are expanding the program,so that most children who cannot pay will be included as free entrantsinto the program, that is increasing the administrative load; is thatcorrect?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes. There are two phases to this. Weare trying to reach children who will not get a school lunch otherwise,and to do that (a) you have to have facilities to have a lunch.
Senator MONTOYA. And you have got to have the administration.Secretary FREEMAN. And then (b) , you have got to have somefood and (c), in order to get (a) and (b) , you have to have someadministration. That is right.
Senator MONTOYA. Is that the main reason for asking for the au-thorization for this additional service equipment?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes.
Senator MONTOYA. And the additional administration costs?
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Secretary FREEMAN. Yes.
Senator MONTOYA. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Davis has stated, just now, Mr. Secretary,

that in some areas under existing law, the Department of Health
,

Education, and Welfare came in and supplemented what you were

doing. How did that happen? Did they take the matter up with you

in advance and find out why you were not furnishing the foo
d, or

just exactly how did it barge in—in other words?
Secretary FREEMAN. They just proceeded to carry forward the

program and to utilize the funds available, and we not having
 the

funds or authority to act in these instances and the needs not
 being

met, why, they just proceeded to work with the local school people

to handle the needs.
The CHAIRMAN. You have under the present law the authority

 to

provide nonfood help in areas where it is needed?

Secretary FREEMAN. We did not have adequate resources to mee
t

the needs, and that is the reason we are here, Mr. Chairman
, in trying

to get those resources so that the needs can be met.

The CHAIRMAN. It may be that the Congress did not provi
de the

funds for you, but you do have the authority, as I rememb
er, under

the School Act, to do that very. thing.
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes; under section 11. That is corr

ect.

The CHAIRMAN. But you did not do it?
Secretary FREEMAN. No, sir; we did it to the extent

 of the funds

that we had to do it, as I have tried to point out, but
 we did not have

adequate resources to meet the need, so while the nee
d was unmet

they moved in.
The CHAIRMAN. Did they consult you before coming i

n?

Secretary FREEMAN. I have had no consultations. In some in-

stances, let's say, why, there were consultations; in oth
er, why, they

just went ahead on their own.
Is that not about right?
Mr. DAVIS. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. To what extent did they take ov

er the school

lunch program?
Secretary FREEMAN. They did not take over the scho

ol lunch pro-

gram at all.
The CHAIRMAN. They are doing the same thing yo

u are doing in a

measure or that you contemplate doing under this bi
ll.

Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. And it seems to me that a little co

nflict there may

develop.
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, a conflict could develop

, but I think it

is our best judgment that as the educational prog
rams provide teach-

ing equipment, providing for teachers and othe
r things, which is the

primary direction of the Education Act—as i
t gets moving, the

resources will be needed for that, and there will no lo
nger be the funds

available from the sources to meet the needs to th
e extent that they

have helped meet them.
The CHAIRMAN. I do not agree with you there.

 These programs

are going to continue. They will get money to continue them.

Senator YOUNG. One of the most difficult proble
ms I have is to

find out for the people back home just what ag
encies of the Govern-

ment will provide assistance of one type or an
other, such as where

they can go if they want facilities for a school lu
nch or other program.
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They can now go to at least two places—maybe they can go to otherplaces, too. We find this in every agency of the Government. Thereare programs for almost anything people want and they can find apart of it in several agencies of the Government. That is why Ithink it would be a whole lot better if you could confine activitiessuch as providing facilities for this whole lunch program in one agencyof the Government and not have it scattered around in two or threeor four or more places.
The CHAIRMAN. I wonder, Mr. Secretary, if we could not providein this bill—since the Department has been in this field for so long—that any funds that are provided by the Congress through other laws,and administered through other laws, be administered through theDepartment of Agriculture? What would be wrong with that?Secretary FREEMAN. I have no objection to that.
The CHAIRMAN. That they be administered through the Depart-ment of Agriculture.
Secretary FREEMAN. I have no objection to that.
The CHAIRMAN. I think that where there is duplication it, will meanthat a lot of the funds are being wasted in administration, and I believethat it might well be for us to give thought to that, so that any pro-grams under existing laws that contemplate anything approachingthe school lunch program be under the same umbrella. I wish thatyou would expand on that, if you will, and give us an indication howyou would like to proceed. Give us some language that we mightput into this bill. This lunch program has been on the statute booksat least 20 years, and has worked well, and my fear is that if otheragencies of the Government barge in, you are going to have confusionand duplication and quite an expensive program that may not be aseffective as what we have here now.
Senator MONTOYA. Would it be in order to ask the staff to preparea résumé of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfareprovisions which deal with this particular subject, and that that studybe included in this part.of the record?
The CHAIRMAN. I would suggest that we get it from the Secretary.I guess he is familiar with it. I guess, Mr. Davis, you are familiarwith all of it. You come in head-on contact with them in some ofthese programs.
Mr. DAVIS. We could supply the language in the current legislationfor education and 0E0, under whicit this money has been madeavailable.
The CHAIRMAN. I wonder if you could follow the suggestion bySenator Montoya as to all of the programs that may deal with theschool luncheons being connected with the schools providing food,of providing nonfood assistance, that such legislation references begiven at this point in the record?
Senator MONTOYA. Including the categorization of the funding.The CHAIRMAN. And how much money is being spent in eachcategory.
Senator YOUNG. I think that other programs are in it, too.For example, in my hometown, just a little town, the schooldistrict was given a grant of $26,000. They hired some teachersbut they used part of this money to buy equipment. They couldhave bought the equipment for the school lunch program, I assume,under that program.
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Secretary FREEMAN. It is difficult to get solid figures on this,
because the Office of Education tells us that the project plans from the
individual school districts do not show the amounts spent for indi-
vidual project items, but from the preliminary data that we have
been able to get we would make an estimate of as much as $16 million
in education funds being spent this year to assist the schools in feeding
needy children.

Senator TALMADGE. That is for equipment only?
Secretary FREEMAN. For equipment, but also to help buy food to

feed them.
The CHAIRMAN. I wonder if we could get that in the record, a,

breakdown of that, and who is furnishing what, outside of the De-
partment of Agriculture, in the school lunch program?
(The information is on p. 8.)
Senator TALMADGE. Do you know how much 0E0 has provided

in that area?
Secretary FREEMAN. The best information we have, with the

exception of "Headstart" programs for the preschool children, is
there have been very few 0E0 projects involved in the school feeding
programs—mostly done under the Education Act.
The CHAIRMAN. That is out of school, is it not?
Secretary FREEMAN. The "Headstart", it is preschool.
Senator TALMADGE. They have, in fact, three different agencies

involved in this field.
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
I might say, to follow the chairman's last remark, we will be happy

to prepare and submit language that would specify that school feeding
programs should be coordinated with the basic school lunch program.
The CHAIRMAN. In the schools?
Secretary FREEMAN. In the schools that have been carried on, as

you have pointed out, successfully for many years.
The CHAIRMAN. Very well.
Senator HOLLAND. What is the essential difference between the

school milk program that you have incorporated into this new bill,
S. 3467, and that which is now pending?

Secretary FREEMAN. There is no difference, Senator Holland,
from the current law which is presently on the books and which runs
out this year, with the exception that this bill would provide for a
limit of time, and it would provide for a maximum of $100 million a
year. The bill which has been introduced, as I recall, provided for
not less than $110 million, and as it was reported out of the sub-
committee I think that was changed to not more than $110 million.
But S. 3467 provides not more than $100 million, and the recom-
mendation made in my testimony was to leave that to the Appropria-
tions Committee which is what the current law does without specifying
it in the authorization as such.

Senator HOLLAND. Is there any section in this proposed new part
of your bill that refers to special milk programs that confines the
appropriation to the general revenue funds, as is now found in the
present bill?
Senator FREEMAN. No, sir.
Senator HOLLAND. What was the reason for leaving that out?
Secretary FREEMAN. We thought that, again, is something that

is properly a question for the Appropriations Committee to determine



28 SCHOOL MILK AND SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAMS

rather than to place it in the general legislation. As to whether
it should be funded out of section 32 funds or funded out of general
revenue funds is a matter upon which there has been some differences
of opinion from time to time, and we just thought that perhaps it
would be more proper if it were determined in the Appropriations
Committee.

Senator HOLLAND. So far as this committee is concerned, there
has not been any great difference of opinion that the bill, as it now
exists on the statute books, makes it clear that it is a social welfare
program and that it would be financed out of the general revenue
funds, rather than section 32 funds.

Is there any objection to having that same provision in this bill?
Secretary FREEMAN. Senator Holland, I do not think that is the

legislative history of this, if I may say so. I think that the bill
originated not as a welfare bill at all but as a disposal program for excess
milk, and as such---
Senator HOLLAND. Do you know whether there is any such wording

in that bill at this time?
Secretary FREEMAN. I beg your pardon? Do you mean the initial

basic legislation?
Senator HOLLAND. Yes.
Secretary FREEMAN. I know of no such wording, one way or another,in the basic law. But the legislative history of it is quite clear, that

it was a surplus disposal provision, and as such it would seem that
its financing would have to be limited to a particular source.

Senator HOLLAND. What is the provision of the present bill on
this subject?
The CHAIRMAN. As I recall it, Mr. Secretary--
Senator HOLLAND. The present legislation includes these words:
Amounts expended hereunder and under the authority contained in the lastsentence of Section 201(c) of the Agriculture Act of 1949, as amended, shall not beconsidered as amounts expended for the purpose of carrying out the price-supportprogram.

You have no such words as that in the present legislation which youare suggesting, do you?
Secretary FREEMAN. NO, sir.
Senator HOLLAND. Do you have any objection to having suchwording included?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator HOLLAND. You want it to be where you can use section 32funds for this milk program; is that it?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator HOLLAND. If that is the purpose, I am completely againstit, because I think that we should have section 32 funds available forthe purposes intended, which are for various needs envisioned in yearsin which there would be a surplus in beef, that they would be up to$100 million for use of section 32 funds, and if there were a surplus inpork, calling for the use of a similar amount, or a surplus in poultrycalling for the use of a similar amount, or a surplus in vegetables callingfor various subsidies which might be that amount and more, and youget away from the primary purpose of the section 32 funds that areusually for something that is a price-supported commodity. Yourealize, of course, that section 32 funds are supposed to be dedicatedfor non-price-supported commodities.
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Secre,ary FREEMAN. Yes, sir. And I heartly support that objective.
Senator Holland, I would be the first to object if I thought those
funds and their availability were threatened. However, each year,
even in the year in which we spent $200 million for beef, we still
turned back a substantial amount of section 32 funds. I honestly
cannot envisage a situation where we would not turn back those
funds. And the amounts that have been recommended by the admin-
istration in this connection for the school milk program has been
recommended with the fact in mind that there should always be
adequate funds under section 32, and there always have been adequate
funds under section 32. And, therefore, while I completely agree
with your objective, sir, in this instance I feel this is a restriction on
our fiscal freedom, which I do not think is justified by the facts.
Mr. CHAIRMAN. Mr. Secretary, if the Senator from Florida will

permit, I do not see anything in the authorization of the pending
measure that even refers to section 32 funds.

Secretary FREEMAN. No, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Section 13 states:
There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year beginning

July 1, 1967, and each fiscal year thereafter during the period ending June 30,
1970, such sums as may be necessary, but not in excess of $100 million for any
fiscal year, to enable the Secretary of Agriculture, under such rules and regulations
as he may deem in the public interest, to encourage consumption of fluid milk by
children in the United States in (1) nonprofit schools of high school grade and
under, and (2) nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settlement houses,
summer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the care and training
of children.

I do not see any reference there to section 32 funds. I do not see
where your authority is for saying by leaving it to Congress that they
can dip into section 32 funds. We cannot do it, as I understand, except
by special authority.
Senator HOLLAND. We have had this language in the earlier bill

that has been construed as requiring the appropriation to come out of
the general revenue funds, and that is what I would like to see con-
tinued in the school milk program.
The CHAIRMAN. That is in this bill now. I do not see where the

Secretary got what he stated—I mean, where in this bill the language
justifies it.

Senator HOLLAND. He has just stated, as I understand it, that he
expects to dip into section 32 funds.
The CHAIRMAN. It cannot be.
Senator HOLLAND. As a sponsor of the bill, you are stating now

that could not be the case?
The CHAIRMAN. NO—exactly, it could not be.
Senator HOLLAND. Mr. Secretary, I am going to ask you this

question.
Secretary FREEMAN. I seem to be getting boxed in.
Senator HOLLAND. I will ask you to state what your impression is

on that, and where you get that impression?
Secretary FREEMAN. I am a little bit at a loss now.
I gather that the question before us is whether there is some lan-

guage which is the basic law to which you have just referred that is
going to be changed by the proposal S. 3467 currently before this
committee.,
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I would conclude that it is not going to be changed. There is
nothing in this bill that would change, and, therefore, the language
would still stand as in the basic law. I think that is the chairman's
point.
The CHAIRMAN. All of this would come from the Treasury and not

from any earmarked funds. As you know, some are earmarked to
be used for certain purposes designated by the Congress, and here it
is specifically stated that the authorization will come from the general
funds.

Secretary FREEMAN. This is in the basic law as Senator Holland
has made clear has not been so interpreted, and the current budget
proposals would finance _p)art of the school milk program from section
32 funds and that usually is before the Appropriations Committee.
I do not think that it is before this committee, Senator Holland,
because I think that language stands, and I do not think that S. 3467
will change it.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, Mr. Secretary—Are you through, Senator

Holland?
I think that when you were here the other day, you discussed the

pilot program?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. And that (1) $1 million would be appropriated

as additional to the Department for administrative expenses, and
(2) $6 million per year for the pilot breakfeast program for the schools
within poor economic areas and those who must travel long distances,
which would be for fiscal years 1967, 1968, 1969, and (3) $12 million
for a permanent program for nonfood assistance to schools drawing
attendance from areas in which poor economic conditions existed,
and (4) $3.7 million for general administration, including provisions
for use of up to 1% percent of the funds appropriated for the various
programs for administrative expenses of State and agencies.
You recollect this?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. I did not hear you mention it in your statement.
Secretary FREEMAN. It will be. I have not quite finished my

testimony.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. I am sorry. Proceed, please.
Secretary FREEMAN. Going now to page 9.
5. Extension of the school-feeding program to preschool activities

which are operated as part of the school system
New authority to provide low-priced lunches will not be required,

for section 11 of the present act is adequate for this purpose. How-
ever, if we are to reach the 1.5 million youngsters who can benefit
from this program, new appropriations will be needed.

Senator HOLLAND. Would that be new appropriations from general
revenues or from section 32 funds?

Secretary FREEMAN. In this case, in this paragraph, I did not have
in mind any reference to either. Under this provision, we would be
seeking appropriations regardless of whether they came from the gen-
eral revenues or section 32 funds.

Senator HOLLAND. And this is a welfare section, of course.
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator HOLLAND. And how would you figure it comes under

section 32 when it is for welfare purposes, not an agricultural purpose?
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Secretary FREEMAN. I would say, Senator Holland, that if we
have adequate funds in section 32 to meet all possible contingencies
that then we may very well wish to use additional funds available
for this purpose and not restrict ourselves to just the general revenue
funds at all times.

Senator HOLLA ND. Well, again, I will just say that we are dealing
with a welfare purpose, a social service purpose, and I understand that
section 11 does just do that. My understanding is that that would
have to come out of the general revenues. It is not dealing with sur-
plus disposal programs or price-support programs at all. It has noth-
ing to do with that. Please proceed.

Secretary FREEMAN. Thank you.
President Johnson, who shares our deep concern for the nutritional

needs of America's youth, has authorized me to say that he intends to
request a special $50 million child nutrition supplemental appropria-
tion which will include a substantial portion to finance a low-priced
lunch program in schools serving needy areas.
The supplemental request also would cover appropriations for the

breakfast program, the lunch equipment program, and the lunches for
child activity programs.
Might I add at this point, that being the case it would appear that

the question of section 32 is largely academic and given the provision
of the basic law which now stands, it would appear to me that that
issue was not necessarily before us in connection with this special
school lunch program.

Senator HOLLAND. In other words, it is your understanding that,
this supplemental $50 million appropriation will come out of the gen-
eral revenues?

Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator HOLLAND. And not out of the section 32 funds?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. You gave us a figure of $22.7 million before. Now,

it is $50 million.
Secretary FREEMAN. I think the figure that I gave you—I want to

be sure that I get the record straight on that—was that there would be
for the special assistance $19.3 million, and then for the breakfast
program $6 million. We have now deleted the other group feeding.
I stand corrected—that is $8 million. For reasons we discussed
earlier, $12 million for equipment; $1 million for administrative ex-
penses. It will be $42 million as initially submitted, because the
$8 million for other group feeding is not now before us. So, may I
please correct the record and say $42 million? I have not changed the
figures here.
The CHAIRMAN. You specifically stated before that the figures were

as I have indicated to you. You are now saying that you left some-
thing out?

Secretary FREEMAN. No, sir. I think that the confusion is because
the $19 million figure would be a supplemental appropriation running
to section 11, for which there is no legislation now before this com-
mittee, because it is not now necessary. It might very well be that
the other items were stated before, because section 11 is not in this
bill, and, therefore, that was not put into that question. But the total
package would include the additional funds to the extent of $19.3
million for actually feeding the needy children under section 11.
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The CHAIRMAN. You say that the supplemental request also would
cover appropriations for the breakfast program, the lunch equipment
program, and the lunches for child activity programs?

• Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. What is that?
Secretary FREEMAN. The lunches would be made available under

section 11. The resources to reach the 1.5 million children that
currently we are not reaching with free or reduced-cost lunches.
The CHAIRMAN. But in school?

• Secretary FREEMAN. But in school; yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. What do you mean by "child activity programs"?
Secretary FREEMAN. I do not use that wording. We had other

group-feeding programs, and that now is not before the committee.
Senator HOLLAND. You do use that.
The CHAIRMAN. You do it here on page 10.
Senator HOLLAND. On page 10 of your statement.
The CHAIRMAN. You use it on page 10 of your statement.
Secretary FREEMAN. May I delete that, because by this "child activ-

ity program" is what I had on this other called group-feeding program.
Senator TALMADGE. Is that not the day-camp proposition?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is the day-camp proposition.
The CHAIRMAN. That is why we struck this out.
Secretary. FREEMAN. I struck it out in a number of other places.
The CHAIRMAN. In other words, as I understand what we are

talking about here is to provide funds to be spent strictly in school.
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. And not outside activities.
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. We will see to it that is tightened up some.
Secretary FREEMAN. May I show it on the record? Again, I

apologize for the fact that in going through this testinaony, I tried to
get it out at the last moment, because it did not come to my attention
until this morning.
The CHAIRMAN. I am not blaming you, because this is your original

statement that you contemplated making when all of these other
activities were to be incorporated in the law.

Secretary FREEMAN. I thought that it was being deleted, and I
have discovered that it was not. Returning to my statement—
With this new authority and the funds adequate to finance them,

this country can take a giant step toward closing the child-nutrition
gap before it grows even more serious.
I believe the school lunch program has demonstrated our willingness

to invest in the future of our Nation by insuring that food will be no
barrier to the learning process.
Our success in this effort is convincing evidence that we should go

the rest of the way—that we should insure that the lack of income will
be no barrier to the less fortunate children for whom education is the
one chance they have to escape the poverty of their childhood.
The CHAIRMAN. What you might do is to go back over your state-

ment again and make such corrections as you desire, to indicate that
the school lunch program that we are now considering would be
for in-school programs and not out-school programs.

Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir, we will do that.
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The CHAIRMAN. I wonder if we could have you provide for the

record the approximate amount that is used in your regular school

lunch program to purchase milk and dairy products?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
(The information is as follows:)

Estimated cost of fluid milk and dairy products consumed in schools I

I. Cost of fluid milk consumed in national school lunch program
  $180. 8

II. Cost of dairy products distributed to schools 
 73. 4

Total 
 254. 2

1 Cost of fluid milk purchased by schools is based on average cost of 6 cents per pint. Cost of dairy
products is based on total cost to the Federal Government.

The CHAIRMAN. And as I understand it, the additional program

that we are adding is just a renewing of the present special milk

program?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. With little or no difference?
Secretary FREEMAN. No difference.
The CHAIRMAN. From what the law now is.
Secretary FREEMAN. No difference. As I said earlier S. 3467 has

some differences by having a terminal date and by a limit on appro-

priations. Otherwise, it is the same as the basic law.
The CHAIRMAN. All right.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any further questions?
Senator TALMADGE. I have just one or two questions.

Mr. Secretary, what are we spending now on the school milk

program?
Secretary FREEMAN. $100 million will be spent in this fiscal year.

Senator TALMADGE. And this bill envisions spending the same

amount?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator TALMADGE. So that there is no change?
Secretary FREEMAN. No change in that.
Senator TALMADGE. What are we now spending on the school

lunch program?
Secretary FREEMAN. We are spendinc, a total of about $325 million.

Senator TALMADGE. $325 million. And what does this bill provide?

Secretary FREEMAN. It does not provide any amount in that

connection.
Senator TALMADGE. No ceiling in the bill?
Secretary FREEMAN. No ceiling in the overall school lunch program.

Senator TALMADGE. In other words, the authorization would be

open-ended, to be determined by the Appropriations Committees?

Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator TALMADGE. What change is made in the existing law by

this bill, S. 3467? As I understand it, you want to start a pilot

program for breakfast feeding, in addition to lunches?

Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator TALMADGE. What in the way of cost do you envision for

that program?
Secretary FREEMAN. $6 million.
Senator TALMADGE. $6 million a year, and that is a new sum th

at

is not now being provided?
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Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator TALMADGE. You also want in the new bill to provide-

some funds for equipment. Is that not correct?
Secretary FREEMAN. Correct.
Senator TALMADGE. That is not now provided under the existinglaw?
Secretary FREEMAN. No, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. There is authority for it.
Senator TALMADGE. Authority for it, but no expenditures; is thatcorrect?
The CHAIRMAN. No appropriations.
Senator TALMADGE. No appropriations.
What do you intend spending on equipment?
Secretary FREEMAN. $12 million.
Senator TALMADGE. $12 million. What other changes are there inthe new bill over and above existing law?
Secretary FREEMAN. A provision for authorization for some fundsfor State administration purposes, matching funds for State adminis-trative purposes, and a provision for authorizing some additionalfunds for our own administration of this expanded program.
Senator TALMADGE. How much is involved there?
Secretary FREEMAN. $3.7 million for State administration assist-ance, and $1 million to provide administrative resources to the De-partment itself.
Senator TALMADGE. That covers all of the new authority in thenew bill?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator TALMADGE. Thank you.
Senator MONTOYA. With respect to the administrative expenses ona matching basis with the States, is it your intention that the Statewill put up an equal amount? Or what is the ratio of matching?Secretary FREEMAN. The bill does not specify the ratio of matching.And, very frankly, we have not made a final decision on that. Whatis the current thinking on that, Mr. Davis?
Mr. DAVIS. This money would be in addition to what the Statesare already spending.
Secretary FREEMAN. The question was: The matching provisionwill be how much, 25-75, 50-50?
Mr. DAVIS. Since the States are putting in considerable adminis-trative moneys, we had not contemplated a specific matching require-ment, rather that this money be used in addition to what they arealready spending for the total administration of the school lunch andspecial milk programs.
The CHAIRMAN. Is that because of the expanded program?Mr. DAVIS. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. That is, primarily to areas in school districts thatare too poor to provide facilities, to provide school lunch programs,in addition to the facilities in the schools, and you are going to furnishadministrative costs?
Mr. DAVIS. This provision for administrative costs is for Stateadministration only. This would not run down to the local schooldistrict.
The CHAIRMAN. I do not quite get that.
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Secretary FREEMAN. It would provide this amount of money to a
maximum of $7,500 to supplement the administrative money that
the State currently has appropriated itself.
The CHAIRMAN. Why is that necessary?
That is what I tried to get from you a while ago. I thought that

this sum was necessary, because of the new programs.
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir. The whole idea is that the States

who do have considerable administrative burdens to carry now would
respond more quickly and carry this program forward more promptly
if some additional funds were made available for administrative
purposes.
The CHAIRMAN. Do I understand that under no condition will these

funds be used in areas where the State is already providing for facili-
ties and for food and cooperating 100 percent?

Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct. This would be in addition,
and not in replacement of.
Senator MONTOYA. You mentioned $7,500. Is that the sum to

which the States will be entitled under this provision?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is the maximum; yes.
Senator MONTOYA. So that $7,500 is for the 50 States?
Secretary FREEMAN. $7,500 per State Maximum amount.
Senator MONTOYA. Yes; $7,500 for the 50 States. Is that the

minimum or the maximum?
Secretary FREEMAN. I stand corrected. I misread this myself.

There is a formula here in the bill, as you will recall, and that formula
would apply to the maximum appropriation here of $3.7 million, and
the $7,500 figure would be the minimum figure. Because of the
States, otherwise, would have fallen down below that figure.

Senator MONTOYA. Are the additional administrative funds re-
quired by virtue of the breakfast and free lunch programs?

Secretary FREEMAN. It would be required because of the expensive
actions that would be required of the State to establish programs to

develop the necessary leadership, to provide the equipment facilities,

to establish new programs in these areas, to set up pilot breakfast

programs. It will represent a very significant increase in their

administrative responsibilities.
Senator MONTOYA. What do you encompass or contemplate in the

breakfast program? Is it just milk?
Secretary FREEMAN. No.
Senator MONTOYA. Is it a full breakfast?
Secretary FREEMAN. It is a full breakfast program for the child.

Senator MONTOYA. Then, would I assume that where the breakfast

program is in operation, the school district would have to provide

additional facilities?
Secretary FREEMAN. They would have to cover the program.
Senator MONTOYA. Is there any provision in the bill for helping

those school districts to meet the additional administrative expense?

Secretary FREEMAN. In this instance, the amount to be made

available out of the $6 million would indirectly provide that kind of

assistance through help in buying the food proper.
Senator MONTOYA. The administrative expenses at the local level?
Secretary FREEMAN. In that sense, it is, yes.
Senator MONTOYA. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any further questions?
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If not, we thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
Secretary FREEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. We will next hear from Mr. Patrick Healy,

assistant secretary of the National Milk Producers Federation.

STATEMENT OF PATRICK B. HEALY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY,
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I
would like to file my statement for the record and to make some very
brief comments.
The CHAIRMAN. Very well, your whole statement will be put into

the record at this point.
(The prepared statement of Mr. Healy follows:)
Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, I am Patrick B. Healy, assistant

secretary of the National Milk Producers Federation, with offices at 30 F Street,
N.W., Washington, D.C.
The Federation represents cooperatives whose membership is made up of dairy

farmers over the Nation. The Federation, therefore, speaks for milk producers.
We appreciate this opportunity to express the views of the Nation's dairy

farmers with reference to S. 3467, a bill to amend the National School Lunch
Act, as amended, to strengthen and expand food service programs for children.
In its essence this bill would amend the National School Lunch Act by adding

provisions which would:
(1) bring the Special Milk Program for Children under the School Lunch

Act and provide authorization for its operation through 1970;
(2) provide for a pilot breakfast program for needy children; and
(3) provide for certain non-food assistance to schools in areas in which

poor economic conditions exist.
The National Milk Producers Federation appeared before the Subcommittee

on Agricultural Production, Marketing, and Stabilization of Prices of this Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry on May 12, 1966, in full support of S.
2921, a bill to provide a Special Milk Program for Children. At that time we
stated that:
"The objective of this program, as set forth by Congress, now is being realized.

The stated purpose was to encourage children in schools and other nonprofit in-
stitutions to consume more milk to improve their diets, as well as helping dairy
farmers by providing a market for fluid milk.

"Continuation of the program also means that the acquisition of dairy products
by the Commodity Credit Corporation is directly decreased, so that the costs
for purchasing and storing dairy products under the price support program arereduced.
"This program has expanded each year since 1954 when the first school in theNation to come under the program—a school in Lodi, Wisconsin—served milkto its 530 pupils. Since that time the number of schools and child-care centersparticipating has grown rapidly. In 1955, the program reimbursed• 41,094institutions for 449.8 million half-pints of milk. Participation increased to92,005 outlets in 1965 and the use of nearly 3 billion half-pints of milk.
"Certainly, this program which grew so quickly has received overall publicacceptance. It will continue to grow if the Congress will provide the neededfunds and make the program permanent.
"When a program works as well as this, it should be continued. We do notneed a new program. Years of successful operation have already proven theworth of this one.
"Over the years the Special Milk Program for Children has grown at the rateof approximately 5 percent per year. This is due to increased school enrollmentand added participation. If the present growth rate continues, more funds willbe required each year. This bill provides authorization to meet such future needs."Sufficient funds are not available under the present program to reimbursethe schools now taking part. The rate of payment to schools was cut to 95 percentin 1965, and was cut again to 90 percent in February of this year as a result ofthe impounding by the Bureau of the Budget of $3 million which Congress hadappropriated. These cuts have resulted in either a higher Cost of milk to children,
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or to fewer children drinking milk, or both. The health and welfare of the children
taking part in the program are too important to be sacrificed.
"By making this law permanent as provided in S. 2921, schools can plan their

programs for this year and for succeeding years. Now is the time to make this
program permanent, as this modest investment in the health of our children
should not be provided by a temporary program nor should it be limited for lack
of funds.
"While this program is primarily a nutritional program, it also has helped raise

the income of the dairy farmer by encouraging the consumption of fluid milk
thereby bringing about a balance between supply and demand. The income of
dairy farmers is too low, and as a result many are selling their herds and diverting
their farm resources to other alternatives, or taking jobs in industry.
"By improving the market for milk through enactment of S. 2921, we are making

an investment in a strong dairy industry, which will be needed if this country is
to supply the increasing needs of the American consumer in coming years.
"Milk production has been dropping at an alarming rate, in April it was 3.8

percent below April of a year ago; in March down 4.6 percent; in February down
5.8 percent; and in January down 5.3 percent. The decline in the number of
dairy cows points to an industry decision to leave dairying. As of January 1 of
this year, there were 6 percent fewer dairy cows on U.S. farms, the smallest total
since 1900, and of equal importance, 6.8 percent fewer heifers, the replacement
stock. Any bill which will help reverse this trend is of benefit to the entire Nation.
"During fiscal 1965, children drank nearly 3 billion half-pints of milk under

the program. This amounts to 1.6 billion pounds of milk, about 3 percent of the
total nonfarm consumption in this country. This milk represents the balancing
factor which provided for badly needed increased farm income during the fall and
winter months of 1965-66. It would be necessary for Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion to purchase this milk in the form of manufactured dairy products, if the pro-
gram were impaired, with the government paying for the dairy products, as well
as the storage bill. Surely, the Children's Special Milk Act provides a wiser
course to follow.
"Another important provision of S. 2921 is that the bill authorizes the Secretary

of Agriculture to re-allocate funds when it appears that a participating state would
not be able to fully use the funds allocated to it, thereby providing for maximum
utilization of available funds and encouraging optimum participation by children.
"Many children of destitute families receive milk they otherwise could not

afford because of this program. More will benefit in the future if this bill is passed.
Prices for dairy products will be stabilized because of a continued market for the
milk used by the children. The farmer, who has been 'forced to accept low prices
in the past, will be sure of this market for fluid milk.
"To continue this program, which already has received such wide acceptance,

and to provide for adequate financing, we support S. 2921. In authorizing the
funds for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, and thereafter, this bill will insure
that all nonprofit school and nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settle-
ment houses, summer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the
care and training of children can continue to provide for them the nutritional
benefits available under the program."
The National Milk Producers Federation sincerely appreciates the interest of

this Committee and its chairman in this further study of the Special Milk Program
for Children, and it appreciates the efforts of this Committee which are evidenced
by this study to provide the best possible legislative authority for this program.
It is our judgment, however, that the program can best be administered and pro-
vide the most good for the greatest number of children if it remains separate
from the National School Lunch Act. While there are a great number of insti-
tutions which provide both food under the School Lunch Act and milk under the
Special Milk Program for Children, there are many which have adopted only
one or the other of these programs. If the Special Milk Program is made a part
of the School Lunch Act, in all probability there will be an effort on the part
of the administrators of this program to require schools and other institutions to
use both programs if they want either; and then of course, there will be in all
probability an effort made to combine the programs. In our judgment this
eventuality would serve to limit the consumption of milk and other foods which
in turn would reduce the level of child nutrition in this country. We, therefore,
continue in support of the legislation now pending before this Committee which
would provide continuing authority for the Special Milk Program for Children
as a separate program under separate Congressional authority and funded
separately.
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In essence, what we are recommending is a continuation of a program which has
enjoyed tremendous success as it is now instituted. We, of course, believe that
there must be a continuing increase in authority for funds sufficient to meet the
growing demands, such as was provided for in S. 2921.
The National Milk Producers Federation has great concern for the poverty

stricken people in the United States and it, without reservation, will support
sound and effective measures which will provide needed assistance for this group of
our people. In this regard it may be that the judgment of this Committee will
result in provisions for exploration of pilot feeding programs in destitute areas and
provisions for grants in aid which will allow schools located in economically
depressed areas to take advantage of the School Lunch Program and the Special
Milk Program for Children as they are now operated without impairing funds
appropriated for the purchase of food under either of these programs.
May we again express our appreciation to this Committee for its concern over

these programs which provide so vital a part in the development of a national
sound nutrition program for children.

Mr. HEALY. I am Patrick B. Healy, Assistant Secretary of the
National Milk Producers Federation with offices at 30 F Street NW.,
Washington, D.C.
The Federation represents cooperatives whose membership is made

up of dairy farmers over the Nation. The Federation speaks for milk
producers, and, therefore, the views of the Federation represents the
only true consensus of dairy farmers' thinking available.
We appreciate this opportunity to express the views of the Nation's

dairy farmers with reference to S. 3467, a bill to amend the National
School Lunch Act, as amended, to strengthen and expand food service
programs for children.
In its essence this bill would amend the National School Lunch Act

by adding provisions which would:
(1) bring the special milk program for children under the School

Lunch Act and provides authorization for its operation through
1970;
(2) provide for a pilot breakfast program for needy children;

and
(3) provide for certain nonfood assistance to schools in areas

in which poor economic conditions exist.
On May 12, 1966, the National Milk Producers Federation appeared

before the Subcommittee on Agricultural Production, Marketing, and
Stabilization of Prices of this Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry. At that time we appeared in full support of S. 2921, which
was a bill to make permanent and authorize appropriations for a
special milk program for children. At that time, we testified regarding
the remarkable growth of the special milk program, and this growth,
in our judgment, is attributable to the way the program is established
in legislation, to the way in which it has been administered, and to
its acceptance by those who participate as well as by those who supply
it.
The National Milk Producers Federation appreciates the interest

of this committee in its further consideration of the special milk
program. It is our judgment, however, that the program can provide
the most good for the greatest number Of people if it remains a separate
program and is properly funded.
The CHAIRMAN. Just a minute, now. Who administers it now?
Mr. HEALY. It is administered by the Department of Agriculture.
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The CHAIRMAN. There is no change under this; it would be the
same thing.
Mr. HEALY. Under separate legislative authority.
The CHAIRMAN. I say that it would be administered by the same

people.
Mr. HEALY. It would be administered by the same people; yes, sir,

but we are fearful that the closer we bring the school milk program
and school programs of other kinds together, the more certain we are
that they eventually will be combined, and, then, there will be less
milk and less other foods made available to children, such a thing, of
course, would result in detriment to the two programs which have
operated in a most highly successful way and have been among the
most well-accepted programs that have come out of the Congress.
The rate of growth in both the school lunch program and the school

milk program certainly speaks well for the way they have been oper-
ated in the past dozen years, during which time both of them have been
on the books. And anything, any action, which this Congress or
which the administration would take which would disturb the balance
that has been created through careful assessment of these programs
would be wrong.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Healy, you understand very well that the

special milk program was for the producer, rather than a program to
assist the children?
Mr. HEALY. Yes, sir. In its inception, it was.
The CHAIRMAN. And it was done in order to get rid of enormous

surpluses.
Mr. HEALY. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. And now we want to make it permanent. Of

course, I am not quarreling about that, but since the program has been
administered by the Department of Agriculture and since it is going
to be administered by the same Department, I thought that you would
be for that 100 percent, because that is where the milk will go, that is,
for the school milk program.
Mr. HEALY. Well, Mr. Chairman, for the past 12 years we have

had both programs, and the Congress has been able to look at the
appropriations for the school lunch program and to look at the ap-
propriations for the school milk program and decide how it wants
the money spent and how the program can best be operated but if
we put these programs together, eventually they will be funded
together, and we will have a lot more money in one package, and
then some of the money that was originally used to promote the con-
sumption of milk in the schools and among the schoolchildren will
drift over to some other purpose under the Lunch Act.
The CHAIRMAN. Your authorization would be the same, it would

be a special one for milk. I cannot agree with you that it will be a
separate appropriation. If you combine it, I would agree with you,
but in the bill that is now before you, the bill that Senator Holland
considered is almost verbatim to this, except for a few limitations
I have suggested, and, of course, that matter will have to be sub-
mitted to the committee as a whole, particularly in connection with
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the bill by Senator Holland which was considered in the, subcommittee,
and that is what we hope to do when we come to write the bill.
Mr. HEALY. You see, Mr. Chairman, I believe that both you and

Senator Aiken put your finger on this earlier today, I refer to section
18 of the bill which reads:

In the selection of schools and nonprofit institutions to receive Federal assistance
under sections 13, 14, and 15 of this Act, the state agency shall adopt the methods
and procedures necessary to assure coordination with and give, where the need is
comparable, preference to programs carried on under the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 and the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 in
such schools or institutions.

I. grant this committee has taken note of this language, and I hope,
of course, that you will delete such language if this bill is passed.
The CHAIRMAN. To delete it?
Mr. HEALY. Yes, sir. However, I think that every time we put

programs together there is an opportunity for this type of thing to
develop. When we set the milk program off by itself, you can watch
it, we can watch it, the school systems can watch it and keep it for
what it was intended to do. This is why we hope that this com-
mittee will report S. 2921.
The CHAIRMAN. I have been watching your milk programs quite

closely. You know that I contended in the past, on other programs,
that price supports have not been affected at all. We have not
changed that. You are getting a lot of benefits out of the regular
school lunch program by providing milk there, and over and on top of
that you have the special $100 million-plus, and I think that you are
very well taken care of.
Mr. HEALY. We realize that. We realize also that these school-

children are very well treated, because we cannot think of anything
better to give them than milk.
The CHAIRMAN. When this program was first put on the statute

books, what you had in mind was to get rid of the surplus that you
had, and it was the producers that it helped, and, now, it has worked
so well that you want to make it permanent. Whether you have a
surplus or not, you want the Government to spend $100 million; is
that true?
Mr. HEALY. Let me explain about this surplus, Mr. Chairman.

If we did not have the special milk program at this time and the milk
in the school lunch program, the Commodity Credit Corporation
would be buying 3 billion pounds of milk a year right today.
The CHAIRMAN. We might change the law then.
Mr. HEALY. We would certainly hope. not.
The CHAIRMAN. Of course, you would. You have got a pretty

strong organization. You have a lot of power around here. I think
that this committee ought to help out the milk producers the best it
can, but, personally, I am just opposed to some of these programs that
were put in for a certain purpose. Now, you are going to make it
permanent, and it is over and above the price support that you are
getting.
Mr. HEALY. Yes.
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The CHAIRMAN. It is over and above the amount that is spent on

the school lunch program. That is why I did not expect any opposi-

tion from the milk people to be put in on this in connection with the

school lunch program, because, as I understand it, your purpose is to
make this work and to give assistance to the schoolchildren of this
Nation.
Mr. HEALY. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. I think, since this is going to be administered by

the same people, that you should not object to it.
Mr. HEALY. First, let me say that the milk producers of this Nation

are constantly aware of the programs which have been developed in

this committee in their behalf, and they feel that they have a sound

basic program in this legislation, one which works, perhaps, better

than the program of any other commodity group in this country.
The CHAIRMAN. It has been very helpful. Last year or so, it was

some $800 million-odd altogether. And this year it will be around
one-half of that much. We have the figures. We will place them in

the record at this point.
Mr. HEALY. I am sure that you do have them.
The CHAIRMAN. It was $829 million in 1964. We will put this

table in the record at this point.
(The table is as follows:)

Mr. HENRY J. CASSO,
Economist, Senate Agricultural Committee,
Washington, D.C.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., February 17, 1966.

DEAR MR. CASSO : In response to your telephone request to Mr. Roy W.

Lennartson, there is transmitted herewith a table showing the net realized losses

and funds used for activities directly involving dairy products. Actual figures

are provided for the years 1964 and 1965 but only estimates can be furnished at t
his

juncture for fiscal 1966.
As you requested the table has been structured similar to that provided for

the record covering the hearings before the Senate Subcommittee on Appropria-

tions of the 1966 Budget.
We appreciate the opportunity of responding to your request.

Sincerely yours, •
GEORGE L. MEHREN, Assistant Secretary.
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Net realized losses and funds used for activities directly involving dairy products,
fiscal years 1964-65 and 1966 (estimate)

[Millions of dollars]

AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND CONSERVATION SERVICE
(COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION)

Price-support program, net realized losses:
Payments to Veterans' Administration and armed servicesunder section 202 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, asamended, for fluid milk used in excess of normal require-ments and donations of other dairy products:

Butter 
Cheese 
Milk, fluid 

Total 

Donations from CCC inventories under sec. 416 of theAgricultural Act of 1949, as amended:
Domestic:

Butter 
Cheese 
Milk, dried 

Total 

Foreign:
Butter 
Butter oil 
Cheese 
Ghee 
Milk, dried 

Total 

Other price-support losses:
Butter 
Butter oil 
Cheese 
Ghee 
Milk, dried 

Total 

Total, price-support program 

Commodity export program, net realized losses:
Milk, dried 
Butter and butter products 

Total 

Public Law 480:
Title I: I

Milk, condensed 
Milk, dried 
Milk, evaporated 
Butter and butter products 
Cheese 

Total 

Title II:
Milk, dried 
Butter and butter products 
Cheese 

Total 

Title IV: 1
Butter and butter products 
Milk, condensed 
Milk, evaporated 

Total 

Total, Public Law 480 

See footnotes at end of table, p. 43.

Fiscal years

Actual Estimate
_

1964 1965 1966

17.4 13.8 16.5
1.3 1.3 .8
26,5 26.2  

45.2 41.3 17.3

108.3 23.9 46.8
50.4 18.5 2.9
29.3 20.5 10.4

188.0 62.9 60.1

25.0 .2  
98.8 15.6 1.2
1.9  
5.6 1.2  

100.9 62.8 69.6

232.2 79.8 70.8

49.5 9.6 10.8
1.9 .6 .6
3.8 1.4 .5
. 1  

41:9 20.6 20.3

97.2 32.2 32.2

562. 6 216.2 180. 4

29.7 19.8 4.5
6.9 24.9 5.7

36.6 44.7 10.2

12.6 15.5 12.0
7.5 4.3 6.8
3.0 .3 .3
.9 4.3 6.2
.1 1.0 .4

24.1 25.4 25.7

8.9 5.0 8.0
11.9 2. 4  
.5  

21.3 4.6 8.0

1.4 1.4 1.9
. 7  
. 2  

2.3 1.4 1.9

47.7 31.4 35.6
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Net realized losses and funds used for activities directly involving dairy products
fiscal years 1964-65 and 1966 (estimate)—Continued

[millions of dollars]

Fiscal years

Actual Estimate

1964 1965 1966

CONSUMER AND MARKETING SERVICE

Special milk program for children 97. 1 86.6 89. 0

Removal of surplus agricultural commodities (sec. 32):
Butter 52.8 12.3 50. 0

Cheese 23.9 12.7 5.0

Milk, dried 8.3  20.0

Total 85. 0 25. 0 75. 0

Total 829.0 403.9 390. 2

I Amounts shown represent gross cost; do not reflect recoveries from sales of for
eign currencies under

Title I and collections under Title IV.
2 Denotes negative item which results from adjustment of prior activitiy.

in 
Mr. HEALY. I have some figures here, Senator, which show that

The CHAIRMAN. This includes everything.
Mr. HEALY. I would like at this point to put some figures into the

ercord.
The CHAIRMAN. Anything that you want to put in to counteract

this, if you have them, we would like to have them.
Mr. HEALY. Because I think the price-support program cost

something in the neighborhood of $250 million last year. That is

about $100 million on special milk. I would like to put them in at

this point, if I may.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, you may.
Mr. HEALY. Because the $800-some million that you mentioned

there is considerably beyond my recollection of what it was for the

year.
The CHAIRMAN. It is all in detail here. You might look into it.

If there is anything wrong with these figures, you might correct them.

There is this letter from the Department of Agriculture itself.

Mr. HEALY. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. It was not worked up by the committee.
Mr. HEALY. All right.
The CHAIRMAN. This is in three columns, 1964, 1965, and the es-

timate for 1966. That would include all of the milk programs.

Mr. HEALY. I appreciate the opportunity to put these in, because

I think that we have a little bit different view on this thing. These

are considerably apart from the numbers which were developed by the

committee last year at about this time.
(The information is as follows:)

NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION,
Washington, D.C., June 23, 1966.

Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: During the testimony which I presented to your
Committee on June 21, you introduced into the record a tabulation 

submitted
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by the Department of Agriculture listing the costs for all of the dairy programsadministered by the program for three years.
The tabulation indicated that for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, $829million were spent; for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, the costs had beenreduced to $403.9 million; and that the estimate for fiscal year ending June 30,1966, indicated that the costs would be $390.2 million.
A review of these costs indicates that for the past three fiscal years the Com-modity Credit Corporation has sustained ever decreasing costs. More currentestimates for the 1966 fiscal year from the Department of Agriculture indicatethat the realized loss and cost estimate has been reduced to $257.9 million.When one considers that these costs are a total of price support operations,military milk programs, the payment-in.-kind export programs, section 32 ex-penditures the special milk program, and P.L. 480, it is remarkable that so muchhas been done for so many programs at this cost.

Sincerely,
PATRICK B. HEALY, Assistant Secretary.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there anything else?
Mr. HEALY. Yes, sir, I have a few more remarks.
I think it is very important, Senator, that you understand that thisbasic legislation which we have, much of which emanated from thiscommittee, has done a remarkable job in maintaining farm income andin holding surpluses to a minimum.
The milk crop, which is the biggest crop in the country, has neverhad more than 7.5 percent surplus, and I think that it is a marvelousthing. I think also that many of these programs, the school lunchprogram and the school milk program, are a basic part of our milkprograms, and when we start to tamper with them and to join themwith this and that and use them to promote the Economic OpportunityAct, and so on, then we must be very careful. And the way weremain careful is to keep them apart, so that we can constantly look atthem and you can constantly look at them.
The CHAIRMAN. That will be done, I can assure you, because theappropriation method is no different except with a few limitations thanwhat is incorporated in this new bill. There is no difference at all.It is separate.
Mr. HEALY. It is separate.
The CHAIRMAN. And the appropriations will be separate.Mr. HEALY. It is, of course, my thesis is that it should remain so.I was very, very happy to hear the Secretary of Agriculture, on page9 of his testimony, depart from the attitude that has been expressedhere before by the administration regarding this program. Youknow, they sent a budget request up here for about 20 percent of whathad been used in the program before, and now he is asking that eventhe $100 million limitation on the authorization for the appropriationwhich is contained in this bill be eliminated; that funds can and shouldbe provided. In other words, in keeping with the growth rate of theprogram—and it is a very happy occasion for me to come before thiscommittee and to be able to endorse wholeheartedly what the Secretaryhas said.
The CHAIRMAN. You can blame me with the limitation, because Ihad it put in there.
Mr. HEALY. You had it put in there?
The CHAIRMAN. That is right. I simply put it in there so that thecommittee could give it thought.
Mr. HEALY. Yes, sir.
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The CHAIRMAN. And I presume that when we meet in executive
session that we will mark up the bill which, I hope, will be to the satis-
faction of all of you people.
Mr. HEALY. You know, in S. 2921, about which we testified before,

we asked for $110 million for the next fiscal year, and $115 million for
the following fiscal year, and $120 million thereafter.
The CHAIRMAN. Every year thereafter, $120 million?
Mr. HEALY. Yes, sir. A minimum of $120 million.
The National Milk Producers Federation has great concern for the

poverty-stricken people in the United States and, without reservation,
will support sound and effective measures which will provide needed
assistance for this group of our people. In this regard, it may be that
the judgment of this committee will result in provisions for exploration
of pilot feeding programs in destitute areas and provisions for grants-
in-aid which will allow schools located in economically depressed
areas to take advantage of the school lunch program and the special
milk program for children as they are now operated without impairing
funds appropriated for the purchase of food under either of these
programs.
Mr. Chairman, may we again express our appreciation to you and

to this committee for your concern over these programs which provide
so vital a part in the development of a national sound nutrition pro-
gram for children.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
We will next hear from Mr. Gordon W. Gunderson, chairman of

the legislative committee of the American School Food Service
Association.

STATEMENT OF GORDON W. GUNDERSON, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLA-
TIVE COMMITTEE, AMERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSO-
CIATION, MADISON, WIS.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
I am here today representing the more than 48,000 members of the
American School Food Service Association which includes the directors
of the State agencies responsible for the administration of the school
lunch and special milk programs throughout the Nation. We are
grateful to you for granting us an opportunity to express our views
concerning S. 3467.
The American School Food Service Association reaffirms its support

of the intents and purposes of the national school lunch program and
the special milk program,. We wish to again commend the Congress
for initiating these programs and supporting them over their many
years of growth and development. The national school lunch program
has reached its 20th anniversary, and the special milk program has
attained its position of prominence after having demonstrated its
excellence over 12 years of unprecedented growth.
We are deeply appreciative of the interest of the Congress in ex-

panding these basic programs by means of amending the National
School Lunch Act as proposed in S. 3467 to even more fully meet the
nutritional needs of our Nation's children. The grants-in-aid to
assist States in starting breakfast programs and for nonfood assistance
for acquisition of facilities to establish, maintain, and expand food
service programs in schools drawing attendance from areas in which
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poor economic conditions exist will bring about improved nutrition
for untold thousands of children whose dietary needs are not now
being met.
The addition of a new section 13 provides for the extension of the

special milk program beyond the expiration date of existing legislative
authority, June 30, 1967. The enactment of such legislation now will
assure uninterrupted operation of this excellent program and will en-
able school administrators, parents, and industries affected to plan
accordingly.
The American School Food Service Association is deeply concerned,

however, over the ceiling of $100 million which this amendment would
place upon the annual appropriation for this program beginning with
fiscal year 1968. In operating the program for the current fiscal year
under the same limitation, it has been necessary to reduce reimburse-
ment to schools by 10 percent of the amount claimed at established
rates. In other words, an appropriation of $100 million has proven
inadequate to meet program demands at its current level by 10 per-
cent. It is our sincere belief that a continuation of such ceiling year
after year would tend to "phase out" the program entirely by 1970.
We believe this is a program which cannot be stabilized at a given
level; it must have an opportunity for growth, or it will die. This is
equally true of the school lunch program. In our testimony earlier
before Appropriations Committees of both Houses, we have attempted
to emphasize the importance of adequate funding of both programs
to provide for normal growth. Therefore, we believe that a continu-
ing decline in rate of reimbursement brought about by a fixed ceiling
on the annual appropriation for the special milk program would ulti-
mately result in its termination.
We respectfully recommend, Mr. Chairman, that the annual appro-

priation not be limited in this legislation but that the needs of the
program be determined, and proper appropriation be provided by the
Congress each ensuing fiscal year.
Inasmuch as the other proposed amendments in this bill provide for

apportionment of funds to the States, it is our recommendation that a
similar provision be included in section 13 with respect to the funds
appropriated for the special milk program.
We further recommend that such apportionment be based upon fund

utilization by the respective States during the preceding fiscal year.
This is currently the basis for apportionment.
The urgent need•for augmenting State staffs is almost universal.

The proposed amendment of the act to utilize a small portion of the
appropriation to help State educational agencies meet expenses in
administration of the programs will be of significant help in strength-
ening each State's school food service staff in order that additional
technical assistance may be given to schools in starting the new pro-
grams and in meeting the many diverse challenges of school food
services.

Although we understand the intents and purposes of the new
section 18, we respectfully recommend the addition of a provision
which would prohibit the duplication of assistance to such programs
from Federal sources in utilizing funds appropriated under the
provisions of this act, as amended. I think that has been fairly
well covered.
In summary, Mr. Chairman, the American School Food Service

Association wishes to affirm its full support of the provisions of this
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legislation. We have recommended minor changes which we believe
to be to the best interest of the programs, and are confident they will
receive due consideration in your deliberations over the proposed
legislation.

Again, I want to thank you for granting us an opportunity to be
heard.
I might add, Mr. Chairman, a brief comment in addition to the

formal statement.
I was very much pleased over your concern in the bringing of feed-

ing programs in schools by various agencies under one umbrella for
the purpose of administration of these programs in the States. This
is of tremendous importance, and it would be a tremendous addition
to this legislation, because it is confusing, it is difficult. There is an
opportunity for duplicating assistance, confusion in administration,
for other feeding programs to tend to take over, and if something
could be done in this area, we would be very pleased.
The CHAIRMAN. We will do our best, insofar as I am concerned.

Since the school lunch program has been ably administered under the
Department of Agriculture, I would like to see it stay there—all of it
to be under the Department of Agriculture.
Mr. GUNDERSON. There is a tendency, I know in my own State,

under title I of the Education Act and the Economic Opportunity
Act, for there not being a provision as to the quality of the meals
served. The funds are given out, but there are not specific criteria
as to what the meals should contain. So, you have here a program
probably in one or two schools in a city serving one type of lunch and
a program in the remaining schools in the city that are governed by
specific requirements as to the meal content. This, certainly, is not
a desirable situation.
The CHAIRMAN. This means a lot of duplication if you have two

or three agencies handling the same program.
Mr. GUNDERSON. And the administration of it. We become shut

out, more or less.
The CHAIRMAN. And then you will have them vying among them-

selves for the funds.
Mr. GUNDERSON. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. Exactly. We will see what we can do to doctor it

up some.
Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
This concludes the hearings on the bill. I am very hopeful that the

committee can meet sometime soon to mark up not only this bill but
the food-for-freedom bill. We will try to do that early next week if
possible.
The committee will stand in adjournment, subject to the call of the

Chair.
(Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., an adjournment was taken, subject to

the call of the Chair.)
(Additional statements filed for the record are as follows)

STATEMENT OF TONY T. DECHANT, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, I want to thank the Chairman
and Members of the Committee for this opportunity to present the views of
National Farmers Union on S. 3467. We understand this bill is largely the result
of the work of the Chairman of the Committee.
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The objective of this legislation is to extend the benefits of the National School
Lunch Program—a goal long supported by National Farmers Union. We have
testified on a number of occasions in the past concerning the need to expand the
program to schools now without any kind of feeding program and to make it more
effective in meeting the nutritional needs of children in schools with a program.
We are especially pleased to learn that President Johnson, through Secretary

Freeman, has indicated that he will ask for a special $42 million supplemental
appropriation to finance a low price lunch program in schools serving needy areas.
We understand that Section 11 of the National School Lunch Act authorizes such
a program.
In order that there will be no misunderstanding as to the position of Farmers

Union, I would like to make it clear that we believe that the amendments to the
National School Lunch Act and the new program direction which this bill provides
should be supplemental to existing programs, the funds that Congress will appropri-
ate this year for the School Lunch and School Milk Programs should be protected.
In this connection we would point out that Secretary Freeman in his statement

to the Committee yesterday, indicated that he would not object to amending
S. 3467 to make the School Milk Program permanent. Our organization earlier
asked Congress to enact S. 2921, introduced by Senator Proxmire and co-sponsored
by most Members of the Senate. We belieVe this program is needed and that it
can be justified in terms of nutritional needs of children.
The delegates to the recent convention of National Farmers Union, for example,

spelled out their immediate and specific objectives in the Policy Statement of our
organization as follows:
"School Lunch and School Milk. Increased appropriations for school lunch and

a permanent milk program to meet the need created by an expanding enrollment
in our schools. Congress should continue to offer Federal aid for all participating
children not just for underprivileged. We find serveral commendable proposals
in the suggested Child Nutrition Act, particularly for grants in aid for kitchen and
lunchroom equipment for schools now without a program, for a pilot school
breakfast program and for efforts to expand total participation. However

' 
we

feel these new measures should be in addition to what is now being done, rather
than as a replacement for it."
There is no more pathetic problem facing our Nation than that of children who

arrive at school hungry. Learning is a futile effort for such children and a waste
of the teaching and physical resources that may be dedicated to the task. We
especially want to commend you, Chairman Ellender, for your understanding of
the need for inaugurating a pilot breakfast program.

Further, we believe that the program provided by S. 3467 to establish a perma-
nent program to assist low income school districts to acquire food service equipment
is a meritorious step forward in the effort to close the nutritional gap that exists
among our school-age children. We further understand that as the result of the
enactment of this legislation, feeding programs will be extended to pre-school
activities. This will fill a need that has been largely ignored in the past.

While we are greatly encouraged by the understanding and humane attitudes
that the bill before the Committee reflects, we want to point out that additional
funds must be appropriated by the Congress if the provisions of the bill are to be
of maximum benefit to the Nation.
We know of no more important way to utilize the resources of our Nation than

* to expand the programs authorized under the School Lunch Act, as this bill would
amend it, toward the goal of providing school age children the food they need.
This effort should be made without regard to the financial status of the parents.
In closing we would like to point out that the funds provided by Congress have,

for the .most part, been a very small percentage of the 'total of funds spent on
school feeding programs. As the Secretary of Agriculture pointed out yesterday,
the $325 million ,a year which the Federal Government has provided in dollars
and in donated foods over the past few years is largely a catalyst to help provide
the incentive for states and local communities to establish school feeding pro-
grams, contributing their own resources. •
In every school where a program exists, there are dedicated employees and

many volunteers who have made possible the School Lunch Program as we know
it. They are to be commended because without their leadership, dedication and
work the School Lunch Program would not have been the effective program that
it is today.
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WASHINGTON, D.C., June 21, 1966.

Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Agriculture,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The American Parents Committee is grateful

 for this

opportunity to have our statement included in the record of hearings on S. 34
67,

the proposed amendments to the National School Lunch Act.

We are appreciatively aware that S. 3467 makes no provision for foo
d service

outside of the school system. In our 20-year record of support of the School Lunch

Act, the American Parents Committee has always considered the Sch
ool Lunch

program to be a part of the overall pattern of education, rather 
than limited

to welfare. In this way, the school child learns correct nutritional habits while

physically benefitting from well-balanced meals offered through the schoo
ls, even

if not through the home.
While the students' economic background does not always determine t

he avail-

ability ' of well-balanced meals, it has been stated by many
 advocates of the

School Lunch program, that for many students from poverty-s
tricken areas,

their school lunch is . the only real meal they know—indeed, som
etimes the

primary motivation for their remaining in school.

Section 14 of S. 3467 provides such students with the type of
 meal that all

school children hopefully should have—a balanced school break
fast. '

In selecting the schools for this pilot program of school breakfasts
, the State

educational agency is to give first priority to .areas "in which poo
r economic

conditions exist." We feel this is entirely consistent with the inte
nt of the orig-

inal Act's Section 11, as is the subsequent language guarding against 
discrimination

of any child unable to pay for his meal.
Singling out the poverty-stricken child in school cafeterias' has be

en success-

fully avoided in many ways by local administrators of the school
 lunch program,

perhaps most effectively by the issuance of lunch tickets. We are c
onfident that

the same safeguards could be employed with equal success, fo
r the school break-

fast program.
Section 15's authorization of non-food assistance is, especially, wor

thy of sup-

port, in recognizing that the local tax-base in some areas cannot pro
vide cafeteria

facilities in existing schools. Although over 18 million students at present

participate in the School Lunch program, this is only one-third o
f the possible

total. In some areas, of course, students will continue to be wit
hin easy walking

distance of their homes at lunch time. But our over-all pattern of nat
ional growth,

both urban and suburban, strongly suggests that school-lun
ch facilities will be

needed more, rather than less, in the future. In isolated rural areas, school

lunches continue to be a necessity, rather than a choice for tho
se students.

The provision in Section 18 assigning preference to programs car
ried out under

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, and the Eco
nomic Opportunity

Act is, we feel, unfortunate, since it invites confusion and dupli
cation of effort.

With two decades of effective administration of the School Lunch 
Act, the U.S.

Department of Agriculture and state agencies should not have thei
r administra-

tion thus hampered.
Section 17 recognizes the commensurate difficulties of administratio

n, in wisely

providing an increase for administrative expenses under the new Ac
t.

While the over-all intent in S. 3467 is highly commendable, the
 American

Parents Committee is distressed to note the limitations imposed o
n the Special

Milk Program, in Section 13. In the early part of 1966, Execut
ive action with-

held $3 million from the $103 million appropriated by Congres
s for the Special

Milk program in fiscal 1966. This action caused a 10% cutback, nationwide, in

the availability of milk for children under this program. We feel su
ch a situation

exemplifies dramatically the danger of restricting the growth of 
the program,

while at the same time attempting to adhere to the legislative inte
nt of the Act,

"to encourage consumption of fluid milk by the children in the Un
ited States."

In five years' time, so the demographers tell us, half our population
 will be under

the age of 25; and by the year 2000, the present population will
 double. To

restrict the availability of such a vital food to the growing one-third
 of our nation

would not seem consistent with our hopes for the health of the gen
eration upon

which our national future depends.
Respectfully,

Mrs. BARBARA D. MCGARRY,
Executive Director, American Parents Committee.



STATEMENT OF HON. VANCE HARTKE, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF INDIANA

Mr. Chairman, the contribution of the special milk program to thehealth and well-being of the Nation's schoolchildren is incalculable.I most strongly urge that the most effective measures possible betaken to insure the continuation and the expansion of this eminentlyworthwhile program. I believe that S. 2921, a bill introduced bymy distinguished colleague from Wisconsin, Senator Proxmire, and
of which I am a cosponsor, better guarantees the future success ofthe program than does the bill presently under consideration, S. 3467.However, I certainly want to support whatever improvement can bemade legislatively.
The stated purpose of the special milk program is to increase theconsumption of fluid milk by the Nation's children through a programof Federal reimbursements to schools and other child-care institutions,which are thus enabled to offer the children milk at reduced prices—in some cases free. Since its inception in 1955, the program hasprovided low-cost milk for literally millions of schoolchildren. Theprogram has expanded its services with every year of its operation.At its inception, 41,094 schools participated; now, in 1966, an esti-mated 93,000 of the Nation's schools, summer camps, and child-careinstitutions are able to serve milk at reduced prices—close to 3million half pints in 1965 alone.
The inestimably great contribution of the special milk programto the welfare of the Nation's schoolchildren, the program's continuedsteady growth, and its demonstrable nationwide popularity all mili-tate against its being jeopardized by insecurity of continuation orby inadequate funding. Yet I fear that both are likely if section13 of S. 3467 is adopted as it now stands.
Section 13 would extend the program for only 4 years and wouldplace a ceiling of $100 million on program appropriations. Given theprogram's present steady expansion rate, such a ceiling could sound itsdeath knell. Already, in 1966, the present appropriation is insufficientfully to reimburse the schools taking part. The reimbursement ratewas reduced to 95 percent in 1965 and fell further to 90 percent in1966, with total estimated costs for reimbursement and administrationtopping $99 million. Whether the program can continue to functionat its present level of effectiveness with the ceiling suggested in S. 3467is therefore an issue of considerable concern.
In view of these considerations, I most urgently request the com-mittee's favorable consideration of S. 2921, which came before thecommittee in May of this year. S. 2921 would make the specialmilk program permanent and guarantee a minimum appropriationof $105 million in 1967, scaling upward to $120 million in 1970.With a permanent program, and appropriations guaranteed along theguidelines advocated by the distinguished Senator from Wisconsin,the continued effectiveness of the present program would be assured.
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I learned with great pleasure of the distinguished Secretary of the
Agriculture's recent statement in support of removing the appropria-
tions ceiling and of establishing the program on a permanent basis—
provisions both provided for in S. 2921. I concur with the observa-
tions of the Secretary on this matter.
I urge the committee's favorable consideration of the other major

provisions of S. 3467—the pilot breakfast program and the nonfood
assistance program. The first would provide funds for establishing
breakfast programs in schools drawing pupils from needy areas; the
second would provide funds to assist schools in needy areas to establish
and maintain food programs. In my own State of Indiana, there
were in 1960 better than 76,000 children who could hope to benefit
from these programs if they are enacted. Both the breakfast and the
nonfood assistance programs are much needed steps in the direction
of assuring that no schoolchild face the unhappy problem of attempt-
ing to learn on an empty stomach.
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