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"§ 660. Carrier's Fund Derived from Com

merce; state Prosecutions.
"Whoever, being a president, director,

oillcer, or manager of any firm, association, or
corporation engaged In commerce as a com
mon or contract carrier, person controlling,
controlled by, or under common control with
such carrier, or whoever being an employee
of such common or contract carrier riding in
or upon any railroad car, motortruck, steam
boat, vessel, aircraft, or other vehicle of such
carrier moving in interstate commerce, em
bezzles, steals, abstracts, or willfully mis
applies or willfully permits to be misapplied,
any of the moneys, funds, credits, securities,
properties, or assets of such firm, association,
or corporation arising or accruing from, or
used in, such commerce, In whole or in part,
or willfully or knowingly converts the same
to his own use or to the use of another, shall
be fined not more than $5.000 or imprisoned
not more than ten years. or both. The offense
shall be deemed to have been committed not
only In the district where the violation first
occurred but also in any district in which the
defendant may have taken or had possession
of such moneys, funds, credits, securities,
properties or assets.

The offense shall be deemed to have been
committed not only in the district where the
violation first occurred but aiso in any dis
trict in which the defendant may have taken
or had possession of such moneys, funds,
credits, securities, properties or assets.

A judgment of conviction or acquittal on
the merits under the laws of any State shall
be a bar to any prosecution under this sec
tion for the same act or acts."

SEC. 23. The amendments made by the
foregoing prOVisions of this bill shall become
effective ninety days from the date of their
enactment.

CONGJ"OMERATES
We recommend that the Interstate Com

merce Act be amended to give the Com
mission authority to oversee the acquisition
and control of carriers by noncarriers and the
common control of carrier and noncarrier
enterpises.

There has been a trend for conglomerate
holding companIes and other non-carriers to
assume control of carriers SUbject to the
Commission's jurisdiction and for carriers
to enter non-transportation fields. The pos
sibilltythat such a trend would weaken the
common carrier system and render it in
capable of responding to tbe needs of the
public has caused great concern in both Gov
ernmental 'and private sectors.

National attention was focused on this
problem following the filing by Penn Cen
tral Transportation Company for reorganiza
tion under section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act.

Indiscriminate acquisition of transporta
tion enterprises by holding companies which
have little or no interest in the performance
of needed senices for the shipping or travel
Ing public can be detrimental to the public
Interest. The establishment of a parent com
pany to escape Commission jurisdiction and
to undertake actiVities unrelated to trans
portation may impair the transportation
company's ability to render efficient and eco
nomical service as contemplated by the na
tional transportation policy. Unless the Com
mission Is armed with authority to look Into,
pass upon. and generally oversee the acquisi
tion and control of carriers by non-carriers
and ,the common control of carrier and non
Clarrier enterprises. a SUbstantial and growing
amount of essential transportation service
will escape effective, necessary regulation and
there could be no assurance of its continu
ance in the public interest.

The proposed changes to be made in the
statute (section 5(2) (a) (111» would give the
Commission authority over single carrier
stock acquisitions. Basically these changes
focus upon the relationship between major
railroads and the holding companies estab··
llshed to acquire control of the railroads and
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other diverse, unrelated companies. ThE'
added jurisdiction should be limited essen
tially to acquisitions of Class I carriers. that
is, railroads having annual revenues in excess
of $5.000.000 and other carriers having an·
nual revenues in excess of $1.000,000.

Other amendments to section 5. Including
section 5(3), would enable the Commlssion
to maintain a surve1llance over transactionr.
between carriers and their aillliated com
panies and to curtail intercorporate acti
vities Involving the carriers WhIch are found
inconsistent with sound transportation. Sec
tion 5(4) would be amended to establish a
presumption of control where any person
owns 10 percent or more of the voting securi
ties of a carrier. A new section 5(17) would
enable the Commission to enter any and all
necessary orders, including divestiture. when
ever it finds that continued control will im
pair the ability of the affiliated carrier t<'
render its services.

Section 20 of the Act Would be amendetl
to requlre the recording of the beneficial
or record ownerShip by those holding morl.'
than 1 percent of -any class of stock of a rail·
road or other carrier having operating reve
nues in excess of $5.000,000 and $1,000,000,
respectively, annually. Other amendments
would authoriZe the Commission to prescribe
accounts and reports of persons contrOlling,
controlled by. and under common control.
With carriers, as well as those of the carrier~

:themselves and would permit the inspection
of records of such persons, as well as those
of the carriers themselves. Similar amend
ment would be made to the other Parts of
the Act to bring regulated carriers of othel'
modes under similar regUlation.

To dlscow.'age and prevent misappropria
tion of funds by 0111cials of carriers, persons
controlling, controlled by, or under common
control with such carriers. section 660 of the
Criminal Code would be amended to make It
a crime to misappropriate funds of a carrier.

By Mr. MAGNUSON:
S. 2631. A bill to provide for paper

money of the United States to carry a
designation in braille indicating the de
nomination. Referred to the Committee
on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I in
troduce for appropriate reference, a bill
to provide for paper money of the United
States to carry a designation in braille
indicating the denomination.

The special problem that blind people
have in handling paper money has been
brought to my attention recently-by a
YOtUlg girl from the State of Washington
who read the autobiography of Helen
Keller and asked "Why can't this be
done?"

Although blind persons can learn a
great many ways to overcome their hand
icap, one thing they cannot learn to do
is distinguish between a $1 and a $5 bill.
It has come to my attention that many
private banks provide the blind with spe
cial checks to facilitate their obtaining
money in the amotUlt they Wish. I think
it is proper that the Federal Government
join with the private sector in prOViding
for the special needs of this particularly
disadvantaged group of citizens, and
mark paper money in such a way that a
blind person can identify it-a small
thing that will make a great difference
to those without sight.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I in
troduce a joint resolution today, which
would legislatively guarantee reasonable
minimum reimbursement rates to States
tUlder the National School Lunch Act,
and release funds now available under

section 32, to finance continuation and
expansion of the school ltUlch program.

The purposes of this legislation are,
first, to assure that every needy child
will receive a free or reduced-price lunch
as required by section 9 of the National
School Lunch Act; second, to alleviate
the financial burden on the states and
local schools in providing nutritious
meals for all schoolchildren; and third,
to enable schools to lower the prices
now charged for lunches purchased by
the nonpoor.

Under normal circumstances, pay
ment rates for the school lunch program
are determined by regulations issued 'bY
the Secretary of Agriculture. However,
regulations issued by the Department of
Agriculture this past August 13, and soon
to become final, will so harm schools
participating in the school lunch 'pro
gram that it is necessary for Congress to
act to set such rates.

Many of' us in Congress have been
astonished and deeply dismayed by the
August 13 regulations. They would actu
ally reduce payment rates in many States
at a time when Congress has legislativelY
required expansion of the school lunch
program.

By Mr. MONDALE:
S.J. Res. 163. Joint resolution to as

sure that every needy school child will
receive a free or reduced-price lunch as
required by section 9 of the National
School LtUlch Act, and to alleviate the
financial burden on States and local
schools in providing nutritious meals for
all schoolchildren. Referred to the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry.

The distinguished chairman of the
Senate Agriculture Committee (Mr.
TALMADGE) is working very hard to re
verse the administration's decision to
lower school ltUlch payment rates. He,
too, has introduced legislation. While our
bills differ in a number of respects, I am
a cosponsor of the joint resolution he
introduced last week.

I believe it is of utmost importance for
the Congress to take action to restore
adequate funding and payment levels to
the school lunch program. Now, just 1
month into the school year, some schools
are already on the verge of abandoning
lunch programs.

Legislation I offer today is designed
to achieve the urgent objectiVes of main
taining lunch programs in these schools
and fulfilling the commitment made by
Congress to an estimated 2 million
hungry children in the United States.

Congress has long recognized the im
portance of nutrition programs to both
the educational development of our Na
tion's schoolchildren and the essential
health of children from low-income fam
ilies.

Educational experts testifY that chil
dren are not able to concentrate on ma
terial covered in classes when they are
htUlgry. Child nutrition is thus a vital
part of the Federal Government's role
in assuring quality education for Ameri
can children. In fact, without attending
to the nutritional requirements of chil
dren in schools and child care facilities,
much of the effective impact of our in
vestment in these programs would be
lost.
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Hearings before the Senate Subcom
mittee on Employment, Manpower and
Poverty, and the Select Committee on
Nutrition and Hwnan Needs have also
provided ample medical evidence that
millions of hungry children in the U.S.
suffer greater incidence of sickness, im
paired physical development, psychologi
cal and learning disabilities-simply be
cause they do not get enough of the right
things to eat.

Recognizing the tremendous respon
sibility of the Federal Government to al
leviate these serious problems, last year
Congress passed a law (Public Law 91
248) to expand the school lunch program
to include every needy child in the
United States.

Congress authorized such appropria
tions as may be necessary to carry out
the purposes of this act.

Two provisions of Public Law 91-248
are particularly relevant. The first is sec
tion 9, which provides--

By January 1, 1971, any chlld who is a
member of a household which has an an
nual income not above the applicable family
size income level set forth in the income
poverty guidelines shall be served meals free
or at a reduced cost.

This legislative requirement is very
clear; yet it has never been fulfilled. In
fact, the New York Times reported on
August 29, 1971, that 1.9 million eligible
children still get no help from the school
lunch program and even that estimate
may below.

A second provision of Public Law 91
248 takes cognizance of the need for a
concerted and immediate effort to bring
all needy children into the school lunch
program. To institute this all-out attack
on hunger among American schoolchil
dren, the law requires States ·to submit
comprehensive plans for expansion of
their programs to include all eligible
children.

Directly contradicting the intent of
Congress expressed in Public Law 91-248,
the Department of Agriculture on August
13, 1971, issued new regulations for the
school lunch program which would pre
vent the States from carrying out their
plans, and prevent many needy children
from receiving meals.

At issue in the new regulations are
payment rates which would bring Fed
eral funding for meals in many States
significantly below last year's levels.

Regulations in effect last year enabled
States to designate certain schools "espe
cially needy" and authorized reimburse
ment to these schools of up to 48 cents
for section 11 meals and 12 cents for sec
tion 4.

According to the new regulations is
sued August 13, States which paid such
higher reimbursement rates last year-in
order to bring needy schools and chil
dren into the program-would now be
penalized. They would be forbidden to
continue these higher rates and com
pelled to cut back on payments to schools
for feeding the needy. At least 35 States
would be confronted with this problem.

On a nationwide average it costs more
than 60 cents to serve nutritious meals in
schools. In major cities, such as Balti
more and New York, where many low
income children are concentrated, it
costs 70 cents and more for each lunch.

However, the August 13 regulations
would allow only one State in the Nation
an average payment per meal of 35 cents
or more under section 11. The remainder
of the States could only reimburse needy
schools at higher levels by reducing sup
port to less than 30 cents for an equal
number of free or reduced price lunches
in other schools so that the average re
imbursement comes to 30 cents per such
lunch.

The payment mechanism for section 4
functions similarly.

For thousands of schools, the con
sequences of the new regulations are
truly alarming. Statistics from Minne
sota indicate that the city of Duluth
would have a deficit of $90,000 under
the new funding structure for school
lunches. In Minneapolis, the estimated
deficit is $800,000,and statewide, a $2
million deficit is expected if these regu
lations are not overruled.

Assistant Secretary of Agriculture
Richard Lyng explained the administra
tion's rationale for the new regulations
in testimony before the Select Commit
tee on Nutrition and Human Needs and
again before the Senate Agriculture
Committee. He pointed out that average
payment levels varied f·rom State to
State last year for meals served under
the school lunch program and argued
that the new amendments would pro
mote uniformity of reimbursement rates
among the States.

I do not differ with the adIninistra
tion's desire for equity in payment rates.
But I do take exception to the intolerable
rates of reimbursement th8!t achieve uni
formity only by jeopardizing the program
itself in many States.

Minnesota is not the only State ad
versely affected by these regula;tions.
Evidence compiled by a recent survey
of the American School Food Service As
sociation reports rthat Oalifornia would
lose $9 million; Oklahoma more than $1
million; Massachusetts, $3.2 million;
Maine $1.3 million; Ohio, $5.5 million;
Georgia, $6 million; and so on through
out the country.

According to the September 28, 1971
edition of the Washington Sotar-

A number of school districts are reported
to be abandoning the school lunch program
or considering such a move. They inclUde:
Albuquerque. New Mexico; Bridgeport, Con
necticut; and BUffalo, New York.

Thirty-seven State school lunch di
rectors have protested the new regula
tions-testifying to rthe harmful effect
they will have upon needy American
school children. The school lunch di
rectors have indicated the announced
payment rates would bring State school
lunch plans-required by Federal law
to a screeching halt.

The number 37 is significant in light
of Assistant Secretary Lyng's testimony
on behalf of greater equity. It is difficult
to imagine what kind of equity would en
danger programs in all but a handful of
States.

In fact, the key to the new regulations
is not uniformity, but priorities within
the administration for allocation of
budgetary resources. These regulations
set average reimbursement rates so low
as to prohibit congressionally authorized
expansion, and low enough to endanger

the sUrvival of programs, particularly in
metropolitan areas.

On the one hand, the administration
can bind money to guarantee loans to
Lockheed, to finance new space extrava
ganzas, and to develop inessential weap
ons systems; but on the other, it applies
the concept of "fiscal discipline" to
lunches for our Nation's hungry children.

And while the school lunch program
has received considerable attention by
the Congress in the past few weeks, other
child nutrition programs are. also in
danger. Many of my colleagues are deep
ly concerned that the school breakfast
program in the States may not last an
other month unless congressionally ap
propriated funds are made available.
Other States, which worked to create and
expand school breakfast programs last
year, now find they cannot get the money
even to maintain last year's progress.

The special child feeding program in
Minnesota has not received even mini
mum support for this school year. Of
the bare $340,000 promised, no money has
yet been delivered. Special child feeding
provides assistance to day care centers
and Headstart programs, and is capable
of reaching many needy children before
the effects of malnutrition become irrep
arably severe. Budget undercutting of
this vital link in nutrition programs for
the poor is truly shameful when we have
the resources to feed these children.

Mr. President, budget attacks on child
nutrition programs are not new to Mem
bers of Congress. This year, only by a
determined effort, were we able ·to pre
serve summer feeding programs for
hungry children.

Some budget officials may have diffi
culty understanding that a small cut here
or there can mean the difference between
protein and vitamin difliciencies among
low income children-difficiencies so se
vere as to permanently impair both edU
cational and physical development, and
equal opportunity for these children.

It would also appear, in examining the
administration's action on the school
lunch program, that fiscal crises in State
government, local school systems and in
urban areas do not receive ,the persistant
executive attention they clearly deserve.

If the States need financial relief, and
I believe they do, why are they being
asked to contribute moremoney-mil
lions more-in order to continue the
school lunch program?

We see evidence in findings from the
Select Committee on Equal Educational
Opportunity of the crisis in school fi
nance, This year we have had the largest
nwnber of school bond issues, and the
largest nwnber of bond rejections in our
country's history.

Millions of taxpayers in the United
States are deeply troubled that they can
no longer afford to support even basic
school functions-such as libraries and
cafeterias-unless budget deficits are al
leviated. While these deficits are caused
primarily by factors other than school
lunch-increasing outlays for meals in
school only aggravates the desperate sit
uation they are in.

I have already indicated that many
schools cannot absorb school lunch pro
gram deficits. Where States and schools
are fortunate enough to have the extra
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money, they are already locked into
budgets based upon reasonable expecta
tions for greater Federal support for the
schoo11unch program.

The current wage-price freeze prohib
its the schools from charging more for
lunches to children not eligible for free
or reduced price lunches.

But I believe asking parents to pay
more is not the solution to the dilemma
in school lunch funding. Particularly in
low-income schools this method of fi
nance could not work-since nearly all of
the children in these schools qualify for
free or reduced price lunches. In these
schools as well as middle-income schools,
there are also many children whose par
ents' incomes barely exceed eligibility
criteria for reduced price lunches. These
parents surely can pay no more for school
lunches.

An excellent summary of the situation
I have described is provided by Newsweek
magazine, October 4, 1971:

. . . . Many districts have found them
selves unable to alford the required match
ing payments for the federal school lunch
progra.m even in areas where the school lunch
Is the only solid meal a child gets all day. In
such circumstances, teachers find ironic the
Department of Agriculture's newest radio
pitch for the lunch program, which reminds
citizens that 'you can't teach a hungry child.'

Mr. President, in this context, I offer a
comprehensive proposal to alleviate the
problem of school lunch funding, and
most importantly, to ensure that the 2
million eligible children not served by the
program now, will be fed this year.

Permit me to begin the discussion of
my proposal by first outlining how the
present funding structure for the school
lunch program works.

The National School Lunch Act au
thOlizes two annual appropriations for
the program-one under section 4 of the
Act and one under section 11. The Act
also specifies exactly how each of these
annual appropriations is to be appor
tioned among the states.

Section 4 funds are apportioned among
the States on the basis of the number of
type A-nutritionally balanced-lunches
previously served by each State and the
relationship between each State's percap
ita income and the percapita income of
the United States. For fiscal 1972, the
apportionment formUla uses the number
of type A lunches served by each State
2 years ago-in fiscal 1970.

Section 11 funds are apportioned on
the basis of the relative number of
school-age children in household with
annual incomes below $4,000, that re
side in each of the States.

By bill would not alter this formula.
The core of the crisis in school lunch

funding h not the formula for distrib
uting the various allocations among the
States.

The key to the school lUlk-.:h contro
versy is in permissible reimbursement
rates, which the States-within their
formula allocations-can provide to par
ticipating schools.

Presently, reimbursement rates are es
tablished through Federal regulations is
sued by the Department of Agriculture.
l:. have .. alreadY explained in detail why
.l;heI.:!epartment of Agriculture'S regula-

tions-August 13, 1971-are not adequate
to carry out the purposes of the National
School Lunch Act.

My proposal would increase by 80 per
cent the minimum guarantee now pro
vided to schools under section 4 for each
State to 8 cents per meal, while increas
ing the section 11 guarantee by over 60
percent to 48 cents per meal. It would
legislatively guarantee these minimum
reimbursement rates to every State.

In every State, a minimum of 56 cents
per meal in Federal funds would be avail
able for each free or reduced price lunch
served, using a combination of 8 cent
section 4 and 48 cent section 11 reim
bursement rates.

The States would be free to allocate
these funds to schools according to need
for such funds in order to be able to reach
every eligible youngster. The only limita
tion would be that no school would be
entitled to recover in reimbursement
more than it actually spent on meals
measured by the cost of serving such
meals, less the amounts charged for reg
ular and reduced-price lunches.

For example, if a school was compelled
to spend 70 cents to produce a school
lunch, the State could reimburse at that
rate for all free meals served.

At the same time, however, the State
would have to make sure that it could off
set this high reimbursement and main
tain its 56 cents average by paying less to
other schools where the cost of produc
ing a lunch was less than 56 cents.

All the State school lunch directors
have made it clear that this reimburse
ment formula would fully meet their
needs and indeed provide strong encour
agement for schools to enter the program.

I realize that budget estimates sub
mitted to Congress and approved early
this summer would not be sufficient to
pay for the increased reimbursement
rates. Had Congress understood t.he in
tention of the administration to cut back
on payment rates, I believe we would
have adopted a higher appropriation.

Until we do have an opportunity to act
on a supplemental appropriation to cor
rect shortages in the school lunch pro
gram, my bill provides that the Secretary
of Agriculture shall use section 32 funds
to implement the minimum payment
guarantees. There are ample funds in
section 32 to support the school lunch
program for the interim.

Each of the provisions I have outlined
would insure that the will of Congress ex
pressed clearly in Public Law 91-248 is
carried out by the end of this year.

We are already a year behind in ful
filling the promise of that law. Many
children have needlessly suffered-edu
cationally and nutritionally-because we
are late. Some of their losses we can
remedy-others may be irreparable.

But it is not too late to prevent any
more tragedies of this kind. And it is
both the legislative and the human re
sponsibility of Congress to do so without
delay.

As further evidence of the need for
prompt action on this proposal I offer
today, I submit a number of documents
for the consideration of my colleagues.
Letters, telegrams, articles, and edito-

rials-these represent only a small
sample of the public outcry to feed the
hungry children of America.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that certain matelials and the text
of my proposed joint resolution be
printed in full at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

S.J. RES. 163
Whereas, funds appropriated for the pur

pose of carrying out the National School
Lunch Act for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1972, inclUding funds made available for
such purpose from funds appropriated under
section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (49
Stat. 774), are Inadequate to enable the
States and schools to continue participa
tion in the national school lunch program
and to achieve the objectives of the National
School Lunch Act, particularly the objec
tive of prOViding a free or reduced price
lunch to every needy school child: Now,
therefore. be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of
Representatives Of the United States Of
America in Oongress assembled, That not
withstanding any other provision of law, the
Secretary of AgriCUlture is authorized during
the remainder of the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1972, or until additional funds are
hereafter appropriated for such purposes,
whichever is earlier, to use such funds ap
propriated under section 32 of the Act of
August 24, 1935 (49 Stat. 774), as may be
necessary to (1) provide a rate of reim
bursement under the National SChool Lunch
Act that will assure every needy school
child a free or reduced price lunch, (2) pro
vide funds sufficient to assist the States in
meeting the needs of local schools in carry
ing out the provisions of the National School
Lunch Act.

SEC. 2. In carrying out the provisions of
the National Schooi Lunch Act, the Sec
retary of Agriculture shall make funds avail
able to each State in such an amount as may
be necessary to reimburse each State at a
rate equal to not less than 8 cents per meal
in the case of meals served in such State
under section 4 of such Act and in an
amount equal to not less than 48 cents per
meal in the case of meals served In such
State under section 11 of such Act.

SEC. 3. In making payments to schools
under Sections 4 and 11 of the National
School Lunch Act, at rates above or below
the Statewide minimum payment provisions,
Stat~s shall base the rate assigned to a school
on the school's relative need for special as
sistance in serving free and reduced price
lunches; but in no event shall reimburse
ment for meals served in any school exceed
the actual cost of meals served in such school.
less the charges collected from the chIidren
served, under each such section, respectively.

SEC. 4. The provisions of this Act shall not
in any way limit the authority of the Sec
retary of Agriculture under any other pro
vision of law to provide additional Federal
assistance to any State for carrying out the
National School Lunch Act. or prohibit him
from providing higher payment rates under
sections 4 and 11 of such Act whenever funds
are available for such purposes.

FEDERAL SCHOOL LUNCH PLAN FAILS To HELP
1.9 MILLION POOR PUPILS

WASHINGToN.-Today, nine months after
President Nixon's target date of Thanksgiv
ing, 1970. for extending the school lunch pro
gram to reach all needy children, 1.9-mlllion
children of the poor get none of its bene
fits.

But the Department of Agriculture-dele
gated the responslb1l1ty for carrying out the
President's mandate-maintains that Mr.



34136 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -SENATE September 30, 1971
Nixon's original goal has technically been
met.

Edward J. Hekman, administrator at the
Food and Nutrition Service Division of the
department, said in an Interview that Mr.
Nixon's goal was based on a figure at 6.6 mil
lion needy chlldren-a figure used frequently
by Dr. Jean Mayer. the President's nutrition
expert.

Mr. Hekman said that his department had
extended the lunch program to that number
of needy chlldren by January, 1971-only
two months behind schedule. He said that
the number now reached was 7.4 mllllon.

A NEW TIMETABLE
He said that statistics gathered later Indi

cated that instead of 6.6 m11lion, the estlmate
on which the president's goal was based,
there were 9.3 mllllon needy chlldren.

"It would have been physically Impossible
to reach this new figure by Thanksgiving," he
said.

Mr. Hekman said that the Department at
Agriculture and the National Advisory Coun
cll created by the 1970 amendment of the
School Lunch Act had discussed a new time
table.

"I expect the councll to set a new target
of about three years hence." he said. "The
problem is bringing the approximately 20,000
schools not now a part of the program into
the picture."

Mr. Hekman estimated that these schools-
largely inner city or rural poverty area&-
had one milllon eligible chUdren.

A MOOT QUESTION
These, coupled With the 400,000 ellglble

but unreached chlldren in schools that al
ready participate in the program, would ne
cessitate expenditure ot about $570.4-mi1l10n
a year.

This is based on Congress's estimate ot
$100-m1llion for equipment alone and on Mr.
Hekman's estimate ot a Federal share at 42
cents a lunch for each of the 1.4 mUlion ad
ditional chUdren.

But, in view ot hold-the-llne posture ot
Mr. Nixon's budget men, it Is a moot question
whether this goal can be reached.

The amount spent last year for. free or
reduc.ed-price lunches totaled $356.4-m11
llon. The amount bUdgeted this year ex
ceeds that amount by about $S3-mUllon,
according to Mr. Hekman.

Special provisions were made by Congresl!
to provide $38-mil11on in the fiscal year 1971
and $33-mUlion in the fiscal year 1972 to put
faclllties in nonprogram schools.

The Administration cut this amount back
to $16.1-mil11on the first year and plans to
use only $16-milllon this year.

"It may not be enough, but it wl11 go a
long way," Mr. Hekman said.

The sizable increase in the number ot
needy chUdren-trom 3.8 mill10n In 1969 to
9.3 m1l11on today-is related to state-initi
ated changes in ellglbUlty guidellnes, Mr.
Hekman said.

The figure of 6.6 milllon children results
from states using a $3,940 poverty level as a
gUideline, he said. Now, at least 22 states
have raised their poverty-level standard to
around $4,350. Minn. $4,200.

Opponents of the department's methods
of implementation and budgeting have ac
cused the Administration in recent weeks of
using calculated methods to halt the growth
ot the program.

The more notable critics Include' Senator
George McGovern, Democrat at South Da
kota,and a group of 35 directors of state
chUd nutrition programs.

GUlDEloINES CarrICIZED
Each charged that While not cutting back

in program tunds, the Administration had
designed Federal reimbursement guidellnes
that held the states llable for a matching
portion above that ot last year's, in elfect
llmiting expansion in states faced With fi
nancial problems.

Members 01 Senator McGovern's stalf
charged that funds in one special section
had been released to states only after they
had exhausted the two principal sections
that prOVided funds under the lunch pro
gram act.

senator McGovern plans a CongressiOnal
hearing on the program Sept. 7. He said that
he would ask the Secretary at Agriculture,
the director of the omce ot Management and
Budget and Mr. Hekman to testify.

[From the Washington Post. Aug. 28, 1971]
HUNGER IN THE CLASsROOM

"Fiscal discipline is always difilcult but it is
absolutely essential .•. if we're to llve With
In our bUdget." Thus spoke Assistant Secre
tary of Agriculture Richard Lyng the other
day in announcing some new belt-tightening
regulations for admlnlstration ot the school
lunch program. He is entirely right about
this, of course, and the directors of any
chamber of commerce would have llttle dif
ficulty in grasping the valldity ot his observa
tionif they heard It in the course ot a lunch
eon speech as they were finishing their des
sert and sipping their coffee. Dlsc1pline is a
term more easily understood on a full stom
ach than on an empty one.

The fiscal discipllne Mr. Lyng has in mind
will be felt most intimately by a large num
ber of school chUdren whose familles cannot
afford to bUy lunches for them and Who wUl.
in consequence, be called upon Ito accept the
discipline on empty stomachs. It is to take the
form of a reduced contribution to the school
lunch program by the federal government,
if proposed new regulations of the Agricul
ture Department go into elfect. The formula
by which federal funds are allocated to this
program is a complicated one. But the nub
of the matter appears to be that the depart
ment aims to contribute to the feeding ot an
expected 9.1 million poor and hungry chU·
dren In the school year ahead With the same
amount of money it supplied for the feeding
of 7.3 mUllon last year. The department did
not ask for additional funds to finance the
expected expansion; and. although Congress
authorized the expenditure at $100 mil110n
out of a special fund available to the depart
ment, Secretary Hardin has decUned to do
this. .

The state director of the school lunch pro~
gram responded to these proposed regula
tions with a unanimous outburst of Indig
nation. "The average rate of 30 cents per
meal for free and reduced lunches set forth
in proposed regulations," they declared in a
formal statement, "is unequivocally Inade
quate, and furthermore we feel ,that such a
Umitation would Jeopardize the existing pro
gram and preclude any expansion to reach
the additional estimated three to five m11110n
hungry chUdren in America. The regulatory
restrictions and funding projections as pro
posed are bringing the school lunch pro
grams to a screeching halt, and will result
in a termination of programs In many places.
The state plans of operation as prepared for
1971-72 become null and void by each state
as the plans were developed in good talth
to meet the challenge ot the President and
Congress to feed the hungry chUdren 1n
America's schools."

This impassioned statement comes from
men and women in the field who have to
administer the school lunch program. Their
indignation is becoming. senator George
McGovern, chairman of the Senate select
Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs,
reacted simllarly, charging in a letter to Sec
retary Hardin that .the proposed regulations
"blatantly violate both the spirit and the let
ter of the school lunch law passed by Con
gress last year." It is a curious order ot pri
orities Indeed that puts resuscitation ot an
aircraft manUfacturer ahead of human hun
ger. It is a strange sort of fiscal disclpUne
that puts Its burden upon children.

[From the Minneapolis Tribune.
Sept. 25, 1971)

RESTIIJCTING Am FOR SCHOOL LUNCH
The story of the national school lunch pro

gram has long been one of foot-dragging at
all levels. Although federal money and food
commodities have been offered as partial
support tor many years, this support was
• • • many states made littie or no contri
bution, and thousands of school districts did
not attempt to olfer lunches in more than a
few schools. Minneapolis, for example, began
to serve hot lunches In elementary schools
only five years ago, and although all "target
area" schools now provide lunchell, 25 ele
mentary schools in the city do not.

In May 1970, Congress passed legislation
which President Nixon said "wl11 assure that
every child from a family whose income falls
below the poverty Une Will get a free or reo
duced price lunch." During the 1970-71
school year, there was an experience in the
school-lunch program. More federal funds
were available as partial payment for each
lunch served, and states could obtain addi
tional fiexible funds to a.1d schools most
needing help for their lunch operations.
Still, however, many school districts In the
country did llttle to extend their lunch serv
ices.

In August, the Department of AgriCUlture
proposed new regulations for the distribu
tion of lunch subsidies. As school officiais
interpreted the complicated rules, more and
mOTe they complained of cutbacks. They said
that either they would be unable to provide
the free or low-priced lunches to aU chU
dren of poor fam1l1es, as required by the 1970
law, or they would have to cut the lunch pro
grams in schools where most children can
pay the regular price.

Department of AgriCUlture officials have de
fended their new regulations. They say the
new funding procedure Will provide contribu
tions to the various states more eqUitably, an
additional $78.8 million Will be available for
free and reduced-price lunches and the aid
will reach more schools and more children.

In effect, however, the states and school
districts which have been most enterprising
in expanding school lunch programs would be
penalized by the new celllngs in federal cash
subsidies (5 cents per regular-priced lunch,
30 cents per free or reduced-price lunch) and
also by the loss of any fiexible funds. Sen.
Mondale, who is severely critical of the pro
posed regUlations, says that Minnesota would
lose $2 million a year. The grant, on a na
tional basis, would come in the expansion ot
lunch programs In states which have lagged.

It can be argued that states and school
districts should contribute more to school
lunches. Minnesota pays Y:z cent per lunch.
about $530,000 a year, school districts spend
money on stamng and fac1l1ties.) Even more
obvious, however, is the fact that if seriously
inadequate lunch programs in some states
can be improved only by damaging the better
lunch programs In other states, the new rules
should be scrapped and a better federal fi
nancing system shOUld be devised.

The intent ot Congress clearly was to see
that all children in poor famiUes be pro
vided With good lunches. In addition, many
children whose parents can pay for their
lunches but cannot provide them at home
shOUld be able to obtain lunch at school.
The administration should set regUlations
which servl'l" these purposes and Congress
shOUld gear appropriations accordingly.

[From the St. ClOUd Dally Times. Sept. 17.
1971]

MONDALE SEES THREAT TO SCHOOL LUNCH
Am

WASHINGTON.-Ben. Walter Mondale, D
Minn., urged President Nixon Thursday to
Withdraw proposed new Department at Agri
culture regulations that "pose a very real



Septembe14 30, 1971 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 34137
threat' to the continued progress of the Na
tional School Lunch Program."

In a letter to Nixon, Mondale and 10 other
senators said the proposed regulations would
force many schools to eliminate their child
nutrition programs.

In additIon, he saId, "there will be further
hardships to the nation's economy through
unemployment and reduced consumption of
raw resources such as food and equipment."

He saId absenteeism, dropouts and apa
thetic students wIll negate the benefits of
the multlm1llion dollar Investment for publlc
and prIvate schools, "and finally, and most
Important, there w11l continue to be hungry
chlldren in America's schools."

The new regulations provide for an aver
age payment of 35 cents to states for free
and reduced price lunches. Last year, Minne
sota received an average of 50.8 cents per
meal for free and reduced price lunches.

The senators called for new rules which
would permit states to pay 60 cents maxi
mum reimbursement rates for these lunches
for needy children.

Mondale said the proposed reductIon in
federal payment rates for meals beneath last
year could "bring planned state lunch pro
grams to a screechIng halt or seriously Impair
their expansion."

ST. PAUL, MINN., Sept. 21,1971.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.O.:

The one thousand elementary school prin
cipals of Minnesota request that you reject
the new Agriculture Department guide lines
that would drastically decrease Federal sup
port for. the hot lunch program for ele
mentary schoolchildren.

Note under the new gUide lines that in
Minneapolis over three-fourths of a m1l110n
dollars of local funds will be needed to con
tinue the former program. The fact is If the
price freeze, unemployment, and llmited in
come already limit the ability of parents to
pay the former charge the new increase dou
bles the cost for II hot lunch. This will de
prive many poor and needy children in re
ceiving a hot lunch each day.

Your Influence and support Is necessary
M.E.S.P.A. requests It.

ROBERT ARNOLD,
Executive Secretary M.E.S.P.A.

SEPl'EMBER 29, 1971.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.:

The Minnesota Congress of Parents and
Teachers Is deeply concerned over new
school lunch regulations further limiting
Federal funding of school lunchEls for needy
chUdren and cut back In Minnesota program.
This administrative action does not carry
out the intent of Congress in the passage of
Publlc Law 92-32. We ask that you urge the
U.S. Department of AgriCUlture to revise the
proposed regulations to reflect the expressed
directions of Congress.

Mrs. E. E. JACOB,
President,

Parents Teachers Assocfatton.

SEPTEMBEIl 18,1971.
Senator MONDALE,
Washington, D.O.:

The secondary administrators in Minne
apoliS which now numbers 87 members wIsh
to go on record that we protest the decision
which has been made regarding the change
in lunch price especially for the Target area
schools and all Minneapolis schools inclUded.
We feel that such a decision was untimely for
our working in the community and certainly
does not help the hUngry chUd who needs
support.

THE SECONDARY ADMINISTRATOIlS,
MtnneapoZt8 PUblic Schools.

WINDOM ELEMENTARY ScHOOL,
Minneapolis, Minn., September 17,1971.

President RICHARD M. NIXON,
The White House, Washington, D.O.

DEAR PRESIDENT NIXON: We are protesting
the Withdrawal of federal funds from the
school hot lunch program.

The Minneapolis Publlc Schools cannot
finance the deficit created by the wIthdrawal
of federal funds, so the cost of hot school
lunches wIll be raised as of September 27th.
Many children wIll go hungry. This is a glar
ing departure from your compaign promises.
Parents in our community see an increase
in the cost of school lunches and the with
drawal of some free lunch programs as in
consistent wIth the price freeze.

Well nourished children are more recep
tive to learning. It is Ineffective and inap
propriate to allocate funds for educational
programs without providing the conditions
that make learning possible. Hungry chil
dren cannot learn.

This is also an economically unsound ac
tion. Administrative costs of screening
bUdgets, keeping records, collecting, etc. far
exceed the cost of prOViding a free lunch for
all children in depressed 'areas.

We strongly urge you to reconsider this
action and expand rather than curtail fed
eral funds for the school hot lunch program.

Sincerely yours,
Morris Vogel, Evelyn Silverman, PhylliS

Lund. Betty Forbes, Marilyn Kledslsch,
Violet Malchow, Esther Babiracki, Ann
Davis, Earl S. Johnson, Louise Hen
rikmen, Mary ---, Mary Wether
spoon, Margaret Decker.

Barbara McCart, Vi Bradherst, Grace
Olson, Barbara Johnston, Isaiah
Brewer, Patricia Madden, Rishelle Nis
bett, Arthur Anderson, Kathleen Erick
son. Bernice Lumesth.

DULUTH PUBLIC SCHOOLS,
Duluth, Minn., September 3,1971.

Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR Sm: I was greatly encouraged last
year to hear of the administration's plan
for a hot lunch program for public school
children that would provide a good hot lunch
for children. I was even more encouraged by
a provision which allowed Us to provide free
and reduced cost lunches to needy children.
Now ,the news is bleak I The drastic cuts in
subsidies will mean a loss of $86,000 to our
program. Instead of just breaking even this
loss will probably mean a drastic reduction or
even ellminatlon of our program. Our local
school budget Is such that we cannot absorb
this type of undercutting.

What can you do to help us?
Yours truly,

DONALD H. PECKENPAUGH,
Superintendent.

MINNEAPOLIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS.
MinneapoUs, Minn., September 16, 1971.

Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The news of Presi
dent Nixon's cutback in support of the Fed
eral Lunch Program distresses us greatly.
We feel that there is a significant part of
our population in the income range where
the expenditure of the additional money for
lunches will come as a great economic
hardship.

Please assert as much presSUre on your
fellow legislators and the Executive Branch
to have this cutback rescinded Immediately.
A great amount of time, work and money can
be saved if this matter is rectified.

Very truly yours,
JACK A. GILBERTSON,

Princtpal.

MADISON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL.
Minneapolis, Minn., September 16, 1971.

President RICHARD M. NIXON.
The White House,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR PRESIDENT NIXON: We are dismayed
at the wIthdrawal of federal funds from the
school hot lunch program.

The Minneapolls Public Schools cannot fi
nance the deficit created by the withdrawal
of federal funds, so the cost of hot school
lunches will be raised as of September 27th.
Ma.ny children wlll go hungry. This Is a
glaring departure from your campaign
promises. Parents In our community see this
as Inconsistent with the price freeze.

Well nourished children are more recep
tive to learning. It is ineffective and inap
propriate to allocate funds for educational
programs wIthout providing the conditions
that make learning possible. Hungry chU·
dren cannot learn.

This Is also an economically unsound ac
tion. Administrative costs of screening
bUdgets, keeping records, collecting, etc. far
exceed the cost of providing a free lunch
for all children in depressed areas.

We strongly urge you to reconsider this
action and expand rather than curtail fed
eral funds for the school hot lunch program.

Sincerely yours,
Jean S. Hendrickson, Waldamar P. Bu

chanan, Violet Brandherst, Marguerltte
Smith, Douglas C. Anderson, Ellen
Grothe, Helen Sarff, Herman Hargest.
Judith Keregi, Helen I. Soderl1nd,
Jeanette Knutson, WUUam Lersung,
Harriet P. Burns. Evelyn I. Sheldrup,
Charles R. Olson.

Robert E. Frank, Dennis M. Hawkinson,
Beverly Carroll, Marianne Christian
son, Dennis J. Hayden, Shirley J. ad.
den, Carol Brant, Robert Wudllck,
Shirley Carpenter, Jean Banks. Carol
Oman, Marlon Capistrant, Wilma Lane,
Jean Rosenfeld, Cyril L. Paul.

CATHOLIC EDUCATION CENTER,
St. Paul, Minn., September 16,1971.

Senator WALTER MONDALE,
U.S. Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: Just a brief note
to thank you for your work on behalf of the
less affluent children being affected by the
AgriCUlture Department's decision not to
support the free and reduced lunch program.
In the event that no change is made in pres
ent polley, we wIll have to drop our program
in connection with Project Discovery in St.
Paul. We simply do not have the $7.000 that
we will run In debt under the present AgrI
culture Department pollc1es.

We have tried to get some help on the state
level but have been told that there is no
chance. Only the federal people can be of any
help in making changes.

I realize that you are working on this prob
lem and I applaud you for it. Even if you
can't get anything accomplished in thiS area,
thank you for trying.

Sincerely yours,
Father JOHN GILBERT,

Supertntendent.

MINNEAPOLIS PUBLIO ScHOOLS,
Minneapolis, Minn., September 16,1971.

Hon. WALTER MONDALE.
Senate Office Butlding,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: I want to express
my appreciation for your efforts on behalf of
the school lunch program. The loss of federal
funds means for our school an increase in the
cost of hot lunches from 20 cents to S5 cents.
It Is especially dlfflcult in view of the fact
that this school has just been declared a
"Target Area" school. and parents have many
questions as to Whether this designation
really has any meanini'. With the lower prIce
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this year, fewer people applled for free or
reduced cost lunches; thus, many were able
to preserve a sense of dignity and self-sum
ciency which may now be threatened.

I hope you will be able to convince the Ad
ministration that the availablllty of a
nourishing hot lunch for all children can
contribute much to successful learning, gen
eral health, and also education in nutrition.

Sincerely yours,
(Mrs.) MARY Lou LOUD,

School Social Worker.

MINNEAPOLIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS,
Minneapolis, Minn., September 16, 1971.

Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR l\'[ONDALE: I'm writing this
letter to you fully aware of your dlllgence
and perserverance in securing funds for pUb
He school lunch programs. Not with a feeling
of protest,but rather with indignation and
a sense of frustration over the recent change
in our federal guidelines for target area
schools.

I keep asking myself how In a country
with all our resources we chDo~e to save funds
In the area of food for children? How we can
loan money to large corporations and tell
parents we're short of funds for hot lunch
programs? The answer to these questions
must lie In the Congress of the United States
and the men who represent us In office. Sure
ly a change in priorities must be Instituted.

Please continue your efforts in the behalf
of pUblic education.

Sincerely,
KENNETH A. SCHUMACK, Principal.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.,
September 18,1971.

SenatoT WALTER MONDALE,
washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: As a teacher In
one of the Minneapolis inner city schools, I
strongly support your ;action In trying to
stop the lunch program change proposed by
President Nixon.

Sincerely,
MARIE C. SUNDHEIM.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.,
September 21, 1971.

The Honorable Senator MONDALE:
We would appreciate your support In op

posing any change In the school hot lunch
program.

I feel the proposed change would be tak
Ing food out of the mouths of children.

Very truly yours,
Mrs. J. WASHOSKY,

Whittier PTA-Minneapolis.

SEPTEMBER 21, 1971.
DEAR MR. MONDALE: The parents in the

Phillips Jr. High School area feel very badly
about the rise in cost to them, for school
lunches.

Most of these people cannot afford the new
prices and the children wlll be getting along
on less than good nutrition.

Mrs. R. W. KEATING,
PTA President.

AUGUST 29, 1971.
Hon. CLIFFORD M. HARDIN,
Secretary oj Agriculture, U.S. Department oj

Agriculture, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SECRETARY HARDIN: " I strongly urge

that you Withdraw the regUlations issued
August 13, 1971, pertaining to reimburse
ment rates for the School Lunch Program.

"I object not only to the content of these
regulations but also to the timing and con
ditions of their announcement.

"In each respect, the Department would
break faith with Congress, the States and
hungry children If these regulr.tlons go Into
effect.

"It Is outrageous to consider that--desplte

massive federal support for spending on
space, loans to Lockheed and other non
essential programs-budgetary manipula
tions might lie behind rules which deny
meals to children who are guaranteed these
lunches under federal law.

"I need not repeat the President's promise
to end hunger among American school chll
dren. But beyond promises, Public Law 91
248 requires that 'any chlld who is a member
of a household that has an annual income
not above the applicable family size Income
level shall be served meals free or at a
reduced cost:

"In accordance with the law, States have
submitted plans to meet that requirement.
But If the new regulations are adopt2d,
thirty-seven State school lunch directors
have testified they will be unable to Imple
ment the plans they developed, In good
faith, to comply With P.L. 91-248.

"Does the Department ask that the States
rescind plans that are reqUired by law? Does
it ask that the States pay for the school
lunch program when they are already under
such severe budgetary strain? Or, shOUld
children who do not qualify under the Act
absorb the cost of lunches for those who do?

"These are the alternatives posed by the
August 13 regUlations. I fear the likely answer
is that hungry children again will not get
food.

"As unacceptable as the new regulationfl
are in SUbstance, the timing and conditions
for their release are Inexcusable.

"The August 13th public announcement
comes just three weeks before school is to
start, too late for many States to abandon
their plans without chaos. It comes whllo
Congress Is in recess. Moreover, the fifteen
day period for response denies both tho
States and Congress a fair opportunity for
comment.

"To all of these arguments, I would add
one more.

"Promises for opportunity and laws to
protect the rights of children must be more
than mere words, or our children will respect
neither the word nor the law of this govern
ment. But, truthfully, respect for the law
and concern for American children are not
embodied In the August 13th regUlations.

"I hope that you will act to withdraw
them."

Sincerely,
WALTER F. MONDALE.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

5.1521

At the request of Mr. PROXMIRE, the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MON
DALE) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1521, to prohibit television blackouts of
home games when all tickets are sold.

5. 1985

At the request of Mr. WILLIAMS, the
Senator from Oregon (Mr, HATFIELD)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1985, the
Truth in Food Labeling Act.

5.2023

At the request of Mr, BAYH, the Sena
tor from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE) was
added as a cosponsor to S. 2023, a bill to
provide for a procedure to investigate
and render decisions and recommenda
tions \vith respect to grievances and ap
peals of employees of the Foreign Service.

s. 2083

At the request of Mr. BAYH, the Sena
tor from TIlinois (Mr. STEVENSON), the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WIL
LIAMS) , and the Senator from New York
(Mr. JAVITS) were added as cosponsors

to S. 2083, a bill to prohibit the poisoning
of animals and birds on the public lands
of the United States, and for other pur
poses.

5. 2084

At the request of Mr. BAYH, the Sena
tor from New Jersey (Mr. WILLIAMS),
and the Senator from New York (Mr.
JAVITS) were added as cosponsors to S.
2084, a bill to discourage the use of leg
hold or steel jaw traps on animals in
the United States.

8. 2237

At the request of Mr. JACKSON, the
Senator from North Dakota (Mr, BUR
DICK) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2237, to establish within the Department
of the Interior the Indian Business De
velopment Program to stimulate Indian
entrepreneurship and employment.

8.2304

At the request of Mr. TOWER, theSena
tor from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 2304, to amend
title 38, United States Code, to provide
financial assistance to institutions for the
establishment and expansion of pro
grams under which veterans with mili
tary acquired medical skills will be
trained and educated in the allied health
professions.

8.2345

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. THuR
MOND) was added ,as a cosponsor of
S. 2345, to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 to allow an income tax de
duction for donations of blood.

8.2360

At the request of Mr. WILLIAMS, the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD),
and the Senator from TIlinoi'S (Mr.
PERCY) were ,added as cosponsors of
S. 2360, the Automobile Driver Educa
tion Act.

8.2437

At the request of Mr. FONG, the Sena
tor from Washington (Mr. JACKSON) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 2437, to au
thorize a progI1am for the development
of fishery resources in the Central, West
ern, and South Pacific Ocean.

8.2497

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the
Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS) was
added asa cosponsor of S.2497, to au
thorize the President, through the tem
porary Vietnam Children's care Agency,
to enter into arrangements with the Gov
ernment of South Vietnam to provide
assistance in improving the welfare of
children in South Vietnam and to facili
tate the adoption of orphaned or aban
doned Vietnamese children, partiCUlarly
children (If U.S. fathers.

s. 2535

At the request of Mr. BAYH, the Sena
tor from Rhode Island .(Mr. PELL), the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PAS
TORE), the Senator from South Dakota
(Mr. MCGOVERN), and the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. BROOKE) were added
as cosponsors to S. 2535, a bill to provide
financial assistance for State and local
small, community-based correctional fa
cilities; for the creation of innovative
programs of vocational training, job
placement, and on-the-job counseling; to


