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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I SUggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
11 A.M. TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today it stand
in adjournment until the hour of 11 a.m.
tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS
TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
anticipated that we will get to the New
Hampshire matter tomorrow around 12
o'clock. Committees ought to be on no
tice that until around that time, any
way, they will be eligible to meet with
out permission of the Senate.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MCCLURE). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the distinguished Senator yield for
unanimous-consent request?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield.

S. 1256 PLACED UNDER "SUBJECTS
ON THE TABLE"

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that Calendar
Order No. 163, S. 1256, a bill to extend
for 1 additional year entitlements for
part B of the Education of the Handi
capped Act, be placed under the heading
"Subjects on the Table."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
Senator for yielding.

NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT AND
CHILD NUTRITION ACT OF 1966
AMENDMENTS OF 1975
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill (H.R. 4222) to
amend the National School Lunch Act
and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 in
order to extend and revise the special
food service for children and the school
breakfast program, and for other pur
poses related to strengthening the school
lunch and child nutrition programs.

imous consent that the following staff
members of the Committee of Agriculture

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask unan
and Forestry be permitted to be present
on the floor during consideration of H.R.
4222, including all rollcall votes thereon:

Michael R. McLeod, Carl P. Rose, For
est W. Reece, James E. Thornton, Wil
liam A. Taggart, James C. Webster, and
Kim Wells of the Senate Nutrition Com-
mittee. '

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that How
ard Sagamore of my staff be granted t?:1e
privilege of the floor during the consid
eration of the school lunch program
measure.

Tlie PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT AND CHILD
NUTRITION ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1975

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the legal
authorities for the school breakfast pro
gram, the special year-round and sum
mer food programs for children, and the
special supplemental food program for
women, infants and children-WIC-all
expire this year. The authority to pur
chase nonsurplus commodities to main
tain donations for food assistance pro
grams also expires this year. All of these
programs were originally scheduled to
expire on June 30, 1975. However, the
President has approved emergency bills
extending the special food service pro
grams for children and the WIC pro
gram through September 30, 1975. The
school breakfast program has also been
extended.

H.R. 4222, as amended by the Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
is designed to extend the programs which
would otherwise expire and make
changes to strengthen and improve all
the child nutrition programs. The bill,
as amended by the committee, would-

First. Extend through September 30,
1977, the school breakfast program.

Second. Extend through September 30,
1977, the Secretary's authority to pur
chase agricultural commodities for dona
tion to the child nutrition programs
when acquisitions under other agricul
tural authorities are not available.

States which phased out their com
modity distribution facilities prior to
July 1, 1974, could elect to receive cash
in lieu of donated foods.

Third. Revise the special food service
program for children to extend the sum
mer food program through September 30,
1977.

Fourth. Revise the year-round phase
of the special food service program into
a new child care food program to be
effective through September 30, 1977.
Payments for breakfasts, lunches, and
suppers under this program would be
computed in accordance with the fixed
reimbursement rates applicable to break
fasts and lunches served under the school
breakfast and school lunch programs. A
$3 million annual authorization also is
provided for food service equipment as
sistance under the new child care food
program.

Fifth. Extend through September 30,
1977, the special supplemental food pro
gram for women, infants, and children-

WIC-and increase the annual expendi
ture authorization level for the program
to $250 million, including the use of sec
tion 32 funding.

Sixth. Expand the definition of
"school" under the school lunch program
and the school breakfast program to in
clude any public or licensed nonprofit
private residential child care institu
tion, including, but not limited to, or
phanages and homes for the mentallY
retarded.

Seventh. Amend-beginning July I,
1976-the provision under which the
Secretary of Agriculture issues revised
income poverty guidelines for use in the
child nutrition programs. Under thE
amendment, the guidelines would be
based on more current data.

Eighth. Extend through September 30,
1977, the requirement that a percentage
of schOOl food service equipment funds
must be reserved for schools without food
service, with the requirement being re
duced to 33 % percent of funds appro
priated for such purpose and expansion
of eligibility for schools which may draw
upon such reserve funds to include any
school not serving hot meal service
rather than any meal service.

Mr. President, I move that the Senate
agree to the committee amendment, and
that the bill as thus amended be treated
as original text for the purpose of fur
ther consideration and possible amend
ment.

I

Mr. President, the adequacy of food
is clearly the basis of a society and diet,
and to a large extent, determines the
quality of life within the society. Inade
quacies of diet, especially for children,
limit individual growth and develop
ment. This reduces not only individual
potential, but also reduces the total po
tential of the society.

In a Nation such as ours, which is so
blessed with a rich abundance of food
and agricultural productivity, no child
need be deprived of his or her opportu
nity for development due to lack of a
proper diet.

The school lunch and child nutrition
programs, in concert with our Nation's
educational system, provide the basis
for fulfillment of our Nation's goal of
assuring every individual the opportu
nity of complete development and self
expression.

The Congress, in recognition of these
basic facts, enacted the National School
Lunch Act in 1946. In its first year of
operation, the Congress provided ap
proximately $60 million to finance the
school lunch program in the form of
cash payments to States to assist schools
to make local purchases of food. Funds
are provided to State agencies on a na
tional average earning factor to reim
burse participating schools on a per
formance basis for all meals served to
children. The amount of Federal funds
provided for these purposes has steadily
increased over the years to an estimated
$470 million in fiscal year 1975.

Since the inception of the school lunch
program, a number of. other program
components have been added under the
National School Lunch Act and the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966. They include
the following:
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FOOD COMMODITY DONATIONS

Agricultural commodities acquired by
the U.S. Department of Agriculture un
der various farm price stabilization pro
gram authorities, or purchased through
the use of custom receipt funds derived
under section 32 of the act of 1935, are
donated to schools and institutions
through State distributing agencies. In
1974, Congress established a 10-cent
minimum value of donated foods for
each lunch served in the national school
lunch program. In fiscal year 1975,
$411 million in commodities were ac
quired by the Department of Agriculture
to meet its donation obligations to
schools and institutions.
FREE AND REDUCED PRICE LUNCH ASSISTANCE

In 1962, Congress, in an effort to make
the school lunch program more effective
in reaching needy children, added a pro
gram of special cash assistance to schools
to finance free and reduced price lunches
served to such children. This program
was first funded in 1966 at the level of
$2 million. In fiscal year 1975, obligations
for this program are projected at
$815 million. Children eligible for free
lunches come from families with incomes
within the poverty level as prescribed by
the Secretary, except that States may
establish eligibility at 125 percent of that
level. Schools with reduced price pro
grams may furnish reduced price lunches
to children with incomes between the
eligibility for free lunches and 175 per
cent of the poverty level.

SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM

In fiscal yea,r 1967, under authority
provided in the Child Nutrition Act of
1966, $1.5 million was appropriated to
finance the start of the school breakfast
program, which again provides cash
grant assistance to States to initiate,
maintain or expand such a program in
schools. This program must be made
available to all schools desiring to partic
ipate. The school breakfast program re
ceives Federal cash payments to help
finance paid, reduced price and free
breakfasts, utilizing the same income
eligibility criteria as is used under the
lunch program. Fiscal year 1975 obliga
tions for this particular program are
estimated to be $83 million.

SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM

In fiscal year 1955, an appropriation
of $17.2 million was provided by Con
gress to fund the first special milk pro
gram, which had been authorized a year
earlier. This program seeks to encourage
the consumption of milk by children and
is required to be made available to all
nonprofit primary and secondary schools,
summer camps for children, and child
care institutions requesting it. All chil
dren who qualify for free lunches also
are eligible to receive free milk under the
special milk program. And children who
receive milk as part of their lunch under
the school lunch program are eligible to
purchase or receive an extra half pint
of milk under the special milk program.
In fiscal year 1975, obligations for this
program are estimated to be $125 million.
SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE EQUIPMENT ASSISTANCE

PROGRAM

Under the Child Nutrition Act of 1966,
a proi!"aID of cash assistance to help

schools in low-income areas acquire food
service equipment was authorized. State
and local sources must bear 25 percent
of the cost of such equipment purchases.
However, this requirement may be met
on a statewide average basis and may be
waived in the case of especially needy
schools without food service. A portion
of these funds-currently 50 percent
are reserved for exclusive use in needy
schools without food service. A survey
conducted in 1973, showed that 17,800
eligible schools with 5 million children
enrolled were without food service pro
grams. This particular program was first
funded in fiscal year 1967, at a level of
$750,000. The amount appropriated for
fiscal year 1975 was $28 million.
YEAR-ROUND AND SUMMER CHILD FOOD SERVICE

PROGRAMS

In 1968, the National School Lunch
Act was amended to provide a 3-year
pilot special food service program for
children in nonresidential child care in
stitutions serving low-income areas and
areas with working mothers. The pro
gram operates in a twofold manner:
Year round in day care centers for pre
school children; and summer only in
parks, playgrounds, and recreation pro
grams for school age children in low
income areas. In 1974, 366,000 children
participated in the year-round program
and 1.4 million participated in the sum
mer portion of the program. The entire
program was initially funded at $8.75
million in fiscal year 1969. The funding
in fiscal year 1975 is expected to be $117
million.

STATE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSE ASSISTANCE

The Child Nutrition Act of 1966 au
thorized the use of Federal funds for
State administrative expenses for super
vising and giving technical assistance to
schools and institutions participating in
child nutrition programs. In fiscal year
1969, $1.75 million was first provided for
this purpose. In fiscal year 1975, the level
of Federal funding will be $6.7 million.

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM FOR
WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN-WIC

In 1972, the Child Nutrition Act of
1966 was amended to provide a 2-year
pilot program designed to meet the nu
trition needs of young children and in
fants from low-income families at their
most critical stage of development and
to provide extra protein rich food to
their high-risk mothers during pregnancy
and while they are nursing. Under this
program cash grants are made to State
health departments, which in turn pro
vide these funds to local health, welfare,
or private nonprofit agencies serving
local health or welfare needs. Individual
participants eligible to receive benefits
under this program must be determined
by competent professionals to be at
nutritional risk due to inadequate nutri
tion and incbme. Medical records must
be kept by State and local agencies
carrying out the program to help deter
mine the benefits achieved by WIC in
overcoming malnutrition and its result
ing disabilities. Local agency eligibility
to receive grants is determined by USDA
based upon a state's submission of ap
proved applications. The program did not
get underway until fiscal year 1974, at

which time expenditures were mandated
at $40 million. For fiscal year 1975, the
required level of expenditures was in
creased to $100 million, but due to the
slow startup of the program-plus man
dated annual expenditures-the current
annualized rate of expenditure for this
program in fiscal year 1975 is now ap
proaching $200 million.

n

Mr. President, our Nation's school
lunch and other child nutrition programs
have grown tremendously since they first
began in 1946. This growth inclUdes both
increasing numbers of children served,
and increasing amounts of Federal dol
lars spent, under these programs.

And before I leave the matter of the
Federal funds provided to help finance
these programs, it is important to note
that Federal payment rates for most all
of the programs that I mentioned must
be adjusted either annually or semian
nually to refiect any changes in the price
index for the cost of food served away
from home. Such indexing has reSUlted
in steady increases in the Federal pay
ments made to help finance these pro
grams since its adoption in 1973.

In fiscal year 1975, the total Federal
funding level for all of the programs
that I have mentioned will be about $2
billion. Assuming simple extension of all
of these programs, without making any
changes in them, the Federal cost in fis
cal year 1976 would likely reach almost
$2.6 billion. With the enactment of H.R.
4222, as amended by the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, the cost in fis
cal year 1976 would be almost $2.8 bil
lion. However, if H.R. 4222 was enacted
as passed by the House of Representa
tives, the Federal cost in fiscal year 1976
would be approximately $3.1 billion.

In

Mr. President, during consideration of
H.R. 4222, S. 850, and other related child
nutrition bills, the Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry rejected two
major provisions contained in H.R.
4222, as passed by the House of Repre
sentatives. The first provision would re
quire an additional 5-cent Federal reim
bursement for rlscal year 1976, for each
lunch served to children who do not
qualify for free or reduced price meals.
This provision, if enacted, would add an
other $125 million in Federal outlays
during fiscal year 1976 under the school
lunch program. The provision would
provide large additional amounts of Fed
eral funds to Montgomery County, Md.,
and other high income counties through
out the Nation, while providing little or
nothing to the lower income counties of
the Nation.

The second provision would require all
schools participating under the national
school lunch program to offer a reduced
price lunch program. The provision
would raise the income eligibility for the
reduced price lunch program to 100 per
cent above the income poverty guideline
established by the Secretary which is now
75 percent above the guideline. The cost
of this amendment in fiscal year 1976 is
estimated by our committee staff at $180
million, and much more, by USDA.

Mr. President, the American taxpayer,
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through his Federal Government, has
been most generous over the past 30
years in funding the expansion of our
Nation's school lunch a",d other child
nutrition programs. However, I believe
there is a limit as to how much further
the Federal Government can go in this
direction. When you combine the esti
mated costs of the food stamp program
in fiscal year 1976, with the estimated
costs of all the child nutrition programs
covered under this bill, the total Federal
costs in fiscal year 1976 for all of these
programs could be as high as $9 billion.

Mr. President, I support H.R. 4222, as
amended by the Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, but I cannot
support any further expansions beyond
what this bill now provides. Our na
tional treEtSury simply cannot take many
more raids upon it, no matter how well
intended the purpose or program.

Mr. President, I urge the prompt adop
tion by the Senate of H.R. 4222, as
amended by the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry.

Mr. HUJlJiPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield.
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I rise

today to express my strong support for
one of the more important pieces of leg
islation in the child nutrition field to
come before the Senate in several years.
H.R. 4222, as amended by the Senate
Agriculture Committee, would make ma
jor improvements in the school food pro
grams, summer feeding, day care feed
ing, and the special supplemental food
program for women, infants, and chil
dren-WIC.

The bill includes two amendments
which I offered in committee. One or
these amendments will make the in
come poverty guidelines used in the child
nutrition programs more up-to-date.
Currently, these guidelines aJ:e based on
income data that is 12 months old when
the guidelines take effect and 24 months
old when the guidelines expire. My
amendment will ensure that the guide
lines are only 2 months old when they
take effect.

Under my amendment, the income
guidelines to take effect on July 1 of each
fiscal year will be revised to reflect
changes in the consumer price index for
the 12-month period ending in April of
such fiscal year. In addition, my amend
ment prescribes a special procedure to be
used for the first such update, in order
to move the gUidelines from their old
system of updating to the new system re
quired by my amendment. The first up
date. to become effective on July 1, 1976,
will be made by multiplying the guide
lines in effect during the 1975-76 school
year by the percentage change between
the average CPI for calendar year 1974
and the CPI for April 1976.

I also authored an amendment to con
tinue to reserve equipment funds for
schools without a food service. There re
main today over 16,000 schools-with
over 4 million schoolchildren-that lack
any food service. My amendment pro
vides that one-third of the equipment
funds appropriated by Congress for use
during fiscal year 1976, during next sum
mer's transition period, and during fiscal

year 1977 be reserved for use in schools
without a food service and in schools
without the facilities to prepare or re
ceive hot meals.

Mr. President, in addition to these two
amendments, I was an original cosponsor
of S. 850, which contained many of the
excellent provisions in the bill now before
us. The bill requires that the Secretary
of Agriculture purchase sufficient com
moditiesto maintain, through Septem
ber 30, 1977, the annually programed
levels of commodity assistance for pro
grams authorized under the National
School Lunch Act, the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966, and the Older Americans Act.
The Secretary would also have to con
tinue to supply the traditional variety of
commodities to schools; and would have
to supply other programs (such as the
title VII elderly nutrition program) with
the same variety of corrmodities that
schools receive to the maximum extent
that this is feasible.

The bill also makes residential child
caring institutions eligible for the school
lunch and breakfast programs. Such in
stitutions would include-but not be lim
ited to-orphanages, homes for blind,
handicapped, or mentally retarded chil
dren, temporary homes for runaway chil
dren, homes for young unwed mothers
and children's wings, or sections of resi
dential institutions for groups such as the
blind, the handicapped, or the mentally
or physically incapacitated.

Another provision approved by the
committee would help make sure that
families whose principal wage earner is
unemployed learn that their unemployed
status may have qualified their children
for free or reduced-price school meals.
The provision requires that local school
authorities inform families that have
suffered an income loss through unem
ployment that the families are eligible for
free or reduced-price school meals if the
families meet the necessary income cri
teria.

At present. local school authorities
must simply announce the free and re
duced-price meal guidelines on or about
the beginning of school each year. This
new provision would also require school
authorities to make public announce
ments through the media about the in
come criteria, to send notices home with
children when major layoffs occur in
their areas, and to find other means of
getting this information to the recently
unemployed-such as, for example, dis
tributing school lunch information to
unions with members that are unem
ployed.

This provision would requIre school au
thorities in all areas to coordinate efforts
with local unemployment offices, so that
persons in all areas applying for or re
ceiving unemployment insurance are
given a notice about the income guide
lines for free and reduced-price school
meals. The Secretary would be required
to promulgate regulations prescribing
these and other procedures for schools
to use in informing unemployed fam
ilies about free and reduced-price school
lunches.

H.R. 4222 makes major steps forward
in other child feeding programs as well.
I am particularly proud of the changes

made in the WIC program, a program
originally established by an amendment
I introduced back in 1972.

The bill before the Senate today ex
tends the WIC program through Sep
tember 30, 1977, and authorizes appro
priations of $250 million for each fiscal
year. This means that $250 million is au
thorized for fiscal year 1976, $250 million
for fiscal year 1977, and a prorata share
of $62.5 million for the transition period
of July 1 through September 30, 1976.
The bill provides that if these sums of
money have not been appropriated by
July I, 1975, July I, 1976, and October 1,
1976, sufficient money shall be taken
from the section 32 fund to bling the
funding level to $250 minion each fiscal
year-and to $62.5 million for the tran
sition period.

Any fiscal year 1975 WIG money that
is unspent shall be carried over into fiscal
year 1976 and added to the $250 million
provided for fiscal year 1976. The Secre
tary is required to spend the resulting
total-which should be about $290 mil
lion-for fiscal year 1976 WIC opera
tions, but in the event any funds are not
used, they must be carried over into the
transition period, and added to the $62.5
million available for the period from
July 1 through September 30, 1976. Any
funds unexpended during this period
must be carried over into fiscal year 1977
and added to the $250 million provided
for fiscal year 1977. This should provide
adequate levels of funding for the WIG
program.

The committee also increased the
amount of administrative funds the Sec
retary may pay for WIC operations to
20 percent of program funds, and ex
panded the definition of administrative
costs to inclUde clinic costs and nutri
tion education. Nutrition education ac
tivities would be required of all WIG
clinics.

Among the most important sections of
this bill are those dealing with summer
feeding and child care feeding. In the
summer feeding area, .the committee
adopted a number of changes recom
mended by a recent report of the Gen
eral Accounting Office.

The bill provides that all eligible sum
mer feeding sponsors be allowed to enter
the program upon request, just as all
eligible schools must be allowed into the
school food programs upon request. If
s'.lfficient money had not been appropri
ated in the beginning of the fiscal year,
USDA would have to come back for a
supplemental appropriation, just as it
does in the school food programs. No
eligible sponsor could be tl).rned down, or
be limited as to the number of meals or
children it can serve or the number of
days it can operate because of a lack of
funds.

To be eligible, a sponsor would have to
serve children from an area of poor eco
nomic conditions. In addition, sponsors
would have to run a "regularly sched
uled" program, meaning that the pro
gram would be located at specific sites
and run at regular times.

To be eligible, a sponsor would need to
provide only the food service. Other orga
nized activities would not be a prereq-
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ulsite to running a program. Sponsors
could rUll. the program for any period
from May 1 to September 30, except that
areas with a continuing school calendar
in which the school vacations are dur
ing nonswnmer months could run the
program during such vacation periods.

The bill also takes a forward step in
restoring breakfasts to the list of meals
that summer sponS0rs may offer. Under
this bill, sponsors could not be prohibited
fr0m serving lunches, breakfasts, sup
pers, and supplements so long as the serv
ice of different meals did not overlap. So
long as there is a recognizable time in
terval between meals, sponsors could
serve more than one meal. This would
end USDA's current practice of prevent
ing more than one meal from being
served at a site unless children remain in
attendance for five consecutive hours.

The bill also incorporates a GAO rec
ommendation for advance payments. The
bill requires that sponsors be given ad
vance monthly payments on June I, July
1, and August 1 of each year. The amount
of the advance payments would equal
either thesponsor's expenditure for sum
mer feeding for the same calendar month
of the previous summer, or 65 percent of
the sponsor's estimated need for the
coming month, whichever is greater. In
addition, sponsors could receive startup
costs prior to June 1 to help them with
program planning.

Finally, the bill allows into the pro
gram overnight camps for children from
poor economic areas, so long as the camps
operate for any period of time from May
1 through September 30, or during vaca
tion periods in localities with a continu
ous school calendar.

Under the bill, sponsors would receive
reimbursement for the full cost of food
service operations-including adminis
trative costs and costs for the rental of
equipment and space-up to specified
amounts for each breakfast, lunch, sup
per, and supplement served. The speci
fied maximum amounts-both for ad
ministrative costs and other food service
costs-would be adjusted each year to
refiect changes in the consumer price
index.

The importance of the summer feeding
provisions of this bill are matched by
the magnitude of the changes made in
child care feeding. Here, as in summer
feeding, all eligible sponsors would re
ceive the program upon request. No
eligible child care sponsor could be
turned down or have its program limited
as to the number of children or meals
it could serve, just as no eligible school
can be denied entry into the school food
programs or limited as to the number of
school lunches or breakfasts it can serve.
Child care programs would be permitted
to serve at least four mealS a day
breakfasts, lunches, suppers, and sup
plements-or two supplements instead
of either a breakfast, lunch, or supper.
If insufficient funds are appropriated
initially, the Congress would have to pro
vide a supplemental appropriation as it
does in the school programs.

To be eligible for the child care pro
gram, an institution must care for chil
dren but not maintain them in perma
nent residence. Eligible institutions in-

elude day care centers, group da~' care
homes, family day care homes, Head
Start and Home Start programs, and
any other nonresidential child-caring in
stitutions. An institution would have to
have either local, State or Federal li
censing or approval, or to satisfy the
Secretary that it complies with the Fed
eral interagency day care requirements
of 1963-as modified, where appropriate,
by the 1975 Federal day care regulations
issued as part of the Federal require
ments for title XX social services fund
ing. The Secretary would have to estab
lish procedures by which unlicensed child
care programs could have a chance to
show that they do comply with the Fed
eral interagency day care requirements.

In addition, the sponsoring institution
must have Federal tax exempt status, be
moving toward compliance with the re
quirements for tax exempt status, or be
operating another federally funded pro
gram requiring nonprofit status. The
sponsoring agency required to meet these
requirements concerning nonprofit status
can be an "umbrella sponsor" rather
than an individual day care program.
Larger institutions or agencies would be
able to apply for and to operate the day
care food program on behalf of small
individual day care programs with which
the larger institution or agency is asso
ciated. This arrangement has long been
used in the day care and summer feeding
programs authorized under section 13
of the National School Lunch Act, and
would be continued under this bill. Of
course, the "umbrella sponsors" would
have to accept final financial responsi
bility for the food service operations at
the individual day care programs. As at
present, such "umbrella sponsors" could
include units of city, country, or State
government or other public or private
nonprofit organizations, including volun
taryorganizations.

Reimbursements under the child care
food program would depend on the in
come of children's families, as in the
school food programs. The income eligi
bility limits used would be the same as
those used in the school food programs
and the method of calculating family in
come-gross income minus certain hard
ship deductions for high expenses-
would be precisely the same as that used
for the school programs.

In making eligibility determinations,
day care programs would be able to use
family income information that the pro
gram collected in order to receive other
public funds-such as title XX social
services funds. If a day care program is
not already in possession of such income
data-or if the data is incomplete in
areas such as allowable hardship deduc
tions-a simple affidavit could be col
lected from parents on an annual basis.

The legislation does not require child
care programs to record the number of
meals served each day to children in each
of the three income categories-free, re
duced-price, and paid meals. The legis
lation permits a State to establish a semi
annual per meal reimbursement rate for
each meal served in each child care pro
gram, and then to require programs
simply to record the numbers of lunches,
breakfasts, suppers, and supplements

they serve each day. The semiannual re
imbursement rate would be calculated
by taking the average reimbursement
per meal that a child care program would
get if it received the free meal, reduced
price meal, and paid meal reimburse
ments to which it would be entitled for
the number of children in each of these
three incom~ categories as shown by the
affidavits or other income data the pro
gram had collected. The program could
request a revision in the semiannual per
meal rates if changes occurred in the
income composition of families whose
children participated in the program.

This procedure allows child care pro
grams to receive the reimbursements
prescribed by this bill without being sub
ject to the complex recordkeeping re
quirements used in the school food pro
grams. Similarly, application forms and
financial forms and procedures required
of child care programs must be substan
tially simpler than those used in schools
and must take into account the unique
nature of child care programs. States
would be allowed to issue payments to
child care institutions either in advance
or in the form of reimbursements for
claims submitted, as states can do in the
school food programs. States using the
reimbursement method would be re
quired to issue the reimbursements with
in 30 days after claims have been sub
mitted. Under no circumstances, how
ever, maya sponsor receive USDA funds
under this bill that exceed the total cost
of its food service operations.

It should be noted that nothing in this
bill requires child care programs to col
lect money for meals served from chil
dren in attendance or from parents or
guardians. In fact, the bill prohibits the
Secretary from establishing such a re
quirement. Child care programs would
be permitted to use other public or pri
vate funds, or funds from fees collected
from parents for the entire day care
service, to cover the share of their food
service costs that is not borne by USDA
reimbursements. No change is made in
this area from the procedures currently
allowed under the special food service
program for children, under which no
meal payment from children or parents
is required.

Finally, the child care section of the
bill requires that $3 million be appor
tioned to States each fiscal year-and a
pro rata share of $750,000 during the
July I, 1976-September 30, 1976, transi
tion period-for equipment assistance
to child care programs. The bill also re
quires that USDA provide States with
the same commodity donation rate on
behalf of all lunches served in the child
care program as the Secretary provides
for all lunches served in the school lunch
program. As in the school lunch pro
gram, at least 75 percent of this dona
tion must be in commodities rather than
in cash. In selecting which commodities
to donate, the Secretary must, under
this bill, consult with authorities of child
care programs to determine their needs
for various types of commodities for
utilization In their programs.

In closing, Mr. President, I would like
to dwell for a final minute on one of the
most crucial aspects of this legislation-
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the sections dealing with the school
breakfast program.

The national school breakfast program
reaches only about 13 percent of the
country'S schools at the present time.
Despite the fact that the program was
first established many years ago by the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966, vast num
bers of pOOr children-who urgently
need help from the program-are still
not being reached. Accordingly one provi
sion in the bill we are presently con
sidering is of vital importance. This
provision clearly sets forth congressional
policy as to the extent to which state
and local education agencies must im
plement the breakfast program. The
provision requires that the breakfast
program must be operated in every
school "where it is needed to provide
adequate nutrition for children in at
tendance." By this provision we mean to
require the State agencies to expand
the breakfast program in their State to
include all schools located or serving im
poverished communities-such schools
normally designated as needy under title
I of the Elementary and Secondary Edu
cation Act or the schools that provide
one-fourth or more of their children
with free or reduced price school
lunches.

To effectuate our policy, we are in
cluding in the provision an instruction to
the Secretary of Agriculture that he un
dertake an immediate information effort
to seek local acceptance of our program
expansion requirement. In addition to
dispensing such information, the Secre
tary must issue new mandatory regula
tions putting this provision into immedi
ate effect. We expect that the regulations
will clearly articulate the statutory re
quirement that the school breakfast pro
gram be established-by State and local
educational agencies-in all needy
schools. Thereafter, but no later than 6
months after the passage of this bill, the
Agriculture Secretary must report to the
appropriate committees of jurisdiction
in Congress about his plans, and those
of the respective State agencies, in fos
tering compliance with the requirements
of the regulations and statute.

The bill now before us will strengthen
our commitment to extend the program
to all needy children in the country. In
1970, the Congress required all States to
submit annual plans of operations detail
ing how they will reach needy children
"to the maximum extent practicable."
Those plans were intended to be specific
and those plans were to clearly indicate
when particular schools in disadvantaged
areas would implement the program. Of
course, those plans had to be complied
with. This new legislation provides even
greater specificity· to States and school
districts about the plans and actions
they must take to implement the pro
gram in all needy schools.

The need for this new mandate is clear.
Many of the Nation's poor children, in
fact, a majority of them, are still unable
to obtain help through the school break
fast program. This means that millions
of poor children must still go through
school without the adequate morning
meal that would enable them to make
the most of their educational opportu-

nities. Educators and nutritionists agree
that an adequate breakfast is crucial to
a child's performance in the classroom.
Where the breakfast program is opera
tive teachers have found that children
are less restless, better able to concen
centrate, and more likely to learn. For
these millions of children, the school
breakfast porgram can provide crucial
assistance to their school careers. I do
not think anyone can disagree that this
program is one of the most effective in
vestments we can make in the future.

Mr. President, I urge adoption of this
bill as reported by the committee and also
the amendment which will be offered by
myself, and Senators MCGOVERN, CASE,
EAGLETON, and RANDOLPH.

I thank the Senator from Alabama for
yielding.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, every Mem
ber of the Congress is interested in assur
ing that American children have nutri
tious diets. Accordingly, the Federal Gov
ernment-in cooperation with the States
and localities-has established· several
meritorious child nutrition programs.
H.R. 4222, as reported by the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, continues
and improves each of these programs. It
is a sound bill which is a marked im
provement over the version passed by the
House of Representatives.

The Senate AgriCUlture Committee bill
assures continued operation of all pres
ent child nutrition programs through
fiscal year 1977. It extends authoriza
tion for the schOOl breakfast program,
the summer feeding program, and the
special supplemental food program for
women, infants, and children for 2 addi
tional years. It expands the child care
food program. And it makes numerous
other beneficial changes in the National
School Lunch Act and the Child Nutri
tion Act of 1966.

Importantly, the committee cut around
$300 million from the estimated cost of
the bill by eliminating two provisions
which are contained in the House bill.
The first would have provided an addi
tional 5-cent reimbursement for the next
fiscal year for each school lunch served to
children who do not qualify for free or
reduced price meals-in other words, an
additional subsidy to the non-needy. Jus
tifiably, the committee felt that at a time
of unprecedented budget deficits we
should not be spending over $125 million
to subsidize the meals of the nonpoor.

In response to budgetary pressures, the
committee also rejected a provision con
tained in the House bill which would have
mandated the offering of the reduced
price lunch program at 200 percent of the
established income poverty guidelines.
Under current law, reduced price lunches
may be offered to students coming from
families whose income does not exceed
175 percent of the income poverty guide
lines. In light of the $180 million cost of
mandating the reduced price lunch pro
gram up to 200 percent of the income
poverty guidelines, this provision, too,
was rejected.

Mr. President, this bill evidences the
continuing commitment of the Senate to
school lunch and child nutrition pro
grams. It signals to parents and children
that we will continue to expand and im-

prove all child nutrition programs just
as we have continuously over the past 29
years. At the same time, the Senate Agri
culture Committee bill responds to the
fiscal reality of a $70 billion Federal
budget deficit by trimming $300 million
from the House bill. It is a balanced,
equitable measure which meets the gen
eral goal of all child nutrition legisla
tion-to safeguard the health and well
being of the Nation's children.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, as
principal author of the legislation now
before us, and as someone who has had
a long and rewarding association with
child nutrition legislation, I offer a few
observations on H.R. 4222, the School
Lunch and Child Nutrition Act Amend
ments of 1975.

Those of us who support child nutri
tion programs realize that we have ar
rived at the point where it is necessary
to insist on a safe future for something
we believe in.

It is true that we are at a point in
modern history when things are not go
ing very well, and we all have opinions
on why our national economy and our
national spirit is troubled, and we all
have ideas as to what to do about it.

But the point we must address today
is how do the current conditions affect
the interests of child nutrition? Do we
abandon our efforts to expand the child
nutrition programs? Do we give in to the
administration's massive cutbacks? Do
we, in fact, acquiesce to a drastic reduc
tion in funds for food, or do we fight on?

It is my opinion that we have no
choice. The schoolchildren of America
are among our constituents, and we must
continue to act in their best interests.
And good nutrition is in their best inter
est.

The true test of programs like the
school lunch and breakfast programs is
not how well they function when the
economy is riding high, but how well
they function when the economy is un
dergoing diffiCUlties, and the people need
their benefits the most.

Others, in the administration, take the
position that during these rough times,
money must be saved, and that this is as
good a place as any to cut expenditures.

It is clear to me that this basic clash
in philosophies is what is really going on
this year in the area of child nutrition.

I and the other cosponsors of S. 850
believe we need these programs now
more than ever. Remembering the food
stamp vote, and taking a look at my
mail, I have got a notion we will succeed
once again in managing our school food
service crisis.

I do not think we need to really review
in detail the effect of the administra
tion's proposal. The Department of Ag
riculture did not send it to the Agricul
ture Committee in time for the markup
of what has become H.R. 4222, so I have
not had a chance to read it. But from
Undersecretary Feltner's testimony it is
clear that USDA's plan will in effect
eliminate:

First, diet supplementation for 800,000
low-income women, infants, and children
in 49 States;

Second, 2% billion school lunches for
children from middle-income homes;
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Third, milk for tens of millions of

young schoolchildren;
Fourth, all meals for any child in a

day care center, Head start center;
Fifth, all school breakfasts, taking

good away from over 11'2 million young
children each day, and

Sixth, summer lunches for over 1 mil
lion youngsters.

I believe this would be a disaster, and
my opinion has been shared by other
members of the Agriculture Committee.

My opinion is this:
At a time when food costs are rising

over 15 percent per year, when unem
ployment is hitting recordbreaking num
bers, when double digit inflation is be
wildering almost everyone, when the
farm economy is in trouble, and when
local economies need a boost, the Federal
nutrition programs are in a unique posi
tion to be used to help, not to hurt, our
people.

The bill we are considering today, H.R.
4222, essentially:

Extends the school breakfast program;
Extends and improves the Head Start

nutrition program and the day care nu
trition program;

Extends and expands the WIC
women, Infants, and children-program;

Extends and improves the distribution
of commodities to the school lunch
program;

Extends, for the first time, eligibility
for the school lunch program to chil
dren in orphanages, homes for the
mentally retarded, and so forth; and

Revises, extends, and improves the
summer food program.

This child nutrition bill is vitally im
portant. It represents one more advance
in our effort to help insure a nutritionally
adequate diet for all of America's
schoolchildren. Since the beginning of
this year's discussion of child nutrition
legislation, I have received almost 20,000
letters and petitions, all supporting such
legislation. The President's bloc grant
proposal, which would have eliminated
$700 million worth of nutritional bene
fits for millions of our children. has
received no support. I believe the Senate
has before it a very responsible and pro
gressive piece of legislation, and I urge
its immediate passage.

SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM

This bill contains important new pro
visions for each of the Federal child
feeding programs. One provision, how
ever, deserving special praise, relates to
the national school breakfast program.
Currently, section 1759a(e) (1) of the Na
tional School Lunch Act requires par
ticipating State educational agencies to
devise annual plans for the operation
of the breakfast program which spell out
how the State will expand the program
to serve needy children within the State
"to the maximum extent possible."

These plans should state, with sub
stantial specificity, which schools are in
needy neighborhoods and whether such
schools will implement the program-if
they have not done so already. The plans
must be detailed and should specifically
describe concrete plans for breakfast
program expansion by the State educa
tional agencies and local school districts.
Current Agriculture Department regula-

tions require the State to submit such
plans to the Department for approval
each year. Once such plans are approved,
the States must carry them out in order
to continue receiving funds. Thus, the
Secretary and the State agencies are
currently under an obligation to expand
the program to needy children.

The new breakfast provision we are
considering today is designed to reinforce
and further strengthen that expansion
mandate. This new provision was orig
inally included in S. 850, the bill that
I introduced earlier this year. Subse
quently, this provision was adopted by
the House Education and Labor Com
mittee and was approved by the full
House as part of H.R. 4222. The provision
is included in the Agriculture Commit
tee's bill that we are now debating.

The new provision requires the expan
sion of the school breakfast program to
"all schools where it is needed to provide
adequate nutrition for children in at
tendance." Such schools, by definition,
are the ones that are located in impover
ished areas-particularly the so-called
"title I schools" and the schools that serve
one-fourth or more of their children with
free or reduced price lunches. We expect
that the school breakfast program will
be expanded to these schools as quickly
as pOSsible and we have required the
Secretary to develop plans and to pro
mulgate regulations that clearly and
unequivocably will accomplish this
mandate.

Under the bill, the Secretary and state
educational agencies are required to
carry out an informational outreach
effort for the purposes of expanding the
program. In addition, the Secretary is to
devise plans and promulgate regulations
in order to effectuate the congressional
expansion directive that the program be
made available in "all schools where it
is needed to provide adequate nutrition
for children in attendance." Under our
committee's bill, the Secretary-within
6 months-must report to the commit
tees of jurisdiction in the Congress about
the plans he developed and the regula
tions he promulgated. This, by the way,
is the only difference in my original bill;
whereas my bill required a report in 90
days, the committee extended the report
ing requirement by an additional 90 days.

It should be noted that the Secretary's
new regulations, which should be pro
mulgated prior to his report to the Con
gress, should not deal merely in rhetoric
or exhortation. We expect the regula
tions to clearly reflect our mandate for
expansion of the breakfast program to
"Title I" and other needy schools. Simi
larly important, we expect the Secre
tary-together with State educational
agencies-to monitor local educational

-agencies' compliance with this require
ment. Hopefully, the Secretary's moni
toring plaI1& will be included in his re
port to the Congress. The Secretary's
regulations and follow-up plans must
effectively enforce youngster's rights
in schools located in needy neighbor
hoods-to have the breakfast program
Implemented by their school district.

The need to reach America's poor
children with the school breakfast pro
gram is, indeed, a serious one. In the

years since Congress first adopted the
Child Nutrition Act in 1966, we have
learned just how important the break
fast program is to improving the educa
tional performance of needy children.
Educators report that disciplinary prob
lems decrease, attendance improves, and
the students become more alert, more
eager to learn. We cannot afford to be
half-hearted in our commitment to pro
viding full nutrition to needy children.

RESIDENTIAL INSTITUTION FOOD PROGRAM

The bill extends the child nutrition
programs to nonprofit institutions which
have previously only been eligible for the
commodity distribution program.

Testimony received at the pUblic hear
ings on the child nutrition legislation
indicated that these children, who are
often institutionalized through no fault
of their own, receive less nutritional sup
port than children attending public
schools. The committee believes that all
children should have the same access to
the child nutrition programs.

The institutions eligible to participate
include, but are not limited to, orphan
ages, homes for the mentally retarded,
homes for the emotionally disturbed,
homes for unmarried mothers and their
infants, temporary shelters for runaway
children, hospitals for children who are
chronically ill, temporary shelters for
abused children, and juvenile detention
centers.

Such institutions would include the
children's wings or sections of hospitals,
homes for the mentally retarded, the
blind, the physically handicapped, or
other institutions.

This section of the bill is a very im
portant innovation in the area of child
nutrition.

SCHOOL LUNCH AND THE UNEMPLOYED

A provision in H.R. 4222 as amended
by the Senate Agriculture Committee
would aid families whose principal wage
earner is unemployed by requiring school
districts to take steps to notify such
families that their children may qualify
for free or reduced price school lunches.
The provision requires local schools to
inform such families that their children
are eligible for free or reduced price
meals if the families meet the income
guidelines establishecl in that State.

Under this provision, school authori
ties would, in addition to announcing
the guidelines a t the beginning of each
school year, make public announcements
about the gUidelines and send notices
home with children when major layoffs
occur in their area. Local school authori
ties would also pursue other methods of
reaching the newly unemployed '\vith this
information; for example, school officials
in all areas would have to work with
local unemployment offices so that those
household heads· applying for or receiv
ing unemployment benefits would receive
notice about the income eligibility cri
teria for free and reduced price lunches.
Such procedures should be established by
the Secretary through departmental reg
ulations.

WIC PROGRAM

The bill authorizes $250 million each
fiscal year for 1976 and 1977, and a pro
rata share of $62.5 million for the transi-
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tion period from July 1, 1976, through
September 30, 1977. If these amounts
are not appropriated by July 1, 1975,
July 1, 1976, and October 1, 1976, enough
funds must be taken from section 32 to
bring the WIC funding level to $250 mil
lion each fiscal year-and to $62.5 mil
lion for the transition period.

All unspent funds from fiscal year 1975
shall be can-ied over into fiscal year 1976,
and shall be in addition to the $250 mil
lion provided for fiscal year 1976. The
resulting total-which may be in the vi
cinity of $290 million-must be spent to
fund fiscal year 1976 WIC programs.
However, if any of these funds are not
used, the Secretary is required to carry
such funds over into the transition period
and to add such carryover money to
the $62.5 million otherwise provided.
Similarly, if any of the funds that con
sequently are available during the July 1,
1976, to September 30, 1976, period are
not spent during this time, these funds
must be carried into fiscal year 1977 and
added to the $250 million provided for
that fiscal year.

In this bill, under medical authoriza
tion and supervision, the WIC food pack
age can be altered to meet the demands
of medical necessity or cultural dietary
habits, as long as the overall nutrition
level of the food package is not damaged.
Under this proviso prescription foods
may also be provided to WIC recipients.
As I understand it, prescription foods
would include items such as Pregestemil
for chronic diarrhea of infancy, Lofena
lac, gluton-free products, oral amino acid
supplements, and others.

For purposes of allotting administra
tive expenses, program funds provided
under this section should include all the
funds available to a State under its letter
of credit.

SUMMER FOOD PROGRAM

The summer feeding section of this bill
is extremely important. This section,
which I originally introduced as an
amendment to S. 850 with the distin
guished Senator from New York, Mr.
JAVITS, is based largely on a comprehen
sive study by the General Accounting
Office of the problems that have beset the
summer feeding program in recent years.

This very summer, poor children are
going unfed because of deficicnces in the
current summer feeding legislation.
Some states do not have enough money
to fund all the sponsors who applied for
this program. In Cleveland, a sponsor
prepared to feed 30,000 children has been
turned down. In Greensboro, N.C., a
sponsor ready to feed 8,000 children has
been turned away. Meanwhile, other
States will pj:obably have unspent money
when the end of the summer comes.

H.R. 4222, as amended by the Senate
Agriculture Committee, would solve this
problem. The legislation does away with
apportionment formulas, and moves the
program to the same basis as the school
food programs. All eligible summer feed
ing sponsors would receive the program
upon request, just as all eligible schools
must be permitted to enter the school
lunch and breakfast programs upon re
quest. No summer feeding sponsor could
be turned down for lack of funds or
limited as to the number of meals or

children it could serve. If enough fun,ds
were not available, Congress would have
to provide more funds in a supplemental
appropriation, just as we do if our ini
tial appropriation for school lunch or
breakfast runs short.

Sponsors would have to serve children
from areas of poor economic conditions.
Because of the importance, of getting
food to these children, the bill allows
sponsors to provide only afood service,
and not other organized activities.

We hope, of course, that sponsors will
offer other activities, but the bill pro
hibits the Secretary from establishing a
requirement that a sponsor must offer
some activity in addition to a food service
in order for a sponsor to be eligible for
the program.

Sponsors would have to run regularly
scheduled programs meaning that the
food service would have to be provided
at specified sites and at regular times.
Sponsors could operate programs during
any period from the first of May through
the end of September, except that prO
grams could be run during other months
in areas with a continuous school calen
dar.

In the funding area, the bill provides
for sponsors to receive reimbursement
for the full cost of their food service
operations-including administrative
costs and charges for the rental of space
and equipment--up to a specified maxi
mum rate for each meal. The maximum
rates for both administrative costs and
other food service costs would be ad
justed annually.

Reimbursements would be made for
breakfasts, suppers, and supplements as
well as lunches. Sponsors could serve any
or all of these meals, provided that the
service of each different meal occurs at
a different time. As long as some time
interval separates different meal serv
ices, sponsors could serve the various
meals.

This provision will terminate a restric
tive rule currently applied in this pro
gram under which USDA allows no spon
sor to serve more than one meal a day
unless children remain r.t a site for 5
hours or more each day.

In the funding area, the bill also pro
vides for advance payments, as the GAO
recommended. Advance payments would
be made to States, and then to sponsors,
no later than June 1, July 1, and Au
gust 1 each year. Sponsors would receive
an advance payment for each of these
months in an amount equal to the sum
mer feeding funds used by the sponsor in
the same calendar month of the preced
ing year, or 65 percent of the funds esti
mated to be necessary for the coming
month, whichever is greater.

Start-up costs could also be provided;
these funds would be provided prior to
June 1 to help improve program plan
ning. States would be required to make
advance payments to sponsors, but would
only be authorized to pay start-up costs.
States could provide start-up costs to
some sponsors and not to others, if they
chose to do so.

Finally, I should like to note that this
bill brings overnight camps for children
from low-income areas into the program
for the first time. This will encourage the

establishment of fresh-air camps for
low-income children. Eligible camps
could operate for any period between
May 1 and September 30, or during other
vacation periods in areas with continu
ous school calendars.

CHILD CARE FOOD PROGRAM

The bill before us today makes espe
cially important and gratifying improve
ments in the child care feeding program.
This program has been hampered for a
number of years by an outmoded ap
portionment formula, by substantial
variations in reimbursement rates from
State to State, by the lack of funds for
equipment assistance, and other prob
lems.

H.R. 4222 as amended by the Senate
Agriculture Committee would eliminate
these difficulties by placing the child care
program on the same footing as the
school food programs. All eligible spon
sors would be allowed into the program
upon request, just as all eligible schools
may receive the school lunch or break
fast programs upon request. No eligible
child care institution could be denied
entry into the program, or restricted in
any way as to the number of meals or
number of children it could serve,' just
as no school can be stopped from enter
ing the lunch or breakfast programs, or
limited as to the number of lunches or
breakfasts it can serve.

Among the eligible institutions that
could enter the program upon request
would be family day care homes, group
day care homes, and homestart pro
grams. There are many children in these
homes who need nutritional assistance.

The bill provides that any nonresiden
tial child care institution must be allowed
into the program-so long as it has local,
State, or Federal licensing or approval,
or satisfies the Secretary that it complies
with the 1968 Federal interagency day
care requirements-as recently modified
by Federal day care requirements in reg
ulations governing the use of title XX
social services funds. The Secretary
would be required to establish some
mechanism through which unlicensed
child care programs have to demonstrate
that they are in compliance with the
applicable Federal interagency day care
requirements.

The sponsor must also have a Federal
tax exemption; be moving toward com
pliance with requirements for tax ex
empt status, or already run another fed
erally funded program that requires
nonprofit status. This does not mean
that each individual day care site must
meet these requirements concerning tax
exempt status. Rather, each day care
sponsor must meet these requirements;
and as is presently the case under the
special-food service program for chil
dren and the summer feeding program,
organizations or agencies would be per
mitted to function as "umbrella spon
sors" on behalf of individual child care
programs. "Umbrella sponsors" would, of
course, have to assume final financial
responsibility for the food service oper
ations involved. Umbrella sponsors
could include units of State, county, or
municipal government or other public
or private non-profit institutions, or
voluntary agencies.
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Eligible sponsors would receive the

same reimbursement rates for lunches
and suppers as are paid for lunches
served in the school food programs.
Breakfasts would be reimbursed at the
rates paid for breakfasts served in
schools. Supplements would be reim
bursed at the rate of 20 cents for
snacks served to children whose fam
ilies meet their State's income guide
lines for free school meals, 15 cents
for snacks served to children whose
families meet the State's guidelines
for reduced-price school means, and
5 cents for snacks served to children
from higher income families. As at pres
ent, child care programs would be per
mitted to serve a breakfast, lunch, sup
per, and supplement each day, or two
supplements a day in place of anyone
of the other three meals.

In order to determine the income
category-"free," "reduced price," or
"paid"-for each child, child care pro
grams would collect income data from
parents or guardians. The same income
deductions would be allowed as are used
in the school food programs.

Child care programs could use income
data already from parents, data which
has been required for receipt of other
government funds-such as title XX
funds. Day care programs that do not
have such income data--or that have
data that is incomplete for purposes of
determining allowable deductions
would collect a simple affidavit from par
ents annually.

This income data collected from par
ents and guardians would indicate the
number of children in the "free meal"
income category, the "reduced price" in
come category, and the "paid" income
category. States would not, however,
have to reimburse day care programs at
three different reimbursement rates,
since this would require that child care
programs keep records of the number of
meals served each day to children in
each income category. To simplify rec
ordkeeping and financial procedures,
states could figure a single reimburse
ment rate for each meal service provided
at each child care program, so that pro
grams would have only to record the
number of breakfasts, lunches, suppers,
and supplements served each day.

The single reimbursement rate for
each meal service would simply be the
average reimbursement rate that the
program would receive if the number of
children in each of the three reimburse
ment categories, as shown by the income
data on file where multiplied by the na
tional average reimbursement rate for
that category. Thus, the total reim
bursement received by the child care pro
gram would be the same as if three sepa
rate reimbursement rates were paid for
each meal service, but recordkeeping
would be simpler. Of course, the total
reimbursement received by any child care
program could not exceed the total cost
of its food service.

A child care program would be ex
pected to report changes in the number
of children in any income category, and
states would then adjust the program's
reimbursement rates accordingly; states
would be permitted to make disburse-

ments to child care programs in advance
or by way of reimbursement, as States
may do in the school lunch program.
States using a reimbursement method of
payment would be required to pay reim
bursement claims submitted by child
care programs within 30 days.

Child care programs would not be re
quired to collect money for meals from
children in attendance; children in day
care programs are generally too young to
carry money around and pay for meals.
Nor could the cIlild care programs be
required to collect money specifically for
food from parents or guardians, since
this would lead to conflicts with income
standards and fee schedules to be used
by child care programs under title XX
of the Social Security Act. Rather, child
care programs would continue-as tIley
have done up until now-to use what
ever resources are available to them to
obtain funds for food services costs that
are not covered by USDA reimburse
ments. These fWlds could, for example,
come from other public sources, from
private organizations or voluntary agen
cies, and/or from fees collected from
parents or guardians for overall child
care services. Most child care programs
tIlat currently participate in the special
food service program for children do not
use money from fees to support their
meal services; and it is not expected that
they would use money from fees under
the new child care food program, either.

In other areas as well, the procedures
used in the child care food program
should be simpler than those used in the
school food programs. Application forms,
reporting forms, and financial forms aIJ,d
procedures used in the child care food
program would have to be substantially
simpler than those that schools must
complete, and these forms must be so
designed as to reflect the distinctive
nature of child care operations.

It should be noted that a new feature
of the child care program, as created by
this bill, would be the establishment of
a separate fund of money for equipment
assistance. The Secretary would be re
quired to apportion $3 million among the
states in fiscal year 1976 and in fiscal
year 1977 for this purpose-and to ap
portion a pro-rata share of $750,000 for
the 3-month transition period between
these two fiscal years.

Finally, the child care section of H.R.
4222 directs the Secretary to provide the
same annual commodity donation rate
currently in use in the school lunch pro
gram for all lunches served in the child
care program. The Secretary would have
to consult authorities of child care in
stitutions as to their need for various
types of commodities before he deter
mines which commodities he will donate
in order to fulfill this requirement. The
Secretary would have to provide at least
75 percent of the commodity donation
rate in commodities rather than cash,
just as he would in the school lunch
program.

COMMODITIES

H.R. 4222, as amended by the Senate
Agriculture Committee, extends the au
thority of the Secretary to purchase both
surplus and nonsurplus commodities for
distribution to child nutrition programs.

In addition, the Senate Agriculture
Committee has v'isely restored to the
commodity program cereal, sIlortening
and oil products, which the Secretary
chose to delete during fiscal year 1975.
This provision is intended to restore the
section 416 items to all child nutrition
programs, in the same amounts and pro
portions as were supplied in fiscal year
1974. These items include bulgar, com
meal, flour, rolled oats and wheat, com
grits, rice, salad oil, and shortening.

Mr. RANDOLPH and Mr. CURTIS ad
dressed the Chair.

Mr. ALLEN. At this time I yield to the
distinguished Senator from West Vir
ginia.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, are we
not on controlled time?

Mr. ALLEN. If the Senator has no ob
jection, the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. RANDOLPH) has an amendment
which I believe the committee will ac
cept, and he has another appointment,
if the Senator will bear with him.

Mr. CURTIS. Very well.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is

no controlled time.
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I call

up my amendment which is at the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

amendment will be stated.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from West Virginia (Mr. RAN

DOLPH) proposes an amendment.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 66 after 11ne 10, insert the follow

ing new section:
"STUDY OF COST ACCOUNTING REQUIREMENTS

"SEC. 22(a) The Secretary shall not delay
or withhold, or cause any State to delay or
Withhold, payments for reimbursement of
per-meal costs with respect to school food
service programs authorized pursuant to this
Act on the basis of noncompliance with full
cost accounting procedures unless and untu
the requirements of subsection (b) of this
section are met.

"(b) The Secretary shall stUdy the addi
tional personnel and training needs of States,
local school districts, and schools resulting
from the Imposition of a requirement to im
plement full cost accounting procedures
under the National School Lunch and Child
Nutrition Acts, and, on the basis of the
reSUlts of such study, shall Within one year
after the date of enactment of this Act, SUb
mit a report and make such legislative rec
ommendatIons as he deems necessary to the
appropriate committees of the Congress."

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the
program we are considering today has
been a subject of concern to Senators
since 1947, and we have made-eonsider
able and very constructive progress in
developing school lunch and child nutri
tion programs.

The program has grown from one in
volving an expenditure of less than $100
million in 1947 to a program with an
annual Federal cost of over $1.4 billion
in cash and commodities, and includes
an additional expenditure in excess of
$300 million in new programs, such as
the school breakfast, WIC-Women, In-
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fants, and Children, and Special Milk
and Nonschool Food Service programs.

The bill before us, H.R. 4222, amending
the National School Lunch and Child
Nutrition Acts, not only continues for its
30th year the necessary Federal assist
ance to maintain the health and welfare
of over 30 million children in our schools,
but it eliminates the degrading process
of singling out certain children as eligi
ble for free lunches or for reduced price
lunches, while still others, because of
higher family incomes are required to
pay the full price. This measure provides
that all children have access to the food
they need for good nutrition and health.

I commend the able floor manager of
this measure (Mr. ALLEN), and the chair
man of the Senate Committee on Agri
culture (Mr. TALMADGE) and all the
members of the committee for their ef
forts and leadership in bringing to the
floor a bill containing positive and need
ed programs to help eliminate the major
causes of poor nutrition. While we rec
ognize there are additional provisions
to strengthen nutrition programs that
are not in the pending legislation, we
recognize that the Senate version of H.R.
4222 provides significant improvements.

Mr. President, my concern expressed
in the offering of the amendment is over
a recently implemented U.S. Department·
of Agriculture regulation that requires
school food service personnel to estab
lish so-called "full cost accounting sys
tems" for these school nutrition pro
grams.

These accounting procedures must be
used in preparing vouchers as a basis
for the schools to receive payment for
reimbursement of per-meal costs. These
procedures are so extensive and so time
consuming, involving the maintenance
of a multiplicity of daily records of the
individual students in the several pro
grams, that delays are being experienced
by local educational agencies before such
reimbursement is received in the schools.

It appears that school food service
personnel as well as teaching staffs are
being pressed into service in keeping
these records and preparing vouchers for
reimbursement. Such personnel have
neither the time nor the expertise re
quired to handle these duties effectivelY
and expeditiously.

Mr. President, I have consulted in the
State of West Virginia with school of
ficials especially in the rural sections of
our State, on this issue. I have deter
mined that we have many schools which
did not receive their September and Oc
tober 1974 reimbursements until the
week before Christmas, with the Novem
ber payments not received until Janu
ary of 1975. In February of this year, the
December 1974 reimbursement ",as still
outstanding.

It is important for the Members of the
Senate to recognize that in many rural
areas of West Virginia, as well as other
States, we do not have the personnel in
sufficient numbers to take persons away
from necessary educational jobs to
handle the redtape-and it is redtape
in connection with the full cost account
ing procedures that I bring to the at
tention of the Senate.

These small schools, these local school

boards, and the areas I have mentioned
are experiencing difficulty in complying
with the requirements that have been set
forth under the USDA regulations be
cause we have a limited number of per
sonnel.

I must emphasize that in these smaller
schools the members of the teaching
staff who perform this extremely compli
cated, time-consuming work stlould and
must have as a priority education and
curriculum management-they do not
have the time needed for these extra
bookkeeping requirements.

We must not allow paperwork to pre
vent the fulfillment of the objectives of
food service programs in our school. The
information which I have received from
educators in our State indicates that
severe financial burdens have been placed
on the already overburdened school
lunch programs with these regula
tions. I have received protests from food
service authorities in West Virginia
which allege that much of the data
gathered by this new accounting system
is not necessary, and other data required
is already available under present rec
ordkeeping systems.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, in
connection with this problem, I read
from a letter from the superintendent of
schools of Preston County, John D. Mil
ler, Jr.:

To place an additional burden of record
keeping on these programs would be to en
danger the very existence of school lunch
programs. Therefore, it is our hope that you
will consider alternatives to the full cost ac
countmg system for school food services.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the
text of Mr. Miller's letter, other support
ing materials, and corespondence on the
amendment I have offered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

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

PRESTON COUNTY ScHOOLS,
Kingwood, W. Va., February 3, 1975.

Mr. WILLIAM G. BOLING,
Director, Ohild Nutrition Division, Food and

Nutrition Services, U.S. Department 01
Agriculture, Washington, D.O.

DEAR MR. BOLING: The Preston County
Board of Education has reviewed the so
called "full cost accounting system" for
school food service programs which has been
proposed to go into effect in the near future.
The Board would like to formally protest this
action as the members feel that it is unnec
essarily complicated and Will place a severe
financial burden on the already poverty
stricken school lunch programs in the small
schools of West Virginia by requiring addi
tional staff time. The Board feels that much
of the data gathered by this system may not
be necessary, and most of the other data is
available under the present record-keeping
procedures.

The Board would I1ke to suggest that the
U.S. Department of AgriCUlture consider the
establishment of a computerized data proc
essing system for any additional data that
might be needed in the future in order to cut
to a minimum the necessary labor involved
in record keeping. Most of the school lunch
programs in West Virginia are in a severe
financial bind even With the present labor
force due to the inflation in the foods indus
try and the escalating costs of labor. This

problem is aggravated by the extremely slow
processing of reimbursement checks. To place
ari. additional burden of record keeping on
these programs would be to endanger the
very existence of school lunch programs in
the state. Therefore, it is our hope that you
will consider alternatives to the full cost ac
counting system for school food services.

Sincerely,
JOHN V. MILLER, Jr.,

Superintendent.

NEWBURG ELEMENTARY SCHOOL,
Newburg, W. Va., January 3, 1975.

Senator JENNINGS RANDOLPH,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SIR: Since the Food Service Program
in our schools has become such an extensive
operation, we have recently been made re
sponsible for the Full Cost Accounting of the
program within our respective schools. This
involves the keeping of a mUltipliCity of rec
ords which wlIl be a full time Job in itself.

We realize the value of such records since
the Food Service Programs has become a na
tional business rather than several isolated
programs. However, we are not trained to be
businessmen, but educators. Therefore, if this
responsibll1ty is put upon our shOUlders, we
feel we Will have very little time to supervise
our personnel, to gain rapport with our stu
dents, to manage the curriCUlum, or to con
tribute very little to the advancement of edu
cation in general.

We are asking your cooperation to secure
for us quallfled personnel to manage an arell
of combined lunch programs. thus freeing us
for the position we feel qualified to perform
since many of us have spent many hours of
collegiate and in-service training hours in
the educational field.

On November 14, we spent a full day in
Fairmont receiving instructions for the in
stitution of this Full Cost Accounting Pro
gram in September of 1975. Those of us with
one Hot Lunch Program felt defeated but
some of us are managing two or more pro
grams now and we feel the paper work would
be insurmountable With our other duties.

Would you kindly go to bat for us in secur
ing Federal or State employees to do this
accounting? Thank you for your time and
patience in reading this letter and our sincere
gratitude for any help you might give us in
the future.

Sincerely yours,
LANTA TEMPLE,

President,
IMOGENE WOLFE,

Secretary,
Preston Oounty Elementary Principals'

Association.

JANUARY 24, 1975.
Hon. EARL L. BUTZ,
Secretary, U.S. Department 01 Agriculture,

Washington, D.O.
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: It has recently come

to my attention that the food service pro
gram in schools in West Virginia and across
the Nation has become an extensive, time
consuming operation due to increased record
keeping requirements. School personnel are
now being "phased-in" on Full Cost Account
ing Procedures which involve the mainte
nance of a-multipllcity of records, on a dally
basis, for each individual stUdent receiving
breakfast, lunch, and milk at the school.
They must show proof of actual per-meal
costs for the purpose of receiving reimburse
ment from the State for food services pro
grams on a continuing month~to-month

basis.
The very complexity of the bookkeeping

details, however, does not allow schools to be
reimbursed monthly. For example, during
the 1973-74 school year in West Virginia,
vouchers submitted were found to be un·
acceptable in many instances, necessitating
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payments to the schooIs on an estimated
basis In order to avoid extreme delays In
making this service available to needy stu
dents. During the current school year, schools
In West Virginia received their first voucher
payments for the months of September and
October shortly before the Christmas holidays
began, with the expectation that November
and December vouchers would be paid within
a few weeks. These monies have not been
paid to date.

It appears that many schools, especially
small rural schools, do not have the person
nel or the expertise to handle en:ectively
and expeditiously this extremely compU
cated bookkeeping procedure. These record
keeping procedures would seem to require
additional full-time employees which school
bucigets cannot afford. Teaching personnel,
with the priorities of education and curricu
lum management, do not have the time
necessary for the...e extra bookkeeping duties

As you know, school nutrition programs
are vital to the needy child. We must not
allow paperwork to prevent the fulfillment
of the objectives of food service programs.
Yet, I fear that continued delay in reim
bursing schools for these meals, due to com
plex and time-consuming bookkeeping pro
cedures, might compel school food authori
ties to reduce both quantity and quallty of
meals served In an effort to compensate for
hiring persons trained to handle voucher
preparation.

It wlll be sincerely appreciated If you would
Investigate this matter, and furnish a report
to my office on what steps should be taken
to alleviate the situation, Including recom
mendations for changes In Federal regUla
tions; possible changes In the per-meal reim
bursement figures to provide for labor costs
for the bookkeeping Involved; and possible
Increases In State Administrative Expense
provisions, such Increases to be used for the
purpose of absorbing bookkeeping costs to
schools.

With sincere thanks for your attention to
this request, and with best wishes, I am,

Truly,
JENNINGS. RANDOLPH.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.O., February 14, 1975.

Hon. JENNINGS RANDOLPH,
U.S. Senate.

DEAR SENATOR RANDOLPH; Secretary Butz
asked us to reply to your recent letter on be
half of certain Educators of West Virginia
who are concerned about the full cost ac
counting concept of the National SChool
Lunch Program. I am sure that you are aware
of the increasing magnitude of Federal funds
input to these programs which Is now at a
$1.8 blllion level.

This type of concern has been stated in
other areas of the country as IndiVidual
States have moved to Incorporate full cost
accounting procedures In their programs.
These procedures are positive designs for
Improved accountabUity. However, we find
that after an intensive training period, such
hesitancy often changes to enthusiasm.

There are a number of pilot schools now
implementing a full cost system and at the
same time providing the Food and Nutrition
Service with feedback relating to specifiC
problems encountered. In one particular case,
there was no business manager in the school
so the school food service manager assumed
responsiblI1ty for full cost accounting. After
a four-month training period she reported
that the new accounting procedures made a
difference of ten to fourteen hours per month.
She further explained that a good portion of
these additional hours was required because
she had no access to an adding machine or a
calCUlator.

On-site assistance 15 a. bUilt-1npart of our
on-going assIsta.nce In coopera.tion With Mrs.
Fa.1th Gra.venmler. As fa.r as we can stretch

a.vailabUity of our personnel, time, and ex
pertise, we wiII do this for the purpose of
tra.lnlng State and local school personnel in
using fUll cost techniques. On the average,
we estimate that a. one to four month phase
In period will be needed before school per
sonnel can feel comfortable with these pro
cegures. However, It has repeatedly been our
experience that school personnel are satis
fied to have made this change In procedures
once transition has been achieved.

Changes for improved computer system
proceSSing at the State Office has a definite
effect upon this SUbject of accountabUity. We
understand that Mrs. Gravenmler Is pro
gressing with such changes. We cannot over
emphasize the Importance of full cost ac
counting since such reporting, tied together
with participation data., Is the very basis for
payment of monies disbursed under provi
sions of today's child nutrition programs.

Your continuing interest and cencern for
these programs are genuinely appreciated.
We trust that the above information wlIl
help you reply to your constituents.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM S. BOLAND,

Acting Assistant to the Administrator.

FEBRUARY 28, 1975.
Hon. HERMAN E. TALMADGE,
Ohairman, Oommittee on Agriculture and

Forestry, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O.
DEAR HERMAN: This Is in reference to pend

ing amendments to the National School
Lunch and ChlId Nutrition Act.

As you know, schools are being reqUired
to Implement full cost accounting proce
dures in their food service programs, as a
basis for payment of monies disbursed· under
the provisions of child nutrition programs.
In recent months, certain educators In West
Virginia. have written to me expressing their
concern regarding this new concept and Its
Impact on school progra.ms.

It appears that the reqUired fUll cost ac
counting has become an extensive, tlme
consuming operation due to Increased
record-keeping reqUirements. School person
nel, Who a.re now being phased-In on these
procedures, Involving the maintenance of a.
multiplicity of dally records for each Indi
vidual student, report that they have neither
the time nor the expertise to handle these
extra bookkeeping duties eITectively and ex
peditiously. These educators believe that the
priorities of education and curriculum man
agement are their first concern. Yet, many
schools, especially small rural schools, must
depend upon teaching personnel for these
duties. Vouchers are being prepared by In
experienced sta.ff who have only a minimum
of time to spend on keeping extensive rec
ords to show a.ctual, daily per-meal costs for
the purposes of receiving reimbursement
from the State for food service programs.
Vouchers prepared by teaching personnel
under these circumstances are very often
returned due to Incomplete data, which in
turn has caused extreme delays In receipt
of payment by schools. Whether reimbursed
or not, schools must continue to operate the
food service program for needy students. For
example, many schools In West Virginia did
not receive their September and October
reimbursements until the week before
Christmas, and November payments were
not received untll January of this year, with
December, 1974 stm outstanding.

It will be genuinely appreciated If, during
development of amendments to the Act, at
tention can be given not only to Federal
regulations governing the new full cost ac
counting procedures. but to possible in
creases In the per-meal reimbursement
figures with a. view toward Including costs
of additional personnel to maintain records.
Provisions to Increase funds for State Ad
ministrative Expenses might also be con
sidered with the stlpula.tion that such

increases be used for the purpose of absorb
ing bookkeeping costs to schools. It Is possi
ble these Increases could be authorized as
an Interim measure, until the personnel,
with assistance from the U.S. Department
of Agriculture, are fUlly trained In using
the new techniques.

I fUlly recognize the benefits of Improved
accountablIlty In this program. I am deeply
concerned, however, that unless steps are
taken to alleviate the existing situation, the
vital school nutrition program will not ful
fill the objectives of aiding needy students.
Further, school food a.uthorltles may havtl
to reduce both quantity and quality of meals
served In an eITort to compensate for hiring
personnel trained ,to handle voucher prep
aration.

With sincere thanks for your attention to
this matter, "'ld with best wishes, I am

Truly,
JENNINGS RANDOLPH.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington D.O., March 6, 1975.

Hon. JENNINGS RANDOLPH,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR JENNINGS: Thank you for your recent
letter regarding amendment to the National
School Lunch and Child Nutrition Act.

I can understand the problem that your
State Is having with full cost a.ccounting
procedures of the Food and Nutrition Serv
ice. I have many small rural schools In
Georgia who are haVing trouble meeting the
new requirements because of their limited
personnel. You may be assured that the
Committee will look into this matter when
we consider certain school lunch legislation
this year.

Certain of the chlld nutrition programs
expire at the end of this fiscal year, so It
will be necessary for the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry to take another look
at child nutrition programs before the end
of the fiscal year.

With every good Wish, I am
Sincerely,

HERMAN E. TALMADGE,
Ohairman.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, while
fully recognizing the benefits of improved
accountability in school lunch and nutri
tion programs, I am nevertheless deeply
concerned that unless steps are taken to
alleviate this situation, these vital pro
grams will be hampered in fulfilling the
objectives of aiding needy students. It
may force school food authorities to re
duce both quantity and quality of meals
served in an effort to compensate for hir
ing additional personnel with the ex
pertise to handle voucher preparation.

Mr. President, I have strongly sup
ported past efforts to expand and im
prove nutrition programs in our schools.
It is my belief, however, that there is
no justification for delaying or with
holding payments for reimbursement of
per-meal costs to schools. on the basis
of noncompliance with the USDA's full
cost accounting procedures. These delays
in payments have caused much uncer
tainty for food service personnel and
teachers and have adversely affected
school breakfast and lunch programs for
our children.

The pending amendment, which will
add a new section entitled "study of
Cost Accounting Requirements," re
quires, in subsection (a) that the Secre
tary of Agriculture shall not delay or
withhold. or cause any State to delay
or withhold, payments for reimburse-
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ment of per meal costs with respect to
school food service programs authorized
pursuant to this act, on the basis of non
compliance with full cost accounting
procedures, unless and until the Secre
tary has fulfilled the requirements of
subsection (b).

This subsection requires that the Sec
retary shall study the additional per
sonnel and training needs of States, local
school districts, and schools, resulting
from the imposition of a requirement to
implement full cost accounting proce
dures under the National School Lunch
and Child Nutrition Acts, and, on the
basis of the results of such study, shall
within 1 year after the date of enactment
of this act, submit a report and make
such legislative recommendations as he
deems necessary to the appropriate com
mittees of the Congress.

Testimony received during hearings on
H.R. 4222 indicated that school lunch
programs have been forced to increase
lunch prices in a period of reduced in
comes to families. There was testimony
that the number of children in these
programs will actually decline further
unless the Federal payments are in
creased in proportion to the increased
costs. These costs are handed on by
school districts to the families of chil
dren-forcing them to drop out of the
program. It is my belief that it is wrong
to add to this already very difficult situa
tion the uncertainty that is being created
by burdensome paperwork of full cost
accounting procedures, and the delays in
reimbursement to schools of moneys
necessary to insure the orderly continua
tion of school nutrition programs. My
amendment will help alleviate this
situation.

Mr. President, the amendment does not
add to the cost of this legislation.

I urge the adoption of the amendment
whIch Will, on an interim basis, prohibit
our schools from being penalized for
noncompliance with USDA regulations,
until such time as that agency has
stUdied the impact of its full cost ac
counting procedures on our schools, and
reported its findings to the appropriate
committees of Congress.

I thank the diligent Senator from Ala
bama for yielding. I genuinely appreciate
his cooperation.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the amend
ment of the distinguished Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) would
exempt schools from penalties for non
compliance with newly proposed school
lunch, fUll-cost accounting systems. The
exemption would apply only until the
Secretary completes the study of how
this new system is likely to affect addi
tional personnel and training needs of
State and school districts. The Secre
tary would be required to submit his
study with legislative recommendations
to Congress within 1 year.

Senator RANDOLPH submitted his
amendment to the committee during our
markup on the bill, but it did not reach
the committee until the day after the
committee had completed its work. I have
conferred with the distinguished Sena
tor from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS), a mem
ber of the committee. We feel that this is
a good amendment and that it should

be accepted. I recommend that the Sen
ate accept the amendment.

Mr. CURTIS. It is acceptable to the
minority.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
my friend, the able Senator managing
this important bill, allow me just one
minute of observation?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes. Before we accept the
amendment?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes.
With respect to the acceptance of the

amendment by the Senators, I am grate
ful also for the cooperation of the Sena
tor from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS). I think
it is important for us to realize that this
is an important program. We do not
want it weakened by procedures that are
incidental to the main objectives of
nutrition. For that reason, I do hope
that the study-the report-can come to
us very soon.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator for
his remarks. I thank him for presenting
the amendment, and I am pleased to be
able to recommend the amendment on
behalf of the committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. CURTIS and Mr. HUMPHREY

addressed the Chair.
AMENDMENT NO. 667

Mr. CURTIS. I call up amendment No.
667.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. CURTIS. I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the amendment
be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 35, strIke llnes 3 through 7.
On page 35, strIke llnes 11 through 21 and

Insert In lieu thereof the followIng:
"SEC. 16. (a) NotWIthstandIng any other

provIsIon of law, any State may, for the pur
poses of the programs authorIzed by this
Act and the Chlld NutrItIon Act of 1966, elect
to receIve cash payments In lleu of donated
foods: Provided, That except wIth respect to
any state whIch phased out Its commodIty
dIstrIbutIon facllltles prIor to June 30, 1974,
If the secretary acquIres agricultural com
modItIes as a result of surplus acquisItIon
or prIce stablllzatIon operations, he may re
quIre States to accept donated foods In lleu
of cash. When a State elects to receIve cailh
payments, they shall be In an amount equIv
alent In value to the donated foods that the
State would otherwIse have received if it had
contInued to receive commodItIes. The
amount of cash payments In the case of
lunches be governed by eection 6(e) of thIs
Act.".

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, before
commenting on my pending amendment,
I wish to make a few remarks in ref
erence to the bill itself.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Will the Senator
from Nebraska yield to me? I understand
my amendment will be readily accepted,
and I have a committee meeting that I
wish to attend, if the Senator could ac
commodate me.

Mr. CURTIS. I would agree to a unan
imous consent that we can set this aside

for not to exceed 10 minutes. Then we
will return to it thereafter.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Five minutes or
less.

Mr. President I ask unanimous con
sent that the a~endment of the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska be set
aside for a period not to exceed 5 min
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 670

Mr. HUMPHREY. I call up, Mr. Pres
ident, amendment No. 670, for myself and
Senators CASE, MCGOVERN, and PHILIP A.
HART, and I ask unanimous consent that
it be immediately considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ~k
unanimous consent that further readmg
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 47, llne 1, strIke out the word

"women" where It appears and insert In lleu
thereof the followIng: "mothers up to six:
months post partum".

On page 47, llnes 13 and 19, strike the
phrase "4 years of age" where it appears
and insert In lleu thereof "5 years of age".

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I am
proposing an amendment to the special
supplemental food program for women,
infants and children commonly known
as WIC. This amendment is supported by
Senators CLIFFORD CASE, PHIL HART and
GEORGE MCGOVERN.

This program provides nutritious food
supplements to the most nutritionallY
vulnerable group in our society: low
income pregnant and nursing women,
their infants and young children up to
the age of 4. It is the key to all the
others because if babies do not have ade
quate food they quite simply start out
life one step behind. The WIC program
offers them an even chance.

However, during the past 2 years of
the highly successful pilot phase of the
WIC program, it has been discovered
that WIC stops just short of its poten
tial effectiveness. Young children are
taken off the program at the age of 4,
just as their first growth spurt is begin
ning which occurs between the ages of
4 and 5. During this period, they obvious
ly need extra nutritional benefits.

New mothers are taken off the pro
gram a mere 6 weeks after they have
given birth. But, as the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare reports,
low-income women are particularly vul
nerable to the metabolic demands ot
pregnancy so it is particularly impor
tant that they remain in the program
longer than the short 6-week period.

Consequently, I am proposing an
amendment to section 14 of H.R. 4222
which would expand eligibility for the
WIC program to inclUde women up to 6
months post partum and to include chil
dren through the age of 4; that is until
their fifth birthday.

Program administrators and health
professionals have called for this ex-
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p _ 1<1 eligibility. In a survey of state
WIC'1Jirectors conducted by the Senate
Select Committee on Nutrition and Hu
man Needs in February, a number of the
State Directors, including ones from
Michigan and Pennsylvania recom
mended expanding the program to in
clude 4-year-old children. State WIC
Directors from Illinois and Vermont
among others also strongly recommend
ed expanding the eligibility of post
partum women. In all these States the
functioning--of the WIC program has
been particUlarly noteworthy. In hear
ings before the Senate AgriCUlture and
Forestry Committee in April, testimony
was heard from such respected orga
nizations as the American Dietetic Asso
ciation supporting this expanded eligi
bility.

By including 4-year-olds in the WIC
program, we will help to insure adequate
nutrition for needy children until they
enter school and become eligible to par
ticipate in the school food programs.
The only child nutrition program which
includes children under 5 is the special
food services program. Presently, only 14
percent of all low-income children under
5 participate in this program. Therefore,
86 percent of all low-income children
under 5 are without this very necessary
supplemental food. Including 4-year-olds
in WIC will increase the number of
needy preschoolers who have access to
an adequate diet.

The preventive advantages of the WIC
program are perhaps greatest during
pregnancy. Research has shown that diet
can directly affect the outcome of preg
nancy. Currently, women who do not
breast feed are eligible to receive WIC
benefits for only 6 weeks after delivery.
While a woman may have returned to a
normal biochemical and physiological
condition within 6 weeks after delivery,
it is unlikely that complete nutrition re
vitalization has had time to occur, par
ticularly in the case of low-income
women. Expanding eligibility to 6 months
post partum would insure adequate nu
trition revitalization.

The past 2 years have demonstrated
the importance and the great value of
the WIC program. Now we have an op
portunity to e~tablish it in its most effec
tive form. This amendment will make a
major contribution to the program.

This amendment does not increase the
cost of this legislation. I have discussed
this matter with the distinguished Sen
ator from Nebraska and the distin
guished Senator from Kansas (Mr.
DOLE), and the manager of the bill, the
distinguished Senator from Alabama
(Mr. ALLEN). I ask for its favorable con
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, this
amendment would extend the eligibility
period for mothers from 6 weeks post
partum to 6 months and extend the in
fant age eligibility from 4 years to 5 years
of age. There is a shoring up in current
medical records of the current pilot WIC
program, and a recommendation for the
extension of the post partum eligibility
period. The extension of the infant age
ellgibillty from age 4 to 5 would close

the age gap which now exists between
WIC eligibility and the age for a child
to participate in Head Start or the school
lunch program at the kindergarten level.

A voice vote was taken on the amend
ment in the committee and it was re
jected by a voice vote. No rollcall vote was
requested. It has been cleared with the
ranking Republican member of tlle com
mittee (Mr. DOLE), and other members
of the committee. I am authorized to say
that the committee is willing to accept
the amendment. The added program
would cost $36 million, but it would come
out of existing programs. I anticipate
that at a lator time, application will be
made for replacing this money or adding
this amount of money to the appropria
tion, but for the time being, that is not
being done.

I might say about the WIC program
that it is a very helpful program. It does
much good. It is recognized as perform
ing a real service in an area of great need
for expectant mothers and for infants
and children, seeing that they get a sup
plemental diet. It is a humanitarian pro
gram. I commend the distinguished Sen
ator from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY)
for the leadership he has displayed
through the years in advancing this
program.

I was talking with the distinguished
Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) just
this morning and he was saying that, in
his opinion, the WIC program in the
State of Vermont is one of the most
popular programs in the entire State of
Vermont. I recommend, on behalf of the
committee, that the amendment be ac
cepted. Mr. DOLE joins in that recom
mendation.

Mr. PHILIP A. HART. Mr. President,
I support amendment No. 670 to H.R.
4222 which amends the National School
Lunch Act and Child Nutrition Act of
1966. The amendment, introduced by
Senator HUMPHREY, which I cosponsored,
follows the recommendations of WIC
Women, Infants and Children-pro
gram administrators and health profes
sionals in Michigan and in other States
by expanding the number of low-income
mothers and children eligible for the pro
gram. Under the amendment, mothers
would be eligible for the high protein diet
supplementation provided by the WIC
program for up to 6 months post partum
rather than the current 6-week period.
Additionally, children would continue
their eligibility for the WIC program
until their fifth birthday rather than be
cut off the program at 4 years of age.

In IvIichigan, as many as 149,000 low
income women, infants, and children are
eligible for the WIC program as deter
mined by health professionals. The 11
WIC programs in Michigan are currently
authorized to serve approximately 17,000
of those eligible for the program. Clearly,
much more .needs to be done to meet
present and projected demands upon the
WIC program particularlY during the
crucial periods this amendment provides
coverage for.

This amendment can help to improve
the health of mothers and children who
need assistance in maintaining an ade
quate level of nutrition, and I hope the
Senate acts favorably on It.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the distin

guished Senator from Nebraska for his
ccurtesy.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, before I
speak to my amendment I wish to make
a few remarks in reference to the bill it
self.

This bill, as it came over from the
House of Representatives, was about
$500 million over the budget. Some
changes were made by tile Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, and
that amount has been cut in half or a
little more.

Mr. President, I was very gratified to
hear the comments of the distinguished
Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) with
regard to the two provisions which our
committee deleted from the House
passed bill, specifically the additional 5
cent-per-meal reimbursement and the
mandatory requirement that reduced
price lunches be served in all participat
ing schools.

The Senator from Alabama was par
ticularly accurate in his description of
the additional 5-cent reimbursement
provision of tIle House bill as providing
large additional amounts of Federal
funds to connties with high per capita
incomes while providing little or nothing
to the lower income counties. As a mat
ter of fact, Mr. President, the entire
school feeding program can be criticized
because of the fact that the Federal
Government provides 22 cents reimburse
ment for each meal served in participat
ing schools-without regard to the in
come of the students' parents.

Mr. President, the Congress recently
enacted a budget resolution calling for
a budget deficit of more than $68 billion
for the current fiscal year. Despite the
adoption of that resolution, providing
for a deficit larger than the entire Fed
eral budget just a few short years ago,
Congress has continued to enact new
programs and expand existing programs.
Fortunately, the President has drawn
the line on additional Government
spending and is being supported by most
Americans in this effort as evidenced by
the vetoes of big spending programs
which have been sustained in recent
weeks.

Mr. President, in a little while we will
be voting upon my amendment to reduce
the cost by an additional $79 million. I
would predict that approval of my
amendment will enhance the chances
that the President will sign the bill. I do
not know whether he will or not. I am
sure he will not sign it if my amendment
is not adopted. Adoption of any amend
ment to increase the costs will most as
suredly result in a veto.

Mr. President, H.R. 4222, as reported
by the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, for the most part contains sev
eral improvements over the version
passed by the House of Representatives.

There are two sections, however,
which are not contained in the House
language, and which trouble me deeply.
The price tag of $79 million on one of
these provisions is a direct invitation to
a. veto.
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The provisions involved, sections 10

and 12 of the bill, require the Depart
ment of Agriculture to purchase for the
school lunch program cereal, shortening
and oil products in the same or greater
quantities as were provided in fiscal year
1974, and these purchases would be over
and above all other commodities and
cash provided by the Department. The
provision would add $79 million to an
already very costly program.

Mr. President, I have sent a modifica
tion of my pending amendment to the
desk and I ask to have it so modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
PERCY) . The amendment is so modified.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Chair.
The amendment, as modified, is as

follows:
On page 34, strike out all from lines 4

through 16, and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

"SEC. 10. Section 14 of the National School
Lunch Act Is amended by striking out 'June
30, 1975' and inserting in Heu thereof 'Sep
tember 30, 1977'."

On page 35, strike llnes 3 through 7.
On page 35, strike Hnes 11 through 21 and

insert in Heu thereC'! the following:
"SEC. 16. (a) Notwithstanding any other

provision of law, any State may, for the pur
poses of the programs authorized by this Act
and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, elect to
receive cash payments In lleu of donated
any State which phased out Its commodity
foods: Provided, That except with respect to
distribution fac1lltles prior to June 30, 1974,
If the Secretary acquires agricultural com
modities as a result of surplus acquisition or
price stablUzation operations, he may require
States to accept donated foods In lleu at
cash. When a State elects to receive cash
payments. they shall be In an amount equiv
alent In value to the donated foods that the
State would otherwise have received If it had
continued to receive commodities. The
amount of cash payments in the case at
lunches shall be governed by section 6(e)
of this Act.".

Mr. CURTIS. As a matter of fact, some
States do not want the Department to
provide them commodities at all, pre
ferring the option to receive cash and
make their own commodity purchases
with the money. Section 12 of the bill
would allow this option only to a State
which phased out its commodity distri
bution facilities prior to June 30, 1974.
The only State which qualifies is Kan
sas, which also exercised this option dur
ing the past school year-and very suc
cessfully.

The Kansas Department of Education
testified before our committee that they
had saved $85,000 in administrative
funds last year through this option.

The amendment now before the Sen
ate, amendment No. 667, as modified,
would allow all states to opt for cash
in lieu of commodities should they so de
sire. The Kansas experience this past
year with no donated commodities re
sulted in testimony that:

First. Less paperwork and time in
volved in inventory controls;

Second. More variety in menus is
possible;

Third. There is better planning for
utilization of facilities, partiCUlarly stor
age facilities; purchases and deliveries
are scheduled for convenience and needs;

Fourth. There is a saving of actual
cash formerly spent for freight and stor
age charges on commodities;

Fifth. More food money is available to
negotiate good buys on food items; and

Sixth. Cash does not have "price sup
port" effect which raises prices to other
consumers.

I realize, though, that there may be
times when the Department of Agricul
ture needs domestic outlets for commodi
ties as a result of surplus acquisitions or
price support operations and: thus, I am
including a mechanism-with Kansas
exempted-for the Secretary to require
commodities to be accepted in lieu of
cash under such conditions.

The basic concept of all cash support
to State school lunch programs has
worked extremely well in Kansas. Some
States may not wish to experiment with
it, but they certainly should have the
right to do so should they wish.

Amendment No. 667, as modified, also
strike!" section 10 of the bill for a variety
of reasons. First, to mandate specific
commodities under a program where
States could elect to accept no commodi
ties at all would make no sense.

Second, :mce Congress begins to man
date the purchase of specific commodi
ties, others could be added at legislative
whim and fancy until the specific agri
cultural products of every State and con
gressional district had been included.
This clearly obliterates the ability of the
Secretary to take advantage of attrac
tive market conditions.

Moreover, it seems that the present
section 10 crept into the bill for the sole
reason that school districts had become
accustomed to cereal, oils, and shorten
ings and began to consider their receipt
as a "right," failing to realize that there
are limits to what the U.S. Department
of Agriculture can provide. Last year, for
market reasons, and because of legisla
tion we adopted, the Department concen
trated heavily on the purchase of meats
especially beef-and cheese, thus provid
ing high protein items to the schools. We
could, I suppose, direct the Secretary to
completely package up each pupil's lunch
and send it out daily-but that is not
the direction we should be going. He
needs to have the leverage to make wise
decisions on the purchase of commodi
ties based on market conditions-and not
to be compelled to enter the market
when it is unwise for the Government to
compete.

The mandate presently in section 10 of
H.R. 4222 would represent an increase
of at least 19 percent in the value of
food assistance for fiscal year 1976 over
197.5, in which year the contributions in
food were $417 million-higher than in
any previous year. Further increases are
simply not warranted and cannot be sup
ported.

For these reasons and the fact that
under current market conditions many
of the specific commodities that would
be provided by this legislation are not
available in surplus quantities-or in
need of price support--I sincerely be
lieve adoption of an amendment strik
ing this portion of section 10, to con
form with House-passed language is
essential.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CURTIS. Yes, I yield to the Sena
tor.

July 10, 1975
• we.

Mr. ALLEN. What the Benatr nas
done then, as I understand it, is to add
his unprinted amendment to his printed
amendment, is that correct?

Mr. CURTIS. Well, in a sense.
What we have done is corrected our

language to do two things.
Mr. ALLEN. Well. one, as I understand

it, it would knock out some $79 million
in addition to the current commodity
value allowance in the bill.

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct. I believe
the figure is $79 million.

Mr. ALLEN. And the other phase of
the amendment would allow school dis
tricts or States--

Mr. CURTIS. A State.
Mr. ALLEN. states to get cash in lieu

of commodities except in periods of sur
plus commodities when the Secretary
could insist that the surplus commodities
be accepted rather than cash, is that cor
rect?

Mr. CURTIS. The distinguished Sena
tor has stated it correctly.

Mr. ALLEN; I see.
I believe, first, we will ask for a division

of the questions presented, Mr. President.
Mr. CURTIS. I think the Senator is

entitled to that, as a matter of fact.
Mr. ALLEN. Yes.
Mr. President, we ask for a division of

the questions presented by the amend
ment.

I might state that the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. ABOUR
EZK) wanted to be here at this time. He
does not seem to be in the Chamber, so
I will suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator withhold
it?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. How does

the Senator want the matter divided?
Mr. ALLEN. Well, the two separate

amendments.
Mr. CURTIS. One would strike out, the

other insert.
Mr. ALLEN. Yes.
The Chair might not have the modi

fied amendment before him.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

amendment will be divided into two
parts.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Kansas.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I rise in

support of the amendment of the dis
tinguished Senator from Nebraska.

I would point out in reference to his
comments on his amendment with ref
erence to cash in lieu of commodities, the
so-called option, that is a practice now
in the State of Kansas and it has worked,
as the Senator from Nebraska pointed
out, very successfully.

The cash for commodities, according
to Mrs. lone George, director of School
Food Services, Kansas State Department
of Education, the cash for commodities
has been distributed with no additional
personnel required on the State staff.

This has resulted in savings of $85,
000 to the State, and this $85,000 was a
projected budget for setting up a food
distribution system within the depart
ment of education before it was known
the cash could be received, and I think
based on the experience in Kansas, the
Senator from Kansas has offered a very
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broad amendment to the committee
which would have given every state this
option.

There are some special interest groups,
poultry, milk, and others, who do not
want cash in lieu of commodities. They
feel that it is not in their interest and
they might be better off financially, or
would benefit more from the school lunch
program if, in effect, the school districts
of the state are required to take the
commodities.

But it seemed to the Senator from
Kansas at the time, and it seems now, the
senator from Nebraska has sort of com
promised that position. He has indicated
cash in lieu of commodities would be
available except in the cases of sur
pluses, and where there was a surplus
in any commodity, then, of course, it
would be required that the surplus be
purchased.

There had been a great many com
ments from the State of Kansas that
With the cash in lieu of commodities the
money is spent in the State of Kansas
and we do believe, as the Senator from
Nebraska pointed up, there is less paper
work, there is more variety in the menus,
better planning for utilization of facili
ties, there is a savings of actual cash
formerly spent for freight and storage
just of commodities coming into an area.

Finally, .there is more money for food,
and that IS really, as I understand the
real essence of the program making food
available to those children for school
lunch programs, and by making it cash
in lieu of commodities there is more cash
for food.

For those reasons, the Senator from
Kansas believes that while the Senator
from Nebraska's amendment will in no
way interefere with the amendment now
in the bill which would protect the State
of Kansas and would continue to provide
us the option to have cash in lieu of
commodities, it would simply extend in
a modified way this same opportunity to
other States, unless there was a surplus
of any commodity:

Second, the Senator from Kansas
supports that portion of the Senator
from Nebraska's amendment which
would reduce the cost of this measure by
almost $80 mlllion and substantially di
minishes the chances of veto.

The Senator from Kansas understands
the import~mce of .this program, under
stands the Importance of quick action on
the program, but also understands that
the President of the United States has a
very difficult time these days trying to
figure out some overall program that will
keep the economy within bounds and
keep the deficit somewhere in the neigh
borhood of $60 billion to $70 billion
which is a large figure. '

In an effort to do that, the President
may be forced from time to time to veto
legislation and to veto legislation even
with the name of school lunch programs
if the net result would be to the detri
ment of the American taxpayer and go to
those children who someday will be tax
payers.

But this section of the bill, section 10
would require the Department of Agri~
culture to purchase for the school lunch
program cereal, shortening and oil prod-

ucts in the same or greater quantities
provided in fiscal year 1974.

These are mandated purchases and
they amount to almost $80 million and
they would be over and above all other
commodities and cash provided by the
Department of Agriculture.

If we are going to start mandating the
purchase of specific commodities this
year. we may say it is cereal or shorten
ing or oil products. Of course, if we rep
resent an area or a State that may be
supplying cereal, shortening or oil prod
ucts, we may say there is great merit to
the amendment. But once we start man
dating what should be purchased for
school lunch programs we are setting a
precedent and next year the Senator
from Kansas, or the Senator from Ne
braska, or the Senator from Alabama, or
any other Senator, might have some
other commodity that should be pur
chased by mandate of the Congress.

It seems to this Senator that is a bad
practice and one we should not engage in.

Mr. President, the amendment of the
Senator from Nebraska to H.R. 4222 will
improve the bill generally, reduce the
cost of the measure by almost $80 mil
lion, and substantially diminish the
chances of a Presidential veto.

Section 10 of the bill would require the
Department of Agriculture to purchase
for the school lunch program cereal,
shortening, and oil products in the same
or greater quantities as were provided in
fiscal year 1974. These mandated pur
chases, amounting to almost $80 million,
would be over and above all other com
modities and cash provided by the De
partment of Agriculture.

I fear that once Congress begins to
mandate the purchase of specific com
modities, others could be added at legis
lative whim until the specific agricultural
products of every State and congression
al district had been included. This clear
ly inhibits the ability of the Department
to take advantage of favorable market
conditions in purchasing nutritious foods
for the various child nutrition programs.

Moreover, it appears that this pro
vision crept into H.R. 4222 for the sole
reason that school districts had become
accustomed to cereal, oils, and shorten
ings and began to consider receipt of
such commodities as a "right." Last year,
for market reasons, the Department con
centrated heavily on the purchase of
meats-especially beef-and cheese, thus
providing high protein items to the
schools. We could, I suppose, direct
USDA to completely package up each
pupil's lunch and send it out daily-but
surely that is not the direction we should
be going. The Department must have the
leverage to make wise decisions on com
modity purchases in response to market
conditions. It should not be compelled to
enter the market to purchase specified
commoditi~s when market conditions
dictate that it would be unwise to com
pete.

For the reasons I have enumerated, the
House deleted this costly provision. The
House recognized that the mandated
purchase of these specified commodities
would represent an increase of at least
19 percent in the value of food assistance
for fiscal year 1976 over 1975. Consider-

ing that the level of assistance in 1975-.
almost $417 million-was higher than in
any previous year, further increases of
this magnitude are not warranted and
cannot be supported.

For these reasons, and in recognition
of the fact that under current market
conditions the specific commodities that
would be provided by this provision are
not available in surplus quantities or in
need of price support, I urge the adoption
of the amendment of the Senator from
Nebraska to this provision to conform to
the House-passed language.

For that reason, I support the Senator
from Nebraska's amendment.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the role.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed
ed to call the roll.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the amend
ment offered by the distinguished Sen
ator from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS) as was
developed in colloquy a moment ago, is
in two parts: In the first part which was
discussed, it would strike out on page
34 of the bill lines 4 through 16. both
inclusive, being section 10 of the bill.

This first portion of the amendment
would reverse a decision made by the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
to add grains and oils, that is, vegetable
oils, to the list of commodities now do
nated for use in school and other nutri
tion programs. Both grains and oils were
previously included in the list of com
modities that could be donated. But
when these commodities came into short
supply last year, the U.S. Department
of Agriculture withdrew them from the
donation list. They withdrew these com
modities despite laws on the books which
prohibited such withdrawals. Also, the
U.S. Department of Agriculture made
these same commodities available to
overseas markets through Public Law
480, despite their withdrawal of the com
modities from the donation list.

The distinguished Senator from Geor
gia (Mr. TALMADGE), the chairman of the
committee. tried several times last ~'ear

to get the Department of Agriculture to
restore grains and oils in accordance
with the law.

But the USDA has still refused to re
store grains to the program, though I
believe they have restored peanut oil to
the program.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator yield?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes.
Mr. CURTIS. I am not sure there is a

meeting of the minds on what this does.
This is not a case where the Depart
ment of Agriculture is merely instructed
to include in their list of commodities
cereals and these oils.

Mr. ALLEN. I understand that, but I
am leading up to--

Mr. CURTIS. This is a mandate that
they should furnish this over and above
all other things.

Mr. ALLEN. I understand that. I am
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.leading up to that. The USDA has re
fused to restore grains to the program,
though it has restored peanut oil, and
this refusal did prompt the action taken
in the committee, not only to force the
USDA to restore these commodities to
the list, but to add them, as it states, in
addition to the amounts allowable in
commodities.

It not only requires that they be fur
nished, that they be donated, but that
they be donated in addition to the
amounts allowable in commodities.

The committee has acted in the mat
ter, feeling that these foods should be
made available. Since the U.S. Depart
ment of Agriculture would n!)t put them
in the program and ma]{e them available
on the list of commodities being donated,
the committee did add them in addition
to the commodities allowed and provided
by the USDA.

Some $79 million is involved. The com
mittee has acted in the matter. The Sen
ator seeks to overturn the action of the
committee, and I would recommend, on
behalf of the committee, that the
amendment not be accepted, and to that
end I ask for the yeas and nays, Mr.
President.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator withhold that for a moment?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes.
The yeas and nays were not ordered.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, a parlia-

mentary inquiry.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator will state it.
Mr. CURTIS. If, after a vote is taken

on that part of my amendment dealing
with section 10, page 34, which would
strike it out, if my amendment fails,
would an amendment then be in order
to merely strike out that part beginning
on line 12 with the words "such prod
ucts," and the remainder of the sub
section?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is that on
on page 34?

Mr. CURTIS. Page 34, line 12.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would

be in order after the second division of
the Senator's pending amendment was
acted upon.

Mr. CURTIS. It would be in order, even
though the amendment proposing to
strike out the entire section was tabled?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. CURTIS. Very well.
Mr ALLEN. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to can the roll.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, a parlia

mentary inaniry.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quorum

call is in progress.
Mr. CURTIS. I ask unanimous coment

that the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection. it. i" so ordered.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inC'uiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it.

Mr. CURTIS. May I modify the first
part of my amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has the right to modify it, since the
yeas and nays have not been ordered.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I mod
ify my amendment. L'1Stead of striking
out all of section 10 on page 34, which
would be lines 4 to 16, inclusive, I modify
it to strike out merely the last part,
which begins on line 12 with the words
"such products" and continuing through
line 16.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is so modified. Will the Sen
ator please send the modification to the
desk?

Part I of Mr. CuRTIS' amendment, as
modified, is as follows:

-On page 34, beginning With the word
"such" on line 12, strike all down through
line 16.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I am happy to yield.
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I wish to

commend the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska for his modification. I
believe that it accomplishes, certainly,
what the Senator had in mind, and to a
lesser extent follows what the commit
tee had in mind, because it does restore
to the list of commodities that the De
partment of Agriculture is required to
furnish the grains and oils that were
last year left off by the Department of
Agriculture.

But it does withdraw this feature of re
quiring that the $79 million worth of
such commodities shall be in addition to
the allowance, either in cash or com
modities, that is now allowed.

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator has well
stated it.

Mr. ALLEN. So I commend the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska, and am
willing to accept the first part of the
amendment, as modified by the Senator.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask for
a vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the first division
of the amendment of the Senator from
Nebraska, as modified.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, what
is the actual significance of what the
Senator has done in the changes made?

Mr. CURTIS. Very well. I am happy to
endeavor to explain it.

The language in section 10 provides
that these cereals and oils shall be in
cluded in the commodities, and under the
committee bill they are in addition to the
11 cents in commodities that are ordi
narily provided under the law. Myorigi
nal amendment was to strike out the
whole thing. I have now modified it so I
only srtike out that portion which re
quires that this be in addition to the
other commodities. They are included
but not in addItion to.

Mr. McGOVERN. What is the prac
tical effect of that in terms of the
amount of comm0dities that \\iIl be made
available to the school lunch program?

Mr. CURTIS. It makes it the same as
current law. The Senator will see that
this section was brought about because
the Secretary of AgriCUlture withdrew
cereal and shortening and oil products
from the commodities that he distrib
uted.

Under this new language, the Secre
tary of Agriculture would be directed to
put those commodities back into the pro
gram, but under my- amendment it would
not be in addition to the 11 cents pro
vided.

Mr. McGOVERN. I personally think
what the Senator is proposing weakens
the legislation that is before us. It has
the effect of reducing the Federal con
tribution in commodities to the school
lunch program.

It is true that he is changing the lan
guage in that he does not exempt 110ur
and oils, but in order to accomplish what
the Senator is proposing with this
amendment, it will have the practical
effect of bringing about an overall reduc
tion in the amount of Federal commodi
ties that would otherwise be made avail
able to the schools under the committee
bill. Is that not a fact?

Mr. CURTIS. Under the committee
bill, yes, but it does not reduce existing
programs.

Mr. McGOVERN. I understand. But
the legislation now before us is not sim
ply a hold-the-line piece of legislation.
As the distinguished manager of the bill
(Mr. ALLEN) has explained, this is a pro
gram designed to strengthen our exist
ing child nutrition programs and the net
effect of what the Senator is proposing
here is simply to stand still at a time
when the country is growing.

Mr. CURTIS. No; other provisions of
the bill increase the amount to be ex
pended by something over $200 million.

Mr. McGOVERN. I understand that.
But the net effect of what the Senator
is proposing here is to reduce the com
modity contribution that this bill as it
now stands would provide. Will not the
Senator agree with that?

Mr. CURTIS. I will agree with that.
But I also think it is important the
record show that even if my amend
ment were to be adopted there would be
a very material increase in the program,
something over $200,000, and it also pro
vides for the cost-of-living increase.

Mr. McGOVERN. But the overall cost
of the bill now before us, that is, the
bill that came out of the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, is approxi
mately $300 million below the level of
the bill that overwhelmingly passed the
House of Representatives, which was a
strong bipartisan bill.

I think this is the wrong place for an
economy move to be made. It is really
false economy to cut back on the com
modity contributions that we are
making for one of the best programs we
have in the country. and that is'thenu
tritional health of our children.

The Senator can argue that he has
reduced the impact of his amendment
somewhat by the modification. I would
agree with that. It is only half as bad
now as it was originally. But I shall have
to insist on a rollcall if the Senator is
going to press this amendment.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CURTIS. Yes.
Mr. PASTORE. The argument being

made by the Senator from Nebraska is
that this is not in addition to the 11
cents, so to speak, but it does add these
other commodities, but they are not in
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the 11 cents. What would the 11 cents the sellers of agricultural products, are doing is trying to reform his bill. I
become if we went along with the com- rather than the needs of the schools. am telling the Senators, very frankly,
mittee as the committee reported out I believe that if we want $79 million more this makes me a little suspicious, if I
the bill? Would it not increase the 11 in commodities, the amendment should might say so.
.cents? be raised rather than mandate the Sec- Mr. CURTIS. As I understand it, the

Mr. CURTIS. We get the 11 cents plus retary to supply speciflc food items. Senator from Alabama is willing to take
these commodities. Mr. PASTORE. Is it not a fact that my amendment as modified.

Mr. PASTORE. All right. Therefore, it cereals and oils are supported and fruit Mr. PASTORE. I realize that now, un-
would raise the 11 cents. would it not? juice and fresh fruit are not? Is that not del' second consideration, but that is not

Mr. CURTIS. Yes, it would raise the the justification given this, the fact it is the way it came out of committee.
overall cost. price supported? Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, whatever

Mr. PASTORE. What the Senator is Mr. CURTIS. No. The justification was the Senate does in working its wHl on
actually doing is bringing it back to 11 that the Secretary last year removed this bill, of course, will have to prevail.
cents, so he is cutting the program. these from the list of commodities be- I believe very strongly in the right of

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct. cause they were in short supply. Congress to do the legislating. However,
Mr. PASTORE. He is cutting the pro- Mr. PASTORE. But I am making a in a matter that directly affects the

gram. distinction here. The Senator said this budget, I think we should be practical. I
Mr. CURTIS. That is true, plus the would invite people with orange juice do not think we should deliberately in-

cost of living increases are provided. and fresh fruit. Those commodities are vite a veto.
Mr. PASTORE. That is right, but that not price supported but cereals are. The I am not authorized by the adminls-

was put in for another reason. taxpayers are paying for it. tration to make any specific statement,
Mr. CURTIS. Yes, that is right. Mr. CURTIS. But the other two are. but it is my understanding that the
Mr. PASTORE. That was put in to sub- We often come in here with proposals for House bill, which increased the cost of

stantiate the 11 cents to be consistent the Government to buy products where this program by about $500 million, is
with the rising cost of living. the price has gone down. . most unsatisfactory to the administra-

Mr. CURTIS. Yes. Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I think tion. The Senate bill increases it over
Mr. PASTORE. The fact still remains we ought to have a vote. the budget by about that much.

that the Senator's amendment is an Mr. CURTIS. We do that now, but It is entirely possible that the accept
amendment of attrition. There is no here is what we are doing: we are man- ance of the amendment now pending,
question about that. dating them in reference to cereals and which would reduce the cost by about $79

Mr. CURTIS. Over the committee bill, oils and no other products. million, would lessen the chance of a
not over existing law. Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the sen- veto. So if we are interested in promoting

Mr. PASTORE. That is right. But it ator from Nebraska yield? school lunches, I think we should give
was the intention of the committee to Mr. CURTIS. I yield. very serious consideration to this amend-
expand it somewhat because of the mal- Mr. DOLE. There will be efforts, I say ment, because we would be sending to the
nutrition situation that exists in the to the Senator from Rhode Island, to President a proposal which would be less
country today. To me it is elementary. expand this bill by $200 million very soon likely to be vetoed.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I think with the amendment of the Senator from
think there are better ways to expand South Dakota. So it is, as the Senator Mr. President, I yield the floor.
it if that is tne will of the Senate. from Nebraska pointed out, an open- Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the way

Mr. PASTORE. Yes, but we are not ended bill. this matter came about, as I stated in
doing it. We are going to end up with a higher my opening remarks, was that last year,

Mr. DOLE. Yes; we are. amount than we came into the Senate the U.S. Department of Agriculture took
Mr. CURTIS. Yes. We have an open with, and it just seems to the Senator grains off the list of commodities that

rule here and anybody can offer an from Kansas, who supports the school they were furnishing to the States to be
amendment. lunch program, that we should not, as used for the nutrition program-school

Mr. President, if I may be heard on the Senator from Nebraska said, be writ- lunch and otherwise. Then, when the
this, this picks out particular commodi- ing the menu for every school in this U.S. Department of Agriculture refused
ties, cereals and oils, and says the Secre- country. But that is, in effect, what hap- to restore these commodities to the list
tary of Agriculture shall give the schools pens under the bill. The amendment of by the way, the list of commodities is
these commodities, and it will not be the Senator from Nebraska simply elim- quite long. I ask unanimous consent to
counted in the overall. inates that. have printed in the RECORD page 230 of

That is bad in this regard. It puts Mr. PASTORE. One of the most cap- the USDA food and nutrition service
Congress in the business of writing a able men in this Senate is the Senator booklet entitled "Commodities Distrib
menu. Second, it invites other areas of from Alabama, and he is the manager of uted to Child Nutrition Programs Dur
the country from including orange juice, the bill.
meat, fresh vegetables, and what have Mr. DOLE. He is willing to accept the ing Fiscal Year 1973-1974."
you. amendment. There being no objection, the material

That shifts the focus of the school Mr. PASTORE. He did not come out was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
lunch program to the desires of needs of here with any starry-eyed bill. What we as follows:

TABLE VI.-COMMODITIES DISTRIBUTED TO THE CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS DURING FISCAL YEARS 1973-74

Fiscal year 1973 Fiscal year 1974 Fiscal year 1973 Fiscal year 1974

Program and commodity Pounds Amount Pounds Amount Program and commodity Pounds Amount Pounds Amount

Direct purchases:

S~p~jesauce_~_~ __ ._________ 147,056 $16,441 1, 295 $~~~
Apricots, canned_ _ 70,200 10,403 5,600 314 '
Beans, canned green________ 44,751 5,420 2,584
Beef products______________ 233,565 133,851 20,440,240 19

4
,557038' 757422

Chicken, frozen____________ 89,173,930 32,120,450 52,391,493' 2, ,
Corn canned______________ 14,264,761 1,841,581 35,100 4,532
Franklurters, Irozen____________________________________ 19,698,995 16,129,533
Fruit cocktaiL_____________ 6,839,446 1,408,925 373,424 76,925
Orange juice, Irozen_ 16,221,650 4,613,433 6,769,380 1,925,212
Peaches, canned___________ 55,680 8,357 1,226,560 24

3
1,6

82
30
5Peas, canned______________ 1,724,480 241,083 27.360 ,

Pineapple, canned__________ 26,460,227 3,640,932 4,179,577 705,930
Plums canned 33,202 3,839 ---------- ------------9fi-6i-i
Pork products_~::::________ 15,516,939 11,093, OGO 2,212,827 I, ~03' 873
Potatoes, frozen F.L 24,567,960 3,562,357 3,13~,~~ 1416'169
Sweet potatoes_____________ 2,277,300 586,188 5, U5' 253 ' 77' 644
Tomato products_ ---------- 719,330 102,424 497' 894 252' 283
Turkeys, frozen____________ 209,303 lOG,054 , ,

Total, sec. 6__ .__________ 198,559,780 59,494,808 117,275,577 . 67,417,772

Donated commodities:
Sec. 32:Apples, fresh • 33,560 3,027 - _

Apple juice________________ 33,107 3.446 5,240 545
Ap lesauce 19,670,347 2,458,798 153,371 19,171
Be~ns cd. greenariiiJiy:::: 22, 511, 582 2,694,832 32,150,523 7,629,663
Beef products____ __ __ __ ____ 22,858.479 22,593.318
Corn, canned______________ 5,813 911 53.1I6 10,268
Cranberries, fresh__________ 51,391 9,559 ------- - - -- ----
Cranberry sauce .________________________ 22,310,367 3, 569,~
Egg mix___________________ 67,269 55,954 516, 752 ~~~. 828
Fruit cocktaiL_____________ 1,205,918 245,284 1, 596. 9~i 16' 450
Grape jU!ce..______________ 9,534 1,608 29 1i~' I38 3 312' 553
GrapefrUlL_______________ 112 4 9~~ '3'690 "775
Hone!- ,______________ 23,400 ~____ ' 72 25
tar~lshortemng------------------m:096-- 16.136 234,243 86,600

en s____________________ 439,740 249,556 351,722 279,058
M~at, luncheon_____________ 127 637 21 480 220 979 52 438
Milk, evaporated___________, , 563' 551 497' 165
~~c'ia~~~~~i~~:: ::::::::::-------Tij4j--- ----- ---isf-- --~ ---- -- -----~---
Orange juice, frozen cond_ -- 5,768,940 1,640,689 57,256,810 16,896,488
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Fiscal year 1974

Pounds Amount

Fiscal year 1973

Pounds Amount

Fiscal year 1974 I
Pounds Amount Program and commodity

-------------------

Fiscal year 1973

Pounds AmountProgram and commodity

Orange juice, processed_____ 33,160 3,926 2,082,201 249,863
Peaches, canned_ __ 37,099,379 6,021,224 444,044 72,069
Peanutbutter ~ 18,040,945 6,115,879 24,491,007 9,399,651

~::~~_t_~r_a_~~I_e:~:::::::::::---TiiiiUiiii-~-----S9f6a9- 15, m:m 3, m: ~~~
Peas, canned __ . ... 10,104 1,490 __ . .. _. _
Peas, soup mix____________ 154,875 45,920 19,725 5,849
Peas, dry, spIiL___________ 973,359 99,088 1,048,422 283,178 I

Pineapple jUlce_ - - - -- --- -- - 66, 427 ~4~; i352~ ,;2240-8~- - -. -a,- ia0
9
-:-6

9
' 3

10
5----. -i,-Si9

6
-:-

1
i4
2
' 0
7
' IPlums, canned .________ ~

Pork products- .__ 6,820,599
Potatoes, white dehydrated__ 1,372,464 292,611 61,778 13,172
Potatoes, french fries_______ 1,793,100 252,646 351,690 49,553
Potatoes, sweet, fresh and

canned__________________ 48 6 . . . __ ._. .
Poultry,canned __ . 24,119,638 17,417,017 18,954,593 18,747,988
Prunes, dried and canned_ __ 30,612 5,907 28,983 8,857
Raisins•• __ •• 155,400 24,600 8,340 1,320
Syrup,corn ._______ 48,671 5,841 739,499 117,652
Tomatoproducts . 33,132,303 5,226,444 19,753,474 3,527,965
Turkey products . 50,302,564 17,956,248 34,379,425 23,910,118

Total, sec. 32. 227,107,121 165,606,385 293,970,560 117, 728, 895\

Sec. 416:Beans, canned and dry __ •• _' •••_._. • • __• ' __ : _
Bulgur.. __ . .___ 1, 111,616 99,270 1,332,620 164,711
Butter .__ ___ _ 116,784,866 84, 131,815 88,007,849 58,446,011
Cheese ._____ 590,258 367,374 8,648 8,528
Corn floij'- • •• . ._. ._ 460,550 18,330
Corn meal._. • .• 17,648,120 891,235 18,689,678 1,474,614
Farina._ ___ 88,200 13,582 130,158 26,787
Flour 279,004,469 21,399,644 315,008,953 36,730,044
Grits, corn_________________ 1, 3t8, 783 88,095 1,442,908 132,460
MacaronL_________________ 46,392 6,366 494,785 95,346
Margarine • .______________________ 10,192,950 4, 145,472
Milk, instant fortified_______ 3,844,572 1,723,905 2,837,880 2,011,041
Milk,nonfatdry. •__ 26,320,069 8,364,521 1,747,636 555,400
Oats, rolled________________ 8, 4t9, 900 618,028 8,182,040 805,932
Peanut bulter.. ._. __ • 1,222,956 414,582 • _
Rice 34,2t5,902 4,735,479 36,897,770 9,586,062
Saladoi!.. • 25,845,644 5,011,470 23,113,522 9,535,007
Shortening, vegetable_______ 36,255,495 7,095,198 38,333,711 12,109,619
Wheat,rolled______________ 1,683,550 136,029 2,897,116 358,952

Total,sec.416 • 554,400,882 135,096,593 549,778,774 134,204,316

TotaL • .___ 980,067,783 260,197,786 1961,024,911 319,350,983

1 In addition, $70,796,798 cash in lieu of commodities.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the list in
cludes beef, chicken, frankfurters,
orange juice, peas, peaches, flour, cheese,
margarine, milk, and many other items
possibly 50 or more.

When the Department of Agriculture
refused to add these to the available com
modities, the committee. merely wanting
to add the commodities back but not
wanting them to compete with the other
commodities available, said:

AU right, we'U take care of the commodity
people who have the commodities that are
approved; and Instead of making this come
within the 10 cents of commodities that the
Government provides, we will make It In
addition.

If the USDA had put these commodi
ties back on the list before the bill came
to the committee, this question never
would have come up. It appears that it
might have been just a little overreac
tion to the attitude of the Department
of Agriculture. They say: "All right, you
won't put them on the list. We are not
only going to put them on the list; we
are going to make it that much in
addition."

It seems to me that, as the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska has
pointed out, this amendment would get
these commodities back on the list, and
that would seem to me to be sufficient.
The issue is whether it is going to be
in addition to the commodity payments,
which is only a small fraction of what
the Federal Government pays toward the
school program-most of it is in cash
whether we are going to add them to
the list, and that is what the modified
amendment does, or whether we are
going to add them to the list after it has
been escalated.

About'2 years ago, we put the escalator
clause on, not only making the com
modity amount go up with the cost of
living or with the cost of food away from
home, but also escalating the amount of
cash payment. The question is whether
we are going to add this, in addition to
the natural escalation that is provided
under the law.

It does not seem to the Senator from
Alabama that the amendment of the dis
tinguished Senator from Nebraska is out
of line, because the amount of commodi
ties is being escalated, but getting them

back on the list is all that should be re
quired.

Suppose it took dairy products off the
list next time, or took pork off the list.
Would we come in again and say: "All
right, we're not only going to put them
back on the list, but we're going to put
them on in addition to what we are pro
viding in the way of commodities."

It seems to me that it is a double
scoop or a triple scoop and is more than
is contemplated by the legislation and
by the program. It is just fudging a little,
as the Senator from Alabama sees it.

I support the amendment of the Sen
ator from Nebraska, as modified. I hope
the Senator from South Dakota, with
his amendments involving hundreds of
millions of dollars, will agree that this
amendment should be accepted and that
he will not insist on a rollcall vote.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, while
Senators are in the Chamber, in all due
respect to the Senator from Alabama, I
will have to insist on a rollcall vote, and
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I do

not think there is any point in belabor
ing this argument. It is very clear what
is at stake here.

I agree that there is a certain logic
in the position outlined by the Senator
from Alabama. I understand, from a
technical point of view, why he has made
the judgment to accept this amendment.
Nevertheless, the practical impact of it
is to reduce by $79 million the authoriza
tion for additional commodities that will
be made available under the committee
bill as over against the existing school
lunch authorization.

I feel strongly about this matter.
Where child nutrition is involved, where
hard pressed and overburdened school
budgets are involved, if we can find a
formula-as we have under the bill of
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry-tQ increase by a modest amount
the authorization for these nutritious
commodities, we should do it. On that
basis, I hope we will stay with the bill
as it came from the committee.

I hope that the amendment of the
Senator from Nebraska will be defeated.

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator from
South Dakota yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes, I yield to the
Senator from Kansas.

Mr. DOLE. As I understand, the
amendment of the Senator from Ne
braska has been divided. Is the Senator
from South Dakota requesting a vote
on both parts of the amendment? If he
has that in mind, maybe we could save
the time of the Members if we had back
to-back votes.

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes, unless the Sen
ator from Alabama is opposing the other
part of the amendment, I would ask for
rollcalls--

Mr. DOLE. The other part of the
amendment deals with cash in lieu of
commodities except where there may be
surpluses. It seems to the Senator from
Kansas that if we are going to have roll
calls on that part of the amendment,
too, we could agree to back-to-back
votes.

Mr. McGOVERN. I would agree to that.
Mr President, I ask for the yeas and

nays, if that is in order, on the other part
of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
take unanimous consent to order the yeas
and nays on the second division.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, under
the circumstances, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be back-to-back rollcalls
on these two pending matters.

Mr. CURTIS. Reserving the right to
object, I wonder if we could have just a
few minutes after the first rollcall to
explain the second part of the amend
ment that I have offered.

Mr. DOLE. Would 5 minutes be ade
quate?

Mr. C~TIS. Five minutes is all I
care for.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays cannot be ordered by unani
mous consent on the second division.
There could be an order to order them
by unanimous consent, but it would still
take one-fifth to order the yeas and
nays.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the distin
guished Senator from South Dakota
speaks of this being a reduction in the
amount given to the school lunch pro-
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gram. Of course, it is not a reduction of
the present program, which is being
added to greatly by the bill pending in
the committee. This is new territory, so
it is not any reduction whatsoever. As a
matter of fact, the bill provides many
millions in addition. I wish to comment
just a little bit on the overall cost of
this bill.

In fiscal year 1975, the total Federal
funding level for all of the nutrition
programs embraced in the bill will be
about $2 billion. Assuming simple ex
tension of all of these programs without
making any changes in them, the Federal
cost in fiscal year 1976 would likelY reach
almost $2.6 billion. With the enactment
of H.R. 4222, as amended by the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, the
cost in fiscal year 1976 will be almost
$2.8 billion.

Mr. President, the American taxpayer,
through his Federal Government, has
been most generous over the past 30 years
in funding the expansion of our Nation's
school lunch and other child nutrition
programs. However, I believe there is ll.
limit to how much farther the Federal
Goverment can go in this direction.
When we combine the estimated cost of
the food stamp program in fiscal year
1976-and I must commend the distin
guished Senator from South Dakota for
playing such an important part in the
continual escalation of the cost of the
food stamp-with the estimated cost of
all child nutrition programs covered by
the cost of this bill, the total Federal cost
for the year 1976 for all of these pro
grams could be as high as $9 billion.

Mr. MORGAN. Will the Senator j'ield?
Mr. ALLEN. Not just yet. I know the

Senator has some interesting questions to
ask, but I want to complete my thought
here.

The distinguished Senator from South
Dakota is saying that, by the adoption of
the Curtis amendment, we would be
cutting back on the school lunch pro
gram. It is nothing of the sort, because
what the Curtis amendment does, what
it strikes out is not now the law, so how
can it be a reductions in the cost?

To the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota, waiting in the wings to
introduce amendments with a cost of
over $200 million to this program, I am
somewhat surprised that he insists on
this double-dip approach to the amount
available for commodities. We are talk
ing about 10 cents and 11 cents for com
modities on the lunch program. Let us
see how much it really runs to.

Last fiscal year, 1975, in the free lunch
program, under section IV funds, the
Federal Government paid 11.4 cents for
each free lunch. Under section XI, it
paid 51.2 cents for every free lunch, and
furnished 10 cents in commodities, for a
total of 73.6 cents; 73.6 cents the Federal
Government is providing for each free
lunch. Mr. President, this &.mount paid
in commodities to the school lunch pro
gram has escalated.

When I first came to the Senate, I be
lieve it was 6 cents, then 8, now 10. Now
an escalator provision will take it on up
to 11 cents, I believe. It was agreed when
we put in the escalator that that was go
ing to cover these increases. But, here,
they not only reinstate the grain and the

vegetable oil, they say that is in addition
to the escalation, and it is in addition to
the increasing amount provided by the
Government in all of these areas.

Mr. President, I believe that the Fed
eral Government is being extremely gen
erous in this area and I do not believe
thatr-it is just a little bit of pique on the
part of the committee, perhaps, in not
seeing these commodities restored to the
eligible list and, in effect, saying, all
right, you are not willing to restore them;
yes, yoU will restore them, and you will
restore them in addition to the amount
that is provided by law already for com
modities. I just do not believe that is
quite in keeping with the compact, more
or less, that we had in the Senate when
we added the escalation clause.

At this time, I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Maine for the pur
pose of making a request.

Mr. MUSKIE. I thank my good friend
from Alabama.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Jim Storey of the Budget Com
mittee staff have the privilege of the
floor during the consideration of this
legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. ALLEN. I am prepared at this
time, if the Senator has some questions,
to answer them. I just wanted to com
plete my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator withdraw his request for a
quorum?

Mr. MORGAN. Not at this time, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator suggest the absence of a quorum?

Mr. MORGAN. I suggest the absence
of a quorum, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Preddent, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, I wish
to make a statement on this bill. First
of all, let me say I did not know that it
was coming up this afternoon, and that
probably was my fault.

I am for the school lunch program.
As a matter of fact, I joined with Sena
tor HUMPHREY in his belief that it should
be available to every child required to
attend public schools, and I know that
would be quite an addition to the cost
of the program.

But I am opposed to a provision in this
bill which apparently has been in the law
for some time which tends, in my opinion,
to encourage dishonesty not only among
adults, but among schoolchildren.

The bill provides on page 30, begin
ning with line 3 that:

Local school authoritIes shall publicly an
nounce such tncome guIdelines-

Speaking, of course, of the income re
quirements whereby a child is entitled
to a free lunch-

on or about the' opening of school each
fiscal year, and shall make determinatIons
with respect to the annual Incomes of any
household solely-

And I emphasize the word "solely"-
on the basts of a statement executed tn
such form as the Secretary may prescrIbe by
an adUlt member of such household.

Now, when the school authorities are
required to accept an affidavitr-may we
have order, please, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. The Senators' con
versation with each other will stoP.

Mr. MORGAN. When the school au
thorities are required to accept an affi
davit made by an adult, the adult stand
ing in loco parentis, and award free
lunches without being allowed to make
any verification of the information con
tained in it, there is something wrong
with the law.

The people of North Carolina are con
cerned about it; the school authorities
are concerned about it. They see it be
ing abused, and they are able to do noth
ing about it.

My 12-year-old daughter is in a class
of 31 pupils. Out of that 31, 24 receive
free lunches, and I know, because my
little girl is proud of the fact that she
was treasurer of the class and was re
quired to take up the lunch money of
those who were going to pay for their
lunches, and it first came to my atten
tion when she came home and said,
"Daddy, why is so and so receiving a free
lunch?" when their parents who live
about two doors from us are employed in
the civil service and making a substan
tial income.

Apparently this is the kind of law we
are going to pass. As I say, I believe in
the free lunch program, I believe in mak
ing it universal. But when we say we have
got to accept the affidavit or the word of
a parent, and the school people cannot
go beyond it, there is something wrong,
and we are encouraging dishonesty.

Let us be fair with the American
people. Let us give every child in public
school a free lunch or let us do what we
intend to do, and that is provide free
lunches for those who are not able to
provide for themselves.

I had an amendment to offer, but I
think it is too late in the game to offer
it, but I will bring it to the attention of
the Senate, and I hope that the next
time the matter is considered by the
committee it will make some effort to
remedy this situation.

I know the arguments behind this. The
arguments are:

We do not want to embarrass anybody or
hum11late a child.

Well, which is worse, making an obvi
ous effort to ascertain whether someone
is defrauding the public or to maybe
run the risk of humilitating someone?

What we are doing is encouraging dis
honesty, and I am not sure, as much as I
believe in the nutritional program, as
much as I believe in providing for chil
dren, that I will even vote for the bill
or vote for any changes or additions to
it as long as that provision is in there.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
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So Division 1 of Mr. CURTIS' amend
ment (No. 667), as modified, was rejected.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I move to

reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was not agreed to.

Mr. PASTORE. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion recurs on the second division of the
Curtis amendment.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I believe
I can explain this amendment in 2 min
utes. It does not subtract from the pro
gram, dollar-wise or commodity-wise. It
does not add to the program. It gives
to every state the right to choose to take
the cash instead of commodities from the

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote there are--

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I have not
voted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Well, the
time is up.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I have not
voted yet, and I am entitled to vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia.

The legislative clerk resumed and con
cluded the call of the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH) , the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. EASTLAND), and the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), are necessarily
absent.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. DOM
ENICI), is necessarily absent.

The result was announced-yeas 29,
nays 66, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 271 Leg.}
YEAS-29

NOT VOTING-4
Eastland Hartke

NAYS-66
Abourezk Hatfield
Baker Hathaway
Beall Holllngs
Bentsen Huddleston
Biden Humphrey
Brock Inouye
Brooke Jackson
Burdick Javits
Byrd, Robert C. Johnston
Case Kennedy
Church Leahy
Clark Long
Cranston Magnuson
Culver Mansfield
Eagleton Mathias
Ford McGee
Glenn McGovern
Gravel McIntyre
Griffin Metcalf
Hart, Gary W. Mandale
Hart, Philip A. Montoya
Haskell Moss

Department of Agriculture. No state has
to adopt that plan unless they want the
option to get the cash, because they can
buy food prodUCts locally.

I have an editorial here, for example,
indicating that Hawaii would like to have
the option to get the cash instead of
commodities.

There are some States that believe
they can save money on freight andstor
age, and thus have a greater amount to
put into the.food programs for the stu
dents of the schools. This part of the
amendment would give to any State that
wanted to the right to elect to take cash
instead of commodities provided by the
Department of Agriculture.

There is one exception: If the Pres
ident finds that there is some particular
commodity that is in great surplus, and
it is in the national interest that it ought
to be used up, he can, with appropriate
findings, require all States to take such
commodities. But in the main, it gives
the States the right to choose cash in
stead of commodities. In many States it
will effect a saving and provide more
money for food.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, may
we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order.

The Senator from Alabama may pro
ceed.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, this
amendment, if enacted, would, in my
judgment, result in a complete closeout
of commodity donations to schools and
other child nutrition programs. And if
this is permitted to happen, the last ma
jor outlet for the disposal of surplus ag
ricultural commodities acquired under
our various agricultural price support
programs and section 32 purchases,
would be closed.

Under H.R. 4222, as reported by the
committee, only about 7 percent of the
total cost of each school lunch would be
in the form of donated USDA commod
ities. The remaining 93 percent would
be in the form of local cash purchases of
goods financed with Federal payments
under sections 4 and 11 of the School
Lunch Act, State and local payments
and funds provided by paying students.

If the amendment now before us were
adopted, I believe those States electing
to receive cash in lieu of commodities,
would promptly dismantle their com
modity warehouse and distribution sys
tem, since they would otherwise be
financing a system no longer in use. And
once such action were taken, they would
resist any later attempt by the Secretary
to force them to accept commodities that
may be in surplus. Such States would
either ask to be exempted from receiv
ing surplus commodities or demand that
the secretary pick up the cost of reestab
lishing their warehouse and distribution
system. .

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
Mr. ALLEN. I yield to the Senator

from Georgia.
Mr. TALl\!ADGE. I ask the Senator

from Alabama, is It not a fact that
school lunch program administrators of
several States testified very strongly In
favor of the commodity program?

Mr. ALLEN. That is a fact.
Mr. TALMADGE. Is it not also a fact
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Symington
Taft
Tunney
Weicker
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, on sec
ond thought, Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the Curtis amend
ment, as modified, be set aside tempO
rarily to the end that an amendment that
I have be considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DOLE. Reserving the right to ob
ject-I withdraw my objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from North Carolina? The Chair hears
none, and the clerk will report the
amendment of the Senator from North
Carolina.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
On page 3D, line 7. delete the word "solely"

and by changing the period at the end of
the word "household" on Une 9, to a comma
and by adding the following, "provided how
ever, such loca.l school authorities may for
cause seek verification of the data in such
application."

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, I think
I just made the argument. I think it is
a good amendment, and it would help
eliminate abuses in what is a very, very
good program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, speaking
for the committee, we are willing to ac
cept the amendment.

Mr. DOLE. Speaking for the minority
members of my committee, I am willing
to accept the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

GOLDWATER). The question now occurs
on agreeing to division 1 of Mr. CURTIS'
amendment No. 667, as modified.

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will suspend. Can we clear the well, gen
tlemen? Can we have some order in the
Senate?

The rollcall will not proceed until the
Senate is in order. The Senators will clear
the well. I am referring to three Senators
in the well; the Senator from New
Hampshire, the Senator from Vermont,
and Mr. HUMPHREY.

Mr. PASTORE. May we please have
order and have the Senators remove
themselves from the well?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
is trying to do that.

Mr. PASTORE. I want to thank the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I want to
thank the Senator for his help.

The Senate wllI be in order.
The clerk may proceed.
The legislative clerk resumed the call

of the roll.
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S:,mington
Talmadge
Williams
Young

RibicofI
Schweiker
Sparkman
Stennis
Stevenson
Stone

NOT VOTING-5
Eastland Tunney
Hartke

So Division 2 of Mr. CURTIS' amend
ment (No. 667), as modified, was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is
open to further amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 672

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 672.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc
GOVERN) for himself and Mr. ABOUREZK, Mr.
CASE, Mr. HARTKE, Mr. HATHAWAY, Mr. HUM
PHREY, Mr. MCGEE, Mr. CLARK, Mr. MONDALE,
Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr. TUNNEY, and Mr. WILLIAMS,
proposes an amendment numbered 672.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 28, strike out Unes 15 and 16, and

insert in lieu thereof the following;
"(a) Subsection (b) is amended-
"(I) By inserting '(I)' immediately after

the subsection designation.
"(2) By striking out in the fifth sentence

thereof the following: " if a. school elects to
serve reduced-price lunches'.

"(3) By inserting immediately a.fter the
fifth sentence thereof the follOWing new
sentence: 'Any child in any school in a State
who is eligible for a reduced price lunch un
der income guidelines prescribed for schools
in that State under the preceding sentence
shall be served a reduced price lunch.'.

"(4) By adding at the end thereof the fol
lOWing new sentence: 'NotWithstanding any
other provision of this subsection, beginning
with the fiscal year ending June 20, 1976, the
Income guidelines prescribed by each State
educational agency for reduced price lunches
for schools in tllat St:lte u:l~cr the fifth sen
tence of this paragraph shall be 100 per
centum above the applicable family size in
come levels in the income poverty guidelines
prescribed by the Secretary, and any child
who is a member of a household, if that
household has an annual income which falls
between (A) the applicable family size in
come level of the income gUidelines for free
lunches prescribed by the State educational
agency and (B) 100 per centum above the
applicable family size income levels in the
income poverty guidelines prescribed by the
Secretary, shall be served a reduced price
lunch at a price not to exceed 20 cents.'."

On page 29, line 24, strike out ", if a school
elects to serve reduced price lunches".

On page 30. strike out lines 1 through 3,
and insert in lieu thereof the following: "pre
scribed at 100 per centum above the appli
cable family size income levels in the income
poverty guidelines prescribed by the Secre
tary. Any child who is a member of a house
hold, if that household has an annual in
come which falls between (A) the applicable
family size income level of the income guide
lines for free lunches prescribed by the State
educational agency and (B) 100 per centum
above the applicable family size income levels
in the income poverty guidelines prescribed
by the Secretary, shall be served a reduced
price lunch at a price not to exceed 20 cents.
Local school authorities".

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, this
amendment does two things: First, it
raises, by 25 percent, the income eligi
bility level for redUCed-price lunches,

Nunn
Pastore
Pell
Percy
Proxmire
Randoiph

Bayh
Domenici

Leahy
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McClellan
McClure
McGee
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale
Montoya
Morgan
Moss
Muskle
Nelson

Scott, Hugh
Scott,

William L.
Stafford
Stevens
Taft
Thurmond
Tower
Weicker

Baker
Bartlett
Beall
Bellmon
Brock
Buckley
Curtis
Doie
Fannin
Fong

ments almost within hours of need. Any
discontinuance or elimination of the
USDA commodity donation program
would mean that this disaster food re
lief capability would be lost.

And lastly, Mr. President, I should like
to call attention to a study conducted by
USDA in February of this year, which
concluded that on the average, school
systems would be forced to pay about 7
percent more for commodities than
USDA, and smaller school systems even
more. The amendment now before us
provides for no additional compensation
in cash to allow for such increased costs.

Mr. President, I believe any further re
duction in the USDA commodity dona
tion program, which this amendment
would bring about, is unwarranted and
would be against the interests of farmers,
Government cost sayings, and our Na
tion's school system.

On behalf of the committee, I would
recommend that the amendment not be
agreed to. Have the yeas a.nd nays been
ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have not been ordered.

Mr. ALLEN. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

GOLDWATER). The question is on agree
ing to division 2 of the amendment (No.
667), as modified, of the Senator from
Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS). On this ques
tion, the yeas and nays have been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
called the 1'011.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announced
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH) , the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
EASTLAND), the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. HARTKE), and the Senator from
California (Mr. TUNNEY) are necessarily
absent.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. Do
MENICI) is necessarily absent.

The result was announced-yeas 28,
nays 66, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 272 Leg.]
YEAS-28

Garn
Goldwater
GrUlIn
Hansen
Hruska
Inouye
Laxalt
Packwood
Pearson
Roth

NAY8-66
Abourezk Eagleton

--Allen Ford
Bentsen Glenn
Biden Gravel
Brooke Hart, Gary W.
Bumpers Hart. Philip A.
Burdick Haskell
Byrd, Hatfield

Harry F., Jr. Hathaway
Byrd. Robert C. Helms
Cannon HollIngs
Case Huddleston
Chiles Humphrey
Church Jackson
Clark Javtts
Cranston Johnston
CUlver Kennedy

that when we have agricultural sur
pluses throughout the country at de
pressed prices, the Agriculture Depart
ment frequently buys those commodities
and puts them in the school lunch pro
gram?

Mr. ALLEN. That is a fact.
Mr. TALMADGE. Is that not a very

efficient method, not only of alleviating
supluses and helping depressed market
prices, but at the same time of feeding
the children in our school system?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, it does have that ef
fect.

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the Senator.
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, will the

Senator from Alabama yield?
Mr. ALLEN. I yield.
Mr. CHILES. If the Senator's resolu

tion on the rules change, of which I am
a cosponsor, which would modify rule
XIX, were passed, would we still have
the same kind of explanation as we are
getting for this bill now?

Mr. ALLEN. I rather imagine we
would have a somewhat different pres
entation. It would place the burden on
all of us, inclUding the Senator from
Alabama and the Senator from Florida.

The Senator from Alabama is willing
to accept that burden, and hopes that
the Senator from Florida will also.

Mr. CHILES. I am, or want to be, a
cosponsor.

ADDITIONAL COsPoNsoa--s. RES. ISO

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Florida (Mr. CHILES) be added as
a cosponsor of Senate Resolution 180,
which seeks to amend rule XIX.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator, and
appreciate his sponsorship.

Mr. President, under the provisions of
the bill, States would be required to
accept commodity payments toward this
program, except in the State of Kansas,
which would be allowed to elect whether
to receive the cash or the commodities.
But the amendment of the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska would provide
that a State could choose the cash or
the commodities, except that the Secre
tary of Agriculture, in times when sur
plus commodities were on hand, could
require the States to accept the
commodities.

We could find a situation where school
districts and States would have sold their
warehouses and distribution systems and
elected to pay cash, and then, at a time
when the Secretary of AgriCUlture had
large surpluses of commodities on hand,
he could force the school districts or
school agencies to accept commodities.
Then they would be accepting the com
modities and not having any place to
store them. So it does not seem that it
would be a sound amendment, or an
amendment that would be supported by
the States and school districts and the
school lunch programs throughout the
country.

Another important reason ~or main
taining the existing-and relatively
small commodity donation program-is
that such commodities, as they are held
in State warehouses, are available to
meet natural disaster food relief require-
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and second, it mandates that the schools Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
offer this program. . Senator yield?

A mandate of the reduce.d-prlce lunch Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
to Mr. PASTORE. I compliment the Sen-

program merely raises this progr~m ator for his amendment. I hope that, for
the same status as the free and paId-for the purpose of the record, he will be a
lunch programs which are currently little more specific as to the ranges with-
mandated. . in which we are working.

This amendment has been unarumous- Mr. McGOVERN. I say to the Senator
ly accepted by the House. . i that, at the present time, a. family of

In practical terms, if this pr0'YlS on four would qualify for a reduced-price
becomes-law, a child from a famIly of lunch if they had an income above $5,000
four that earns between $5,000 and $10,- and less than about $8,500.
000 per year will be eligible for a reduced- Mr. PASTORE. That is a family of
price school lunch. d t four?

Reduced-price lunches cost the stu en Mr. McGOVERN. That is correct.
no more than 20 cents. This amendment would push that

Obviously, this provision attempts to eligibility level up to approximately
help those families who work. ~ut do not $10,000 for a faplily of four.
have much income, and famllles on low Mr. PASTORE. In addition to the
fixed incomes. Many people in rural
areas where familY incomes a:re gener- $1~~~?MCGOVERN.That is correct. It
ally l~wer, would be ai~ed b! thIS amend- comes out to an increase of about 25
ment. At the present tIme, m order to re- percent.
ceive a free lunch, children ~ust be from Mr. PASTORE. This is not a free
extremely poor families. The mcome po~- lunch; this is a reduced-price lunch?
erty guideline for fiscal year 1976 IS Mr. McGOVERN. This is a reduced
$5000 for a family of four. . price. The child would be charged, on the

Unless a school offers the. redu~ed- average, about 20 cents for that lunch.
price program, and a sUb~tantlal maJor- For a family with four children in school,
ity do not under the optlOnal lan~uage it would cost them about 80 cents to take
of current law, a child from a famIlY of care of those four lunches, as compared
four earning $5,500 per year must pay tb:e to an average cost, if they paid the full
same for his or her lunch--45 cents IS cost, of about 45 cents each.
the national average-as a child from a Mr. PASTORE. The Senator says that
family of four with an income of $40,000. the House of Representatives already has

Given the 9.2-percent unemploy~~nt adopted this amendment?
rate and the 13.5-percent cost-of-llVlng Mr. McGOVERN. The House of Repre
incr~ase last year, this legislation could sentatives adopted it unanimously sev
provide a great deal of help to ~e fam- eral weeks ago.
ilies hardest hit, but who. fall Just out- Mr. PASTORE. I thank the Senator.
side the normal levels of mcome neces- The amendment is worthy of support.
sary to receive support. These are tb:e Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
families whose tax dollars pay for thIS think the intent of the amendment is
program, and they deserve a break. clear. I do not see any point in belaboring

By using the proven mechanis~ of the argument.
school lunch, these families. can be glve?- Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
some support while theIr children s ator yield?
health and well-being is protected by re- Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
ceiving a nutritious meal. . Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am sym-

And, this can be done WIthout estab- pathetic to the amendment, but I am
lishing a new Federal program, or new concerned about the cost. I am wonder
bureaucratic structure. Many State ing what would be the added cost to a
school food service persons have spoken bill that is already in some jeopardy, be
with me about the success of the re- cause it is well over the bUdget. How
duced-price lunch program an~ their de- much additional cost would the amend
sire to see it improved as thIS amend- ment of the Senator from South Dakota
ment does. add to the bill?

Mr. President, I believe that this Mr. McGOVERN. This amendment, I
amendment represents an intelligent and sl\Y to the Senator from Kansas, would
serious attempt to improve existing law. cost, nationwide, an estimated $150 mil
Congress has shown great leadership in lion. Even if the Senate adopts this
beginning the reduced-price lunch pro- amendment, the Senate version of the
gram. I think now is a very good time to bill still would be $125 million below the
improve it and help our schoolchildren. level of the House-passed school nutri-

I think the amendment makes sense tion bill.
on all counts. It puts our reduced-price Mr. DOLE. But as I understand it, it
program in line with the consideration still would be about $200 million over the
we have given to other aspects of the bUdget.

t Mr. McGOVERN. Yes. When we con-
school lunch program. It is aimed direc - sider the other add-ons, if this amend-
ly at those families that are paying taxes, ment is adopted, the Senator is correct.
paying the very high cost of living in this The actual additional cost of this amend
inflationary period, doing it without pub- ment would be about $150 million.
lic assistance; yet, it does require that I stress again to the Senator that this
they make some contribution. Under the . assistance would go directly to families
reduced price concept, a child still could now getting nothing, yet who are in a
be charged 20 cents a month. very low-income category. I think the

families in the country that are having
the toughest time now are those in the
range between about $5,000 and $10,000,
with a family of four. This program does
not put them on charity. It still requires
that the child pay something toward the
school lunch, but it does give them a re
duced price.

As the Senator knows, we have th&
program operating in a number of states,
in a number of schools. This amendment
would mandate that wherever a school
lunch program is operating, they should
use the reduced price principle for those
students that come from low-income
families

Mr. DOLE. It is my understanding that
the House bill also provides an additional
5-cent reimbursement for fiscal year
1976 for each lunch served to children
who do not qualify for free or reduced
price meals. Itis my understanding that
that provision is not in the Senate bill.
Is that correct?

Mr. McGOVERN. That is correct. It
is not in the Senate bill, and it is not in
this amendment, as it now reads.

Mr. DOLE. It is further the under
standing of the Senator from Kansas
that there was some arrangement in the
House--"agreement" might be a better
word-which made the adoption of the
amendment now offered by the Senator
from South Dakota unanimous in the
House, because they worked out some
thing on the 5-cent provision.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator may be
right.

If this amendment is adopted, I realize
that there may be some discussion in
conference. There will be a difference in
the totals of the bill. I stress again that
even if the amendment is adopted, we
are still well below the figure already
approved in the House.

Mr. DOLE. Would the Senator from
South Dakota resist the House provision
on the 5 cents additional if his amend
ment were adopted?

Mr. McGOVERN. As the Senator
knows, I did not fight for that in the
committee. I think we will have a good
bill if this amendment is adopted. I am
more interested in retaining this provi
sion in the amendment than I am the
so-called 5 cents provision adopted by
the other body. I cannot speak for the
Senate conferees. I do not even know if
I will be a conferee.

Mr. DOLE. I think the efforts of the
Senator from South Dakota make a
great deal more sense than giving a
nickel to those who do not qualify under
the program.

It seems to the Senator from Kansas
I do not know what the cost of that
additional 5 cents would be, but it might
partially offset the added cost of the
amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota and make it possible for some of
us to support the amendment, notwith
standing the increased cost, if we were
certain we could reduce the cost of the
additional 5 cent amendment which is
contained in the House bill.

Mr. McGOVERN. I think the Sena
tor's point is well taken. I do not dispute
it.



July 10, 1975 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 22209
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I rise for

the purpose of explaining the impact of
the McGovern amendment on the first
concurrent budget resolution. I think the
discussion between the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota and the dis
tinguished Senator from Kansas has al
ready disclosed the dimensions of that
impact, but I think I should, as chairman
of the Committee on the Budget, spell
that out in more detail.

Mr. President, the school lunch pro
gram is among the most successful
human resources programs ever devised
by the Federal Government. It assures
millions of children of adequate nourish
ment at reasonable cost and in a man
ner which makes certain that the bene
fits get directly to those who need them
most.

This bill extends, with some modifica
tions, the statutory authorization of the
various child nutrition programs. As re
ported by the State Agriculture Commit
tee, H.R. 4222 would do the following:

First, it would extend through Sep
tember 30, 1977, the school breakfast
program; and

Second, it would change the poverty
level guidelines used to determine eligi
bility for reduced-price school lunches so
that they are based on more recent data.

Further, it would extend purchasing
authority for food products for donation
to child nutrition programs, and extend
the special supplemental food program
for women, infants, and children, among
other changes.

When the Budget Committee met in
April to develop the first budget resolu
tion, we were confronted with a Presi
dent's budget for child nutrition pro
grams that assumed legislative reduc
tions of about $600 million in budget au
thority and outlays in this important
child nutrition program. However, the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
advised us that the President's proposed
legislation would not be enacted, so the
budget resolution assumes an extension
of current law for the school lunch and
other child nutrition programs.

The budget level assumed for child nu
trition programs in the resolution-BA
of $2.4 billion, outlays of $2.3 billion
was based on the Agriculture Commit
tee's recommendations in its March 15
letter to the Budget Committee. Since
that time, the Department of Agriculture
submitted to the Appropriations Com
mittee a new estimate based on congres
~;ional intent to reject the President's
proposals and extend current programs.
The Department's estimate is $0.1 billion
higher than the budget authority and
outlay figures used by the Budget Com
mittee.

For the bill before us today, H.R. 4222,
the Agriculture Committee's report esti
mates the bill's cost at $0.2 billion in
budget authority and outlays over and
above the Department's estimated cost of
extending current law. This puts the bill
$0.3 billion over the spending level as
sumed in the budget resolt+tion. I ask
unaJumous consent that a tabUlation of

CXXI--1399-Par1; 17

these different estimates be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the tabula
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
BUdget estimates for Child Nutrition pro

grams, fiscal year 1976
(In billions)

BA Outlays
1. President's February

bUdget $1. 792 $1. 714
2. Agriculture Committee's

March 15 recomfneIl-
dation 2.399 2.321

3. Levels assumed in H.
Can. Res. 218________ 2.4 2.3

4. Excess costs of HE. 4222
over H. Can. Res. 218:
(a) as passed by the

House +. 6 +.6
(b) as reported to the

Senate +.3 +.3
5. Excess costs of H.E. 4222

over Department of
Agriculture's submis
sion to Appropria
tions Committee:
(a) as passed by the

House +.5 +.5
(b) as reported to the

Senate ~ +.2 +.2

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senate Agriculture
Committee, through amendments to the
House-passed version, has lowered the
cost of this b1ll by $0.3 b1llion. However,
I repeat, its cost will exceed the budget
resolution by $0.3 billion, and will also
exceed a more recent estimate of the
cost of simply extending current law by
$.2 b1llion. At this point, I ask unanimous
consent to enter for the RECORD a list of
the programs and amounts which make
up the excess of $0.2 billion over current
law. These figures are from the commit
tee report.

The additional $0.2 billion in spending
over the Department's estimate of cur
rent law breaks down as follows:

Fiscal year 1976 (millions)
Subsidies for school lunches for low-

income chlldren +$38
Non-school food program + 41
Commodity procurement + 76
Women-Infants-Children (WIC) spe-

cial food assistance + 50

+205

In short, the situation we are con
fronted with is this: Reestimation of
program costs by the administration has
raised the cost of the child nutrition
program by $100 million more than was
estimated in the congressional bUdget.
These costs would be incurred if we made
no change in the program. The Senate
Agriculture Committee, while reducing
the cost of the House-passed bill by an
additional $300 million, nonetheless has
added $200 million to the cost of simply
carrying on the existing program. The
amendments made by the Agriculture
Committee seem to have considerable
merit and, while I would have preferred
that the budget target be adhered to,
in this case I intend to support the com
mittee's recommendation that these pro
gram additions, in addition to what they
requested from the Budget Committee,
are necessary at this time. I will vote for
this bill.

However, I must oppose amendments
to the bill which will further increase
its cost.

As I pointed out, H.R. 4222 would ex
ceed the $125.3 billion target outlay fig
ure for the income security function by
$0.3 billion. However, there will be reesti
mates for some of the other programs in
that function. The estimate for food
stamps may have to be increased. Unem
ployment compensation outlays may
have been overestimated by the bUdget
committee and may be revised down
ward. Other less significant reestimates
are likely for other programs. However,
it is too early to tell what the net effect
of these estimate changes w1ll be, so I
think we should judge this bill in light
of the ceiling set last May when we
passed the bUdget resolution, and from
that perspective it clearly exceeds our
budget outlay target.

The amendment to H.R. 4222 pro
posed by Senator MCGOVERN and other
Senators is an attractive one. It would
require all schools in the lunch program
to offer reduced-price meals to students
from families in certain income brackets
just as they now offer free meals to the
neediest students. The amendment would
also raise the eligibility ceiling for re
duced-price lunches from 175 percent of
the povetry line to 200 percent, about
$10,000 a year for a family of four

There is no question that many chil
dren, inclUding some in my own State of
Maine, where incomes tend to be lower
than in some other states, would be aided
by this measure.

The cost of these changes, however,
would amount to at least $200 million
more in outlays this year. This would
bring the cost of this bill half a billion
dollars higher than the budget resolution
we agreed to just 8 weeks ago.

Mr. President, I will cast my vote
against these amendments reluctantly.
Like every other Senator, I wish that we
could meet each new human need identi
fied. The painful reality that led to the
enactment of the Budget Act is that we
cannot meet all our needs all at once all
the time. We must establish priorities.
We must limit our spending, to the maxi
mum extent we can, to the actual re
sources we can prudently make available.
We face the most staggering peacetime
deficit in history this year. Through the
budget process, we have managed to lay
before Congress a sound fiscal plan with
emphasis on job creation and meeting
human needs. It substantially reduces
the portion of the bUdget the President
requested for armaments. It enlarges the
portion of the budget devoted to meet
ing our citizens' needs here at home, es
pecially through the creation of new jobs.
itincreased the amount of the budget
for this very program. the Child Nutri
tion Act, by $600 million more than the
President requested.

If the Budget Act is to mean anything,
it means that at some point we must
say, "This much and no more," and on
this b1ll we are at that point. We have
reached that point in the committee ver
sion of the legislation.
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If the McGovern amendment is
adopted and added to the committee bill,
the committee bill, at that point, would
exceed the budget resolution by almost
half a billion dollars. I ought to repeat
the genesis of that figure so that we
can see upon what it is based.

The President's February budget pro
vided for the child nutrition programs
$1.8 billion of budget authority, and $1.7
plus billion in actual outlays for fiscal
1976. As I said, in its report to us of
March 15, the Committee on Agriculture
estimated that the program would cost
$2.4 billion in budget authority and $2.3
billion in outlays. It was that figure
which the Committee on the Budget
adopted for the budget resolution. So
the figures in the budget resolution are
$2.4 bililon in Gudget authority and $2.3
billion in outlays.

Since that time, there has been a re
estimate of the costs of continuing the
program under current law. That re
estimate which is a legitimate and ap
propriate exercise, increased those num
bers by $100 million.

The committee's four additions, added
to the $100 million, reflect a $300 mil
lion increase above the number in the
budget resolution.

Senator McGovern's amendment,
which is a most attractive one, would re
quire all schools in the lunch program to
offer reduced-price meals to students
from families in certain income brackets,
just as they now offer free meals to the
neediest students. In addition, his
amendment would raise the eligibility
ceiling for reduced-price lunches from

. 175 percent of the poverty line to 200
percent. That would be about $10,000 a
year for a family of four. The price of
that amendment-and I repeat that it
1s an attractive one--would be from
$150 to $200 million, according to the
estimate of the Committee on the Budget
staff. So the total impact on the budget
resolution would be half a billion dol
lars or thereabouts.

I say to my colleagues again that in the
budget resolution, we undertook, with
the advice of all the authorizing commit
tees and the Committee on Appropria
tions, including the CommIttee on Ag
rIculture, to get the best possible advIce
on what was needed to do the essential
job that this budget ought to do. We can
not do everythIng in addition that Is
attractive or that we would like to do, or
that can be justified on one ground or
another, that would appeal to any of
us or all of us. We have to say no oc
casionally, and I regret that this Is one
of those occasions when I must rIse, as
chairman of the Committee on the
BUdget, to say no to this amendment.

I wish it were not the case. But if we
were to· breach the budget on this, we
would simply be opening the door to fur
ther breaches on other worthwhile pro
grams as we go down the lIne. So I urge
my colleagues to consIder that thIs 1s a
significant, Important breach of the
budget resolution.

We ought to take that into account. If
we do not do so now, when we get to the
second concurrent resolution in Septem
bel' and October, we shall have an even
more difficult challenge to reconcile the

ceilings that we set in May with the
resources that we decIded in May were
available for essential government func
tions.

I have undertaken to do this kind of
analysis for every piece of spending legis
lation that has come to the floor and I
shall continue to do so.

In addition, we are Inaugurating, this
week, on behalf of the Congressional
Budget Office and the two bUdget com
mittees, a scorekeeping function, that is
complicated, to translate the functional
numbers of the first concurrent resolu
tion into the spending legislation that
worked out a way to do so and the Senate
will receive, on a weekly basis now, an
up-to-date score on what we have done
with spending in the light of the first
concurrent resolution. So that will be a
routine report.

In addition to that, I shall undertake,
either personaliy or through other mem
bers of the committee, to give the Senate
this kind of analysis. I assure the Sen
ators that I do so with regret in the case
of this particular program. It would have
particular meaning for the people of my
State. Just this week, stories in the
Maine press reported that Maine is
among the five poorest States in terms
of family income in the country. We
have 20 percent of our people under the
poverty line. Our people feel the pressure
of inflation and unemployment greatly.
But they are also concerned about the
integrity of our economic system and
the responsibility with which we expend
the resources of this government. If the
budget reform legislation is to mean
anything, it has to mean that we are
willing to accept its discipline, not only
with respect to those programs which
we may not be enthusiastic about, but
also the programs that have real, heart
plucking implications such as this one.

Discipline is discipline. It cannot be
directed only at the defense budget or
only at the space budget or only at those
programs that have no relevance to our
own States and our own needs. Dis
cipline has to be across the board, when
we are talking about $365 billion of
spending in a fiscal year.

It is in that spirit, may I say to the
distinguished Senator, my good friend
from South Dakota, who has been the
real champIon of these school lunch and
food stamp programs-it is in that spirit
that I present this factual report to the
Senate.

Mr. McGOVERN. Will the Senator
yield to me just a moment?

Mr. MUSKIE. Yes, I do yield.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

before the Senator propounds a question
or makes a statement, I ask unanimous
consent that I may proceed for 1 minute
without the Senator having the floor
losing his right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may we determine in some way whether
we can complete action on this bill today
and if not, we will proceed to put it over
until tomorrow? Will the Senators be
agreeable to a time limit on the pending
amendment?

Mr. McGOVERN. I say to the Senator

from West Virginia, I am ready to vote
on it now. I think the issue is understood
by Members of the Senate. I do not wish
any additional time. I think perhaps the
Senator from New Jersey may wish to be
heard briefly on this.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, if I can say
my little piece on it now, I will say it. I
made a statement yesterday following
the introduction of this amendment,
which I cosponsored.

In support of it, I think it is a good
amendment. I appreciate fully the pur
poses for which the Senator from Maine
has just been addressing himself. He is
doing his duty as he sees it and, as I
think, this body want him to do it. I
think in this instance the purpose of the
amendment overrides the consideratIons
he has suggested, and I fully support the
amendment. I think it is an excellent
one. With that I have no further need to
comment on the amendment.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that I may pro
ceed for two more minutes under the
same conditions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALLEN. Reserving the right to ob
ject, if a request has been made, this
amendment would add approximately
$180 million to an already very generous
program, a program that is already over
$200 million above the revised bUdget.

While I do not anticipate there will
be any lengthy debate, ~ just do not be
lieve we should have a short time limit on
an amendment of this importance, espe
cially in view of the fact that the dis
tinguished Senator from Maine (Mr.
MUSKIE), the distinguished chairman of
the Budget Committee, is sounding a
word of caution and a word of flscal re
sponsibility in this matter, and certainly
Is holding up a danger signal with re
spect to the amendment.

I feel it should be fUlly discussed. I do
not intend to discuss it overly long, but
still I would not want to agree to a short
time limit.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
would the distinguished Senator from
Alabama and the other Senators agree
to vote on the pending amendment no
later than 6 p.m. today?

Mr. ALLEN. No.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. He would not.
Does the Senator from New Jersey

have an amendment once this amend
ment is disposed of?

Mr. CASE. I have an amendment
which, I understand, is probably going
to follow this one. I should like to sug
gest that I have a half-hour overall, 15
minutes on each side would be adequate.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. On the Sen
ator's amendment.

Mr.. EAGLETON Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia yield?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes.
Mr. EAGLETON. I have a 30-second

amendment.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Would there

be any objection to the amendment of
the Senator from New Jersey having a
time limit.

Mr. ALLEN. I understand the distin
guished Senator from New Jersey's
amendment is In two parts, one that
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could be disposed of in a fairly short
time, but I believe, according to the esti
mate, he has in excess of $100 million in
the amendment to add to the bill, and I
would not want to agree to a time limit.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Very well, Mr.
President.

I thank all Senators for their consid
eration. We will proceed to play it by ear
until the pending amendment is voted
on, and then we will make a decision at
that point as to whether or not we con
tinue today on the measure or put it over
until tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Dakota has the fioor.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I just
want to take a minute to say that I feel
I understand the point that the Senator
from Maine has made, as the chairman
of the Budget Committee, and he really
has no other recourse than to draw the
attention of the Senate to the fact that
this amendment does go beyond the
bUdget guidelines. I think it is important
that we be alerted to that, and we have
to make a judgment as to whether there
are larger and mOre fundamental con
siderations that have to be applied.

I think in this case it probably would
give fome reassurance to' the Senator
from Maine to draw attention to the
fact that there are ·differences in the
levels between the Sena,te bill and the
House bill. We have a House bill that
is at the present time about one-half
billion dollars above the recommended
budget guidelines. Even if this amend
ment that is now pending is adopted, we
will still be at least $125 million below
the level of the previously passed House
bill.

In addition to that, I draw the Sen
ators' attention to the fact that there is
some maneuvering room there in confer
ence where further reductions might be
made in other aspects of the bill as
passed by the House. I do ~hink it is
very important that this concept of the
reduced price lunch be made available in
all schools where a school lunch program
is operating. I, for one, if I should have
anything to do with the conference, cer
tainly would be prepared to look at the
possibility of some economy moves on the
version of the b1l1 as it emerged from the
House and that would, perhaps, make it
more acceptable to the Senator from
Maine and his committee.

Mr. MUSKIE. May I add this: I ap
preciate that statement from the distin
guished Senator from South Dakota.

Let me make this point: There are a
lot of upward pressures on the bUdget,
and a lot of them are in what are often
described as uncontrollable areas, and
the biggest such area is in the income
security field.

What is involved in all here is on the
order of $125 to $130 billion, inclUding
social security payments, SSI payments,
unemployment compensation payments,
food stamp payments, and they are so
uncontrollable that the budget, by and
large. refiectssimply the latest estimates
of what the caseloads would be.

There is really no opportunity to con
trol them beyond that, and if the econ
omy continues to deteriorate in terms
of unemployment, whatever else hap-

pens in the so-called bottoming out phase
of the economic cycle about which we
have heard a great deal from adminis
tration economists, if unemployment
continues to deteriorate, then these un
controllable costs are going to rise, food
stamp costs are going to rise, unemploy
ment compensation costs will rise, and
we have to be alert to those measures
as we add to them, and this is the one
area, the one big area, in the whole Fed
eral budget where we are almost riding
a horse that is out of control. I do not
say that in any denigrating sense; I am
not suggesting that we take action to
cut back on the authorizations that show
cost-of-living increases with Social Se
curity beneficiaries, and so on. As a mat
ter of fact, this budget rejects the Pres
ident's notion of a ceiling on those kinds
of payments, and lifts that 5-percent cap
to the real cost-of-living increases. We
have done that.

But to do more than that is a decision
that the Senate ought to look at care
fully in terms of what the final conse
quence will be, because it is my hope in
the long run that when this first year's
exercise under the Budget Act is com
pleted we will have demonstrated the
capacity of discipline in spending.

If we can demonstrate that capacity
this year, then we will have a handle on
the budget not simply for cutting spend
ing but for directing spending into the
areas which we consider of most impor
tance to the country.

So establishing that discipline this
year, I think, is terribly important. That
is not to say that we ought to ignore the
need for public employment opportuni
ties, for example, to fill the gap left by
the private sector. I think the adminis
tration has been way off base in vetoing
legislation that Congress has enacted to
deal with that problem.

Congress is working on other legisla
tion in the jobs field to fill that gap be
because the objective of that kind of a
program is to turn the economy around
and eliminate that source of the Federal
deficit.

So there is a. need for carefully tar
geted programs directed to the highest
priority needs. The Senator's amendment
addresses the problem that is a high pri
ority need, but we cannot do them all this
year.

As the Senator says, as chairman of
the Budget Committee, I will make that
point as eloquently as I can.

I appreciate the Senator's under
standing.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Senator.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from South Dakota.
Mr. McGOVERN. Did Senator

ABOUREZK wish me to yield to him?
I yield to the Senator from South

Dakota.
Mr. ABOUREZK. I need some time.
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, under

the circumstances, I yield the fioor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Alabama.
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the way the

putting into effect or continuing a pro
gram of this sort takes place before the
committee, the amount of the cost of the
program is greatly increased in commit-

tee by amendment and in this case some
$200 million more than the revised
budget.

Then those proposals that are defeated
in the committee are presented again
here on the fioor, and the committee hav
ing turned out a bill that has run $200
million more than the revised budget es
timates is confronted on the fioor with
amendments aggregating over $300
million.

Sometimes we feel that those wIio are
pushing these food and nutrition pro
grams are greatly puffing and escalating
the costs of these programs. It is esti
mated when we put the food stamps into
this program, providing for this bill, the
total cost of these programs would be
over $9 billion.

Sometimes I think those who are push
ing these tremendously escalating. costs
are not going to be satisfied until these
nutrition programs are pushed up in size
and the defense program pulled down in
size to the point where they meet.

I am just wondering if we are not
letting our natural inclination to sup
port those programs that provide food
and other nutrition to those who need
such support to allow us to go far beyond
what is reasonable. I think this amend
ment, costing an additional $180 mll
lion, is an example of our fine humani
tarian impulses outrunning our ability
to pay.

I appreciated the remarks by the dis
tinguished Senator from Maine (Mr.
MUSKIE), and he outlined the effect of
this amendment of the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota in such a
polite, courteous, and understated way.
but at the same time he pointed out the
serious dangers involved.

What I got from the remarks of the
distinguished Senator from Maine,
chairman of the Congressional Budget
Committee, was that it would certainly
be an act of fiscal irresponsibility to ac
cept this $180 million amendment.

What does it do, Mr. President?
This is a proposal to set income eligi

bility for reduced price meals at 200
percent of the eligibility for free meals.

In other words, those families whose
income is 200 percent of the poverty
level, the level at which children would
be entitled to free meals, that if their
income is up to 200 percent of that level,
then they are entitled to reduced price
meals.

Simply stated this would permit a
family of four with over $10,000 annual
income to receive school meals for only
a token payment.

Well, that is fine. We like to see those
who need help in this area receive it.

A couple wit."1 four children could have
income reaching $13,000 and still quali
fy; a two-parent family with six children
would qualify with income of $15,660.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator yield?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes.
Mr. CURTIS. I want to commend the

distinguished Senator from Alabama for
his statement.

This would provide a food subsidy for
people of considerable income. It would
mean that taxes would ha.ve to be paid
not only by their parents to payout, but
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by many other people whose incomes
were not any higher-in order to provide
the assistance.

Is it not also true that these school
lunch programs, in the main, are en
tirely offered without profit, so the very
fact that the system exists and that theY
can pay the full fare means that theY
still are able to buy the food, in all prob
ability, in most places, at much less than
What it costs them in a commercial es
tablishment?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, that would certainlY
be true.

Mr. CURTIS. I commend the Senator.
I wish to commend the distinguished
chairman of the Budget Committee and
the cochairman for their position in re
gard to this matter.

This is more than just a modest in
crease in school lunch. It is a new de
parture. It will enlarge the number that
get subsidized food. But, further than
that, it will be a definite overrun, a
break, a rejection, of the budget that has
already been adopted.

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct.
Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator.
Mr. ALLEN. As I stated, these meals

would be served at a token payment.
The token payment could not exceed

20 cents, and would probably average
around 10 cents.

The cost of producing and serving
these meals would far exceed that
amount, not counting the food to eat,
and the price charged to children from
families with a little more income that
would not qualify would be considerablY
more. The difference must be made UP
by the Federal taxpayer. In fairness to
him, this proposal should be rejected as
unwarranted, unnecessary, and unjusti
fied.

A family with an income of $10,000, a
family of four, can hardly be considered
poor in most parts of the country. If you
told them they were poor, they would
certainly resent it, because they do not
feel that they are poor. I do not know
that forcing these benefits on people will
be considered by them as any great
favor.

Extending eligibility for a program of
subsidized meals for needy children to
people in this higher income bracket
would be a gross misinterpretation of
the intent of Congress and the will of the
American people. The free and reduced
price meal provision of the National
School Lunch Act was intended to help
needy children maintain an adequate
diet.

I think every Member of the Senate
supports that concept.

Needy children are those from fam
ilies with little or no income who are
genuinely unable to purchase enough
food to meet their needs. In no way was
it intended to offer this type of assistance
to children from families who are fullY
capable, financially, to pay the full pur
chase price of a meal or at their option
purchase the items to be included in a
nutritious bag lunch.

This prOpOsal though paraded as an
antipOverty, antirecession measure, is
actually a partial implementation

of a universal reduced price lunch pro
gram. The logic for offering meals at
token prices to families making $10,000
per year can be easily stretched to in
clude families making $11,000, then on
up the income ladder until all but the
upper-middle, and upper-income families
are covered. Then the argument will
shift to one of uniformity, and it will be
proposed to offer token prices to all chil
dren regardless of need or even free
meals.

That proposal is waiting in the wings,
I daresay. That is what we are heading
for.

Where in our national priorities is the
justification for providing yet another
subsidy for families who do not need, and
likely do not want this help? Accept
ance of this proposal would be an irre
sponsible action of Congress in this time
of need to control Government spend
ing and the mushrooming growth of do
mestic programs.

Mr. President, this is going back on the
budget figure set here in the Senate.
That is what the Budget Committee is
supposed to recommend and get the Sen
ate and the House to accept, an overall
spending limit. We went some $8 billion
over the President's estimated budget,
knocking off some of the odd tens of mil
lions. I believe the congressional budget
was some $8 billion over the Presidential
deficit of some $60 billion.

If we are going to keep adding to this
and we still stay at the budgetary ceiling,
then somebody is going to lose their
share. Somebody is going to have their
portion reduced or else we will have to
come back and say, "Well, we are wrong.
We added on all these other programs
and, therefore, we have to boost the
budget by whatever number of billions of
dollars would be involved."

Another issue is one of cost. USDA
estimates that raising eligibility for re
duced price lunches to 200 percent of the
Secretary's income guidelines and man
dating their service in all schools would
cost the Federal taxpayer an additional
$180 million annually.

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator yield
momentarily so we can get the yeas and
nays?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes.
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask for

the yeas and nays on the pending
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. ALLEN. The prOpOsal would add

almost 2.5 million children, bringing the
total eligible for free or reduced meals
to something over 15 million. This is
half again as many children considered
needy per the income poverty guidelines
of about $5,000 for a family of four.

Mr. President, already if the family
income is 175 percent of the poverty
guideline, they can get the reduced price
meal. This pushes it on up to 200 per
cent. I daresay the ink will not be dry on
the bill before they will be coming for
ward with a 250 percent and on to the
time when they will just serve free meals
to people who can well afford to pay for
the meals.

In addition this proposal goes even
further by requiring every school in the
program to offer reduced price meals.
Currently this is an option of the local
school district, and evidence suggests it
is not needed in all districts. Only a
limited number of schools have chosen
to offer such meals and little more than
2 percent of all meals served nation
wide have been reimbursed as reduced
price.

This is going to mandate this serv
ice in all schools.

This is so despite legislation enacted in
Public Law 92-433 that greatly liberal
ized reimbursement and funding criteria
for reduced price lunches to 175 percent
of the income guidelines.

Under this criteria schools have the
option now to offer reduced price
lunches to children in families of four
with incomes of $8,770 or less. That
would seem to be a pretty good figure on
the family income, $8,770, and under.
The children of such a family would be
able to have the reduced price luncheon.

This is an option to enable the local
communities to set standards in accor
dance with the local needs.

The proposal would be an intrusion on
the rights of State education agencies to
administer programs for which they are
charged in the manner best suited to the
needs of the State and its localities.
Mandating reduced price lunches and
mandating eligibility criteria removes
any flexibility local administrators have
in tailoring assistance to meet the needs
of a particular area.

Acceptance of this proposal will fur
ther frustrate the efforts of the President
and Congress to control Federal spend
ing and keep the Federal budget at a
level that will not spur inflation. Perhaps
some future time might find our na
tional priorities such to justify subsi
dizing meals for the nonneedy and the
accompanying heavy cost. Today, how
ever, is not the time, the proposal should
be rejected.

We should not add this additional $180
million to the burden of the taxpayers,
to the burden of the Federal Govern
ment, and increase the deficit by an ad
ditional $180,000.

I would say that a school lunch pro
gram, a nutrition program-we loosely
call this a scliOol lunch program but it
has about 10 food programs embraced in
it-would be a hard bill, I would think,
for the President to veto. Everybody is
for a bill of this sort.

But it has to be limited, and the Presi
dent has shown that he has the intesti
nal fortitude to veto what areappar
ently most popular bills. By the time we
get this bill burdened down with this
$180 million amendment and the amend
ment of the distinguished Senator from
New Jersey adding another $150 mil
lion--

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield at that pOint?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes.
Mr. CASE. I did not rise before be

cause I thought perhaps the Senator
from Alabama had made a slip of the
tongue, but my amendment would au
thorize no specific amount. It would au-
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3,054

8,216

1,488
1. 475
3,074
4,985

550
5,779
1,034

238
7,729

67,183

1,536
4,674

554
21,749

40,208
3,681

223
3,850

19,933
3,096
3,110

646

87, 123

9,855
35,079
2,931

Suppers
served
17,996

985
1,722

595
4,050

158

States:
Alabama ~_

Alaska _
Arizona _
Arkansas _
California _
Colorado _
Connecticut _
Delaware _
District of Columbia _
Florida _
(Jeorgia _
HawaU _
Idaho _
Illinois _
Indiana _
Iowa _
Kansas _
Kentucky _
Louisiana _
Maine _
Maryland _
~assachusetts _
~ichlgan _
~innesota _
:Mississippi _
~issouri _
~ontana _
Nebraska _
Nevada _
New Hampshire _
New Jersey _
New Mexico _
New York _
North Carol1na _
North I>akota _
Clhlo _
Oklahorna _
Oregon _
Pennsylvania _
Rhode Island _
South Carol1na _
South I>akota _
Tennessee ~ _
Texas _
Utah _
Vermont _
Virginia _
VVashington _

VVest Vlrglnia---------------------Wisconsin _
Wyornlng _

---Total 368,559

Mr. EAGLETON. It seems to me a mat
ter of simple equity that day care cen
ters serving suppers be allowed the same
commodity donations for those suppers
as are allowed for lunches.

My amendment, which would include
suppers as eligible meals for purposes of
commodity donations, would cost approx
imately $500,000.

I urge the adoption of this amend
ment.

Mr. President, this matter has been
discussed with the distinguished manager
of the bill, Mr. ALLEN, and the distin
guished ranking minority member, Mr.
DOLE.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, this is a
technical amendment and has been
cleared on both sides of the aisle, and we
have no objection to the amendment.
We will accept it on behalf of the com
mittee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
Mr. EAGLETON.

ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE FOOD AND

NUTRrrION SERVICE

SPECIAL FOOD SERVICE-YEAR-ROUND PROGRAM
APRIL 1975

NOT VOTING-9
Bayh Hartke Pastore
Domenici Mansfield Symington
Eastland Metcalf Tunney

So Mr. MCGOVERN'S amendment (No.
672) was rejected.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I move that
the vote by which the amendment was
rejected be reconsidered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

(The following proceedings occurred
during the consideration of the foregoing
amendment and are printed at this point
in the RECORD by unanimous consent.>

AMENDMENT NO. 671

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate turn
to my amendment No. 671.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 56, Une 23, insert "and suppers"
immediately after "lunches".

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, this is
a very short and relatively modest
amendment.

It pertains to section 16 of the bill
which authorizes the child care food
program. More specifically, it amends
subsection (e) which provides for the
donation of commodities to day care
centers.

Under the new child care food pro
gram, day care centers are to re;:;eive the
same cash reimbursement rates and
commodity donations as are provided
under the school lunch and school break
fast programs.

Consequently, the committee bill re
quires the Department of Agriculture to
provide States with commodity dona
tions for each lunch served in the child
care program.

However, there are day care centers
in 33 States and the District of Columbia
which serve suppers as well as lunches.
It is my understanding that these are
generally comparable meals in terms of
quantity and variety of foods, but that
where there is a difference the supper
tends to be the more substantial meal.

Under the committee bill, suppers are
eligible for cash reimbursements but not
for commodity donations. This omission
appears to have been more a matter of
oversight than of design.

As I said at the outset, this is a rela
tively minor matter. In April of this year.
the last month for which final figures are
available, approximately 369,000 suppers
were served in day care centers as com
pared to 7% million lunches.

But there are several states in which
a significant number of suppers are
served each month. My interest in this
amendment ,is not unrelated to the fact
that Missouri heads the list of those
States, having served 87,000 suppers in
day care centers in April.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be printed in the RECORD
a table showing the number of suppers
served in day care centers in the various
States in April 1975.

There being no objection, the table was

Muskle
Nunn
Packwood
Pearson
Proxmire
Randolph
Roth
Scott,Hugh
Scott,

WilllamL.
Sparkman
Stafford
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Stone
Tn.ft
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Young

McGovern
Mondale
Nelson
Pell
Percy
Ribicoff
Schweiker
Welcker
W111iams

Allen Gam
Baker Glenn
Bartlett Goldwater
Beall Griffin
Bellmon Hansen
Bentsen Haskell
Biden Helms
Brock Hollings
Buckley Hruska
Bumpers Inouye
Byrd. Johnston

Harry F., Jr. Laxalt
Byrd, Robert C. Leahy
Cannon Long
Chiles McClellan
Cranston McClure
Curtis McGee
Dole McIntyre
Eagleton Montoya
Fannin Morgan
Fong Moss

NAYS-61

Abourezk
Brooke
Burdick
Case
Church
Clark
Culver
Ford
Gravel
Hart, Gary W.

thorize just such amount as would be
appropriated.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes; it is open-ended.
Mr. CASE. Yes. Probably somewhere

in the neighborhood of $1 million, at the
most.

Mr. ALLEN. In view of its open-ended
nature, it might be $150 million or more,
and thus assure a veto.

Mr. CASE. In that case I am surprised
that the Senator did not agree to take
it in the first place.

Mr. ALLEN. I hope this amendment
will be rejected. Out of respect to the
distinguished Senator from South Da
kota, I will not make a motion to lay
it on the table, but I am willing for it to
be voted up or down on its merits.

I feel it will endanger the passage of
the bill, it is unsound, it is unneeded, and
as far as I know it is unasked for. But
the amendment is here. I hope the Sen
ate will reject it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
STONE). The question is on agreeing
to the amendment (No. 672) of the Sena
tor from South Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN) .

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH) , the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
EASTLAND), the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from Mon
tana (Mr. MANSFIELD) , the Senator from
Montana (Mr. METCALF), the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE), the
Senator from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON),
and the Senator from California (Mr.
TUNNEY) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PASTORE) would vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. DoM
ENICI) is necessarily absent.

The result was announced-yeas 29,
nays 61, as follows:

(Rollcall Vote No. 273 Leg.]

YEA8-29
Hart, PhUip A.
Hatfield
Hathaway
Huddleston
Humphrey
Jackson
Javits
Kennedy
Magnuson
Mathias
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The amendment was agreed to.
(1lUs concludes the proceedtngs that

occurred heretofore and which were
prtnted at this point tn the RECORD by
unanimous consent.)

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the Con
gressional Budget Committee, headed by
the distinguished Senator from Maine
(Mr. MUSKIE), has earned its keep to
day. It justified its existence, in the optn
ion of the Senator from Alabama, be
cause this amendi-nent, which would have
added $180 million needlessly to the bill,
was defeated as the :-esult of the distln-

guished Senator from Maine potntlng out
what this would do to the congressional
budget, how much it would run the bill
over the budget, how much it would in
crease the deficit. He did not say that
anyone should vote against the amend
ment, because that is not his policy, but
he did urge a word of caution.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may we have order? I am h'avtng a little
diffiCUlty hearing the Senator, and I am
sitting next to him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will Sen
ators kindly take their seats?

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator from Maine
was standing at his desk, wavtng a big,
red flag as to the amendmen~.

I am pleased that, tn the tnterest of
fiscal sanity and fiscal responsibility, the
amendment has been rejected.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed tn the RECORD two
documents that speak for themselves,
which have to do with statistics as to the
bill.

There- betng ·no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed tn the RECORD,
as follows:

COMPARISON OF FISCAL YEAR 1976 THROUGH FISCAL YEAR 1980 PROGRAM LEVELS FOR CHILO NUTRITION, SPECIAL MILK, AND WIC PROGRAMS

(I n thousands of dollarsj

Added cost in fiscal year~
Fiscal year-

1977 1978Fiscal year Added cost 1979 1980
1976 Added cost 1976 cost: Added cost compared compared compared compared compared

1976 revised compared H.R.4222 compared to revised to revised to revised to revised to revised
budget budget to budget as amended to budget budget 1976 budget 1976 budget 1976 budget 1976 budget

request estimate request by Committee request estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate

530,000 +32, 000 __

I 959,000 +94, 000 +38,000 +39,482 +40,706 +41,805 +42,892104,000 +104, 000 __
28,000 __

6,700 __

.106,000 +106,000 +41, 000 +42,599 +43,920 +45,106 +46,29762,000 +62,000 •
• 551, 185 +112,997 1+76,000 +78,964 +81,412 +83,610 +85,7841,000 • • __

114,739 +1,348 360 +374 +386 +396 +406

2,362,624 +512,345 +155,360 +166,614 +171,779 +176,4t7 +181,004
144, 000 +144, 000 --------------------------------- _
250,000 +250, 000 +50, 000 +51,950 +53,560 +55, 006 +56,436

2,756,614 +906,345 +205,360 +213,369 +219,984 +225,923 +231,797

530, 000 +32, 000
921,000 +56, 000
104,000 + 104,00028,000 _

6,700 __

65, 000 +65, 000
62, 000 62,000

475, 185 +36,9971,000 _
14,379 +988

2, 207, 264 +356,985
144,000 +144, 000
200,000 +200,000

2,551,264 +700,985

1. Cash payments to States:
(a) School lunch program (sec.

4)_____________________ 498, 000
(b) Special assistance (sec. 11)_ 865,000(c) Breakfast program • _
(d) Equipment assistance______ 28,000
(e) State administrative ex-

penses_________________ 6,700
(I) Nonschool food program:Year·round.. .. _

Summer _
2. Commodity procuremenL_________ 438,188
3. Nutritional training and surveys____ 1, 000
4. Federal operating expenses________ 13,391

--~------------~--~---------------..:.---_.:..-
Total, child nutrition________ 1,850,279

~: ~'if!~~~~I~:::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
Grand totaL. ..__ 1,850,279

.. (c) In the event that a State education
or comparable agency is unable to distribute
funds prOVided under this section to private
nonprofit schools. the Secretary shall dis
burse these funds directly to such school sys
tems in proportion of the total enrollment
in these schools to the total enrollment in
all schools in the State, and the Secretary
shall Withhold these funds from the total
apportionment allotted to the State agency.

.. (d) The Secretary shall withhold not less
than 1 per centum of any funds appropriated
under this section and shall expend these
funds to carry out research and development
projects relevant to the purpose of this sec
tion, particularly to develop materials and
techniques for the innovative presentation
of nutritional information."

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, if adopted,
this amendment will accomplish two
closely related goals. First, it will return
to the Department of Agriculture the
authority to regulate competitive foods
in the school lunchroom, and it will do
so with the admonition of Congress that
so-called empty calorie or junk foods
should not be sold tn schools participat
ing in the national school lunch pro
gram.

Second, my amendment will create a
new sectlon in the National SChool
Lunch Act aimed at providing assistance
to schools for programs of nutrition edu
cation not to exceed $1 million annually
would be authorized for this program.

This amendment does not ban vend
ing machines, it simply regulates what
may be sold in them. I believe that the
soda. pop, candy and cake sold tn some

s Includes $79,000,000 for grains and oils, minus $3,000,000 currently donated to day care centers
, $79,000,000 minus $3,000,000 to day care centers.
5 Includes $360,000 for the following: SAE study. $300,000; school breakfast meeting, $30,000;

SFSP meeting, $30,000.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that further reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment, as modified, is as fol
lows:

SEC. -. After the first sentence of section
10 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42
U.S.C. 1779) delete the following sentence:
"Such regUlations shall not prohibit the sale
of competitive food in food service faclllties
or areas during the time of service of food
under this Act or the National School Lunch
Act it the proceeds from the sales of such
foods wll1inure to the benefit of the schools
or of organizations of stUdents approved by
the schools."

SEC. 20. The Child Nutrition Act is fur·
ther amended by adding at the end thereof
a new section lUI follows:

"SEC. 18. (a) The Secretary shall make cash
grants to the education department or com
parable agency of each State for the purpose
of prOViding funds to local school districts
and private nonprofit school systems to en
able schoolchildren within each State to
participate in programs which increase their
knowledge of the nutritional value of foods
and the relationship of nutrition to human
health.

"(b) In order to Carry out the program
prOVided for under subsection (a) there are
authorized to be appropriated such sums as
the Congress deems appropriate. These funds
shall be apportioned among the States ac
cording to the number of people in that
State in proportion to the number of people
in all the States; however, no State shall
receive less than 1 per centum of any funds
appropriated by the Congress.

12.6

11.8

10.7

12.5

12.3

RIP
meals Federal
(mil- expendi
lions) tures

NA •

·7.5 ._._._._

• 1. 0 __

Free
meals
(mil·
lions)

NA

1.0

7.5

Total
meals
(mil

lions)

30,993

13,110

Partici·
pants

1 Millions.
• Half-pint of mild served to children.
I Comoined free and reduced meal total.

AMENDMENT NO. 668

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I call up my
amendment No. 668, as modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Jersey (Mr. Case),

for himself and Mr. McGovern, Mr. Hugh
Scott, Mr. Moss. Mr. Kennedy, Mr. Metcalf,
Mr. PhUlp A. Hart, Mr. Clark, Mr. Humphrey,
Mr. Schweiker, Mr. Cranston, and Mr. Muskie,
proposes an amendment numbered 668, lUI
modified.

Schoollunch 633,021 101.3 50.2 2.6 _
Sec.4 • .__________ 1$11. 2
Sec. 11.______________________ 126.5

School break-
fasL_._____ 59,332 7.8 6.9 .12

Special milk
program_____ NA. 33.6 s 16.8 •

Summer
special food
program _

Year roundSFSP _
Women,

infants, and
children_____ 19,996

Nonfood
assistancefunds • .___________________________ 347,259

State admin
istrative ex
pensefunds_ _ 160,874

I Includes $38,000,000 for meals to be served in residential institutions.
• Includes $41.000,000 for ~hild care feeding: cash, $28,000,000; nonfood assistance, $3.000,000;

commodities, $10,000,000 ($7,000,000 of this amount would be in added funds. The child care pro
gram currently gets $3,000,000 in commodities annually.)

ALABAMA-PROJECTED FISCAL YEAR 1975 DATA
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school vending machines undennine the
purpose of the school lunch program.

The objective of our child nutrition
programs is to help provide a nutrition
ally adequate diet for schoolchildren
and, thereby, help to safeguard their
health and well-being. It has been
proven time and· again that well nour
ished children are more alert, better be
haved, and learn more in the classroom.

Many experts and citizens concerned
about the presence of junk food in the
school cafeteria have been in touch with
me. And I share their belief that any
assault on the quality of our school nu
trition programs must be regarded most
seriously.

This amendment has the support of
the American School Food Service Asso
cIation and the American Dental Asso
ciation, both strong advocates of the
best in nutrition for the school lunch
room.

In his testimony before a Senate Agri
cultural Subcommittee this spring, Dr.
William E. Allen of the American Dental
Association stated:

We share, firet of all, the desIre of all
AmerIcans that chIldren be afforded dIets
that are hIgh In nutrItIonal value. The pres
ent school lunch program plays a valuable
role In helping to assure this. It would be
ImprUdent and, we think, unfair to the child
to tempt him to Ignore the well-balanced
lunch available to him In favor of purchas
Ing foods from vending machInes that would
be far less valuable In terms of hIs overall
growth and development.

Secondly, we are concerned about the del
eterious effect on the oral health of chll
dren that Is the consequence of undue con
sumptIon of sugar-rIch foods, many of
which are commonly sold In vending ma
chines.

The practice in my own state of New
Jersey is to make available only nutri
tious food during the hours that the
school breakfast and lunch programs
are operating. In other words, vending
machines selling nonnutritious foods are
turned off for those periods.

For my own part, I am deeply con
cerned about the attitude of the De
partment of Agriculture on this matter.
Through its failure to act, it has con
doned the erosion of its authority over
the school nutrition programs.

Senator ALLEN, chairman of the Sen
ate Agriculture Subcommittee on Agri
cultural Research and General Legis
lation, has stated that "proper nutrition
is the primary purpose" of the school
lunch programs, and I agree with him.

My amendment, in line with this ob
jective. also provides cash grants not to
exceed $1,000,000 annually to depart
ments of education or comparable State
agencies for the purpose of educating
children on the nutritional value of
foods and the importance of nutrition to
good health.

Adoption of this amendment will go
a long way to assure that the Federal
dollars spent in our school nutrition pro
grams are actually providing the best
possible nutrition for the children of our
country.

I have discussed this amendment with
the fioor manager of the bill and with
his Republican counterpart, Senator
DOLE. I think we have reached an agree-

ment and that we can come to an imme
diate vote.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the first
part of the amendment having to do
with vending machines does allow the
Department of Agriculture to forbid the
location of vending machines in public
schools. Already the local school boards
have the right to prohibit such vending
machines. Personally, I would rather the
local governments control; but they
would rather pass the buck to the Fed
eral Government in this period. I am op
posed to the amendment; but, in the
interest of comity-and I believe the
overwhelming sentiment in the Senate
on behalf of the committee, I will accept
the amendment.

As to the second part of the amend
ment, the amendment was an open-end
cost amendment that could have run in
to the tens of millions of dollars; and
the distinguished Senator has agreed to
reduce the authorization to $1 million
annually for the nutrition courses. While
I am opposed to that part of the amend
ment, in the further interest of comity,
I am willing to accept the amendment on
behalf of the committee.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I rise to
support Senator CASE'S amendment No.
668 to H.R. 4222-the National School
Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Act.
This amendment originalIy was intro
duced as S. 1309 on March 24 and I am
a cosponsor of that bill as well as the
amendment that is now before the
senate.,

The Case amendment would accom
plish two things. Section 1 of the amend
ment would repeal a section of the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 that prevents the
Secretary of Agriculture from limiting
the sale of snack foods that compete
with the federally subsidized food serv
ice programs served in school lunch
rooms. Section 2 of the Case amendment
would establish school nutrition educa
tion programs to supplement present ef
forts to establish preventative health
care in this country's school system.

If this amendment is enacted, section
10 of the 1966 Child Nutrition Act would
be deleted. It reads as follows:

Such regulations shall not prohibit the
sale of competitive foods In food service
faclllties or areas during the time of service
of food under this Act or the National School
Lunch Act if the proceeds from the sales
of such foods wlll Inure to the benefit of
the schools or of organizations of students
approved by the schools.

This particular provision was added
to the Child Nutrition Act in 1972 after
extensive lobbying by the vending ma
chine industry. Justification for it was
based upon the fact that a portion of
the profits from the vending machines
could be used by schools or school orga
nizations to purchase such things as uni
forms and'athletic equipment.

Mr. President, I have no objection to
the presence of vending machines in
school cafeterias. They have the poten
tial to serve an important function.
However, I do object to the ready avail
ability of nonnutritious, high sugar con
tent snack foods that now stock these
machines. This kind of food challenges

the integrity of the chUd feeding pro
grams and it is detrimental to the qual
ity .of food actually consumed by the
students. The Case amendment would
restore to the Secretary of Agriculture
the authority to prohibit the sale of
these nonnutritious foods in school cafe
terias, and hopefully, prevent snack food
from being sold in school lunchrooms.

The basic purpose and function of the
child nutrition program demands the
enactment of this amendment. This legis
lation is authorized as "a measure to
safeguard the health and well-being of
the Nation's children and to meet more
effectively the nutritional needs of our
children." The intent of this act and of
the school lunch program is to insure
that students receive nutritious, well
balanced meals in their school cafe
terias. For many children, particularly
those in low-income areas, these meals
represent the only balanced, nutritious
food they get all day. But right now, the
presence of vending machines frustrates
the effectiveness of the federally sub
sidized school feeding programs. Chil
dren often take the money given them
by their parents for the purchase of qual
ity low-cost meals under the program
and spend it on snack foods in vending
machines.

Concern about the availability of these
nonnutritious snack foods in our schools
is widespread. The PTA's and the Amer
ican School Food Service Association
have expressed their strong disapproval,
and the two largest national associations
of health care practitioners-the Amer
ican Medical Association and the Amer
ican Dental Association-strongly oppose
the sale of these foods in schools be
cause of the adverse effect they have
on our children's nutrition and health.
This concern is not new. In fact, hearings
were held on April 17, 1973, before the
Senate Select Committee on Nutrition
and Human Needs, and the harm caused
by the availability of snack foods was ex
tensively considered. Additional docu
mentation was presented to the Senate
Agriculture Committee this year when
we considered S. 850 and other bills re
ferred to the committee.

These hearings brought out the in
credible effect high-sugar content foods
have on the oral health of our children.
And each day, thousands of dentists see
this adverse impact as they try to repair
the unnecessary and preventable decay
of children's teeth caused by these high
sugar foods. According to the American
Dental Association, reasonable adher
ence to a few simple rules such as eating
a well-balanced diet and avoiding the
kind of sugar-rich food now available in
school cafeterias would help prevent this
tooth decay from occurring. It would im
prove our children's health.

Mr. President, a child's years in school
are intended to be a time of education,
not just in the narrow academic sense,
but also in the broadest possible mean
ing of the word. It is during these form
ative years that the child develops
habits and attitudes that stay with him
for his entire life. And it is during those
years that the basic nutritional habits
are firmly established. Recognition of
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this led the Congress to pass the Child
Nutrition Act. And fulfillment of the
stated purpose of that act demands
adoption of this amendment. This
amendment will help insure that while
in school this Nation's schoolchildren
are served only those foods that will fos
ter the awareness and importance of
good eating habits.

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to
adopt this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from New Jersey, as
modified.

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. PHILIP A. HART. Mr. President,

the Child Nutrition bill that we are now
considering should be approved. That
bill is very helpful to the youngsters in
our country. It makes necessary im
provements in all of the child feeding
programs, and it underscores our com
mitment to end hunger amongst our
children.

For the past decade we have been ex
panding the coverage of our child feed
ing efforts. The school lunch program
was launched in 1946; the school break
fast program, in 1966; the day care and
summer feeding programs, in 1968; and
the WIC program, for pregnant mothers
and infants, in 1973. All of these pro
grams have been vastly improved over
the past several years and, with the pas
sage of this legislation, they will be ex
panded in a responsible manner once
again.

The bill extends the authorization of
all of the child feeding programs until
the end of fiscal year 1977. The new WIC
program's authorization level is in
creased substantially to $250 million a
year. As in the past, the Secretary is ob
ligated to use section 32 funds to run the
program, together with any unused funds
from the previous fiscal years, so that the
program's operations need not wait for
an appropriation by Congress.

The school breakfast program will be
expanded to all schools in impoverished
areas. As the bill specifically states, the
breakfast program must "be made avail
able in all schools where it is needed to
provide adequate nutrition for children
in attendance." The Secretary's regula
tions must implement the program in all
title I schools-so designated as "needy
schools" under the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act-and all schools in
which one-quarter or more of the chil
dren are eligible for free and reduced
price meals. Also, the bill requires the
Agriculture Secretary to conduct a pro
gram of information, together with State
educational agencies, in furtherance of
this policy and to submit a report to the
Congress about the Secretary's subse
quent- plans for fulfilling the statutory
expansion directive.

The committee's bill also makes im
POl·tant improvements in the day care
and summer feeding programs. Specifi
cally. the two programs will become
available to all "institutions" upon re
quest and such institutions will have the
right to serve numerous federally reim
bursable meals to children in attendance.
In addition, more realistic reimburse
ment rates have been established for
these two feeding programs.

This bill will be helpful to youngsters
in my own State of Michigan where seri
ous nutritional problems existed prior to
the current high unemployment. In De
troit alone, the city's department of
health estimated that as many as 70,000
malnourished mothers and children
could benefit from the supplemental
feeding program prior to the unemploy
ment crisis. With 15 percent'unemploy
ment in the State, and higher figures in
many local communities, the need for
all the child nutrition programs in Mich
igan has grown considerably.

This bill should be approved over
whelmingly.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President.
the bill before us, H.R. 4222, if enacted
would extend for 2 years several highly
important child feeding programs.
Domestic food assistance programs
aimed at child nutrition have been the
subject of considerable discussion over
the past four decades. Due to agricul
tural surpluses that developed in the
early 1930's various nutrition-oriented
price assistance legislation was enacted
to aid farmers. By 1937, 15 States had
passed statutes establishing low-cost
school lunch programs. In 1940 there was
more innovation to provide aid to farm
ers and the "penny milk program" was
developed where the USDA reimbursed
local sponsors for purchase and distribu
tion of milk to children in schools and
other institutions.

In 1946 the National School Lunch Act
was passed. The national priority
changed from aiding farmers to feeding
children. The objectives of the act in
cluded a combination of encouraging
domestic consumption and safeguarding
the health of children.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture
now carries out a number of separate
feeding programs. These include school
lunch, school breakfast, equipment as
sistance to schools, nonschool child feed
ing, special milk, special supplemental
programs for women, infants and chil
dren, commodity donations to schools,
summer camps,· child care centers, non
profit institutions, and Indian reserva
tions. Food assistance programs also
provide for nutrition education for low
income families.

The mission of the child nutrition pro
grams which have been developed under
Federal auspices is to safeguard the
health and well-being of the Nation's
children and to encourage domestic con
sumption of nutritious agricultural com
modities and other food. Mr. President, I
would like to indicate how valuable child
nutrition programs have been to my
State, Kentucky.

There are 1,555 schools approved in
Kentucky for the school lunch program.
Of 678,000 children in average daily at
tendance over 572,000 are reached by the
school lunch program.

Kentucky leads the Nation in the
school breakfast program. There are 641
schools that have operating programs
and 110,000 Kentucky youth are fed.

Over 1,600 Kentucky schools partici
pate in the special milk program. In the
month of March 1975, 3 million one-half
pints of milk were consumed.

The special food service program for
children reaches 8,000 Kentucky chil-

dren and serves 24,000 meals daily. Last
year the summer feeding program had 26
sponsors In Kentucky. This year it has
41 sponsors and is expected to reach
21,000 children during summer 1975.

The supplemental feeding program for
women, infants, and children was de
veloped in an effort to provide nutritious
supplemental food for nutritionally de
ficient and low-income pregnant and lac
tating women, infants, and children up to
4 years -of age through cash grants to
State health departments or comparable
agencies. This program is currently pro
viding nutritious food to over 12,000 Ken
tuckY needy, low-income ;recipients. The
Kentucky Public Health Association esti
mates that approximately 86,000 Ken
tuckians are eligible to be served by this
program. In January 1974, Pikeville, Ky.,
was the site of the first WIC program in
the Nation.

The programs I have mentioned are
important in decreasing the number of
malnourished children, the number of
birth defects due to malnutrition and the
rate of mental retardation due to mal
nutrition. The benefits of these programs
are of both a preventive nature and help
ful in remedying an existing condition.

Our children are our greatest asset and
their present welfare must be of our ut
most concern. I feel the long-range bene
fits of child nutrition programs are of
tremendous value and I strongly urge my
colleagues to support this measure.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
child nutrition bill that is now before us
is one that I strongly support. In fact.
the committee's bill very much resembles
S. 850, the bill that I cosponsored earlier
this session. Its provisions will permit
substantial improvements to be made in
the day care, summer feeding, WIC,
school lunch, and school breakfast pro
grams. Undoubtedly, therefore, this bill
warrants the support of everyone in the
Senate.

This bill, like S. 850, establishes two
programs-the day care and summer
feeding programs-in place of the pre
vious "Special Food Service Program for
Children." In so doing, the legislation
makes important changes particularly
applicable to each of the two programs.
Reimbursement rates for the two pro
grams are increased; all eligible "institu
tions" are entitled to implement the pro
grams upon request and are permitted to
serve several meals a day; appropriate
time schedules for the promulgation of
new regulations are established; and the
definition of eligible "institutions" is ex
panded and more precisely defined for
each of the two programs.

For the WIC program, authorization
for continued operation of the program
is extended for 2 additional fiscal years.
Section 32 funds are to be utilized, to
gether with unspent section 32 WIC
funds from previous fiscal years, to oper
ate the program. An advisory committee
is to be established that will study the
program's effectiveness so that this rela
tively new program can be improved in
the future. New food packages-provided
on a fiexible basis, determined substan
tially "on medical necessity or cultural
eating patterns"-will now be distributed
under the program.

The school breakfast program section
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in this b1ll was taken almost verbatim
from the bill I cosponsored. Under the
bill, the school breakfast program shall
"be made available in all schools where
it is needed to provide adequate nutri
tion for children in attendance." Thus,
the Agriculture secretary's new regula
tions must require the implementation
of the program in all schools located in
needy areas, especially schools eligible
for title I assistance and schools in
which more than 25 percent of the chil
dren are eligible for free or reduced price
meals. To aid State and local educational
agencies in the fulfillment of this respon
sibility, the Secretary is to conduct <Oa
program of information" about the need
to expand the program. Thereafter, the
secretary will report to the Congress
about his plans for monitoring the school
breakfast program expansion mandate
set forth in the statute and regulations.

In sum, this bill will be very helpful
to needy children throughout the country
since it will make major improvements
in all of the child feeding programs. I
urge the bill's passage by the Senate and
I hope that the President will sign the
bill into law.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the bill
we have before us is of great importance
to the future of our child feeding pro
grams. I am pleased to support it. One
provision in the bill is particularly im
portant to the future of the school break
fast program and I would like to call spe
cial attention to it. That is the provi
sion that directs the Secretary of Agri
culture to require State education agen
cies to expand the program's coverage to
"all schools where it is needed to pro
vide adequate nutrition for children in
attendance." These so-called needy
schools are the ones that serve a large
proportion of impoverished children,
such as the schools that qualify for title
I assistance--under the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act-or that pro
vide free or reduced-price lunches to
more than one-fourth of the children in
attendance.

Presently, the law governing the break
fast program requires that State educa
tion agencies implement the program so
as to reach all needy children within the
State "to the maximum extent practi
cable:' Specific plans to this effect are
currently required of State educational
agencies by no later than January 1
every year. Those plans are supposed to
provide a sense of predictability about
program implementation by document
ing when specifically named schools will
establish the program. To give greater
clarity to our previous directives for ad
ditional breakfast program expansion,
we now clearly express our intention that
the program be extended to all needy
schools. To secure the compliance and
cooperation of the State and local agen
cies in carrying out this mandate, the
new provision requires the Secretary of
Agriculture to "carry out a program of
information in furtherance of this pol
icy:' That means that, in addition to is
suing new regulations to implement the
mandate on a state and local level, the
secretary must also take steps to com
municate directlY with State and local
agencies informing them of this new con-
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gressional directive and assisting them to
come into speedy compliance. After this
is done, but before 6 months elapse after
the passage of this bill, the Agriculture
Secretary must report to the commit
tees of jurisdiction in the Congress about
his plans for monitoring compliance with
the new directives.

Consequently, this provision in our leg
islation will substantially improve and
expand the school breakfast program.
It is my belief that this will help poor
children in their efforts to obtain high
quality educations.

I am also pleased by the other provi
sions in this bill that strengthen our
school food programs. One provision
would bring residential institutions that
care for children into the schOOl lunch
and breakfast programs. These institu
tions include homes for blind children
and mentally retarded children, as well
as children's wings of institutions car
ing for the blind, mentally retarded, or
handicapped of all ages. I know most of
my colleagues join with me in applaud
ing this provision.

The Senate AgriCUlture Committee
also acted to continue a strong commod
ity donation program for child nutri
tion and elderly nutrition programs
through September 3D, 1977. This provi
sion requires that the Secretary of Agri
culture provide schools, child care pro
grams, and elderly nutrition programs
with the broad range of commodity food
items that schools have always received.

A final school lunch provision which
merits attention ""ill aid unemployed
families who have children in school.
The provision requires that unemployed
parents be given notification-in addi
tion to the traditional announcement at
the beginning of the school year-about
the free and reduced-price income guide
lines, and the availability of these meals
to children whose parents' income falls
below the guidelines. The Secretary is
directed, under this provision, to set
forth regulations requiring affirmative
actions on the part of local school au
thorities to inform unemployed house
holds about the free and reduced-price
lunch programs. These regulations must
require schools to place notices in un
employment offices or provide for the
regular mailing of such notices to ap
plicants and recipients of unemployment
insurance; school authorities must also
take further action when plant closings
or large layoffs occur so that eligible
families may find out quickly about the
free and reduced-price meal program.

Thus, this bill marks a major step for
ward for school lunch legislation. It also
places the WIC program, the summer
feeding, and the child care food program
on a firm footing so that these programs
may effectively serve our low-income
youngsters.

The WIG. program performs a very val
uable service in aiding pregnant and
nursing women and young children at
nutritional risk. I am pleased to note
that the bill now before us provides $250
million for this program in fiscal year
1976 and again in fiscal year 1977; $62.5
million would be made available during
the mid-1976 transition period.

It is the committee's hope that Con-

gress will provide this money through the
regular appropriations process. If the
money is not appropriated, however, this
bill provides that it be taken from the
section 32 fund.

In addition, any WIC money unspent
between now and fiscal year 1977 would
be carried over. Hence, about $40 million
left over from fiscal year 1975 will be
added to the $250 million for fiscal year
1976 for a total of about $290 million. If
any of this money is unspent. it gets car
ried over to the transition period and
added to the $62.5 million for that pe
riod. Similarly, any money unused from
the transition period is carried into fiscal
year 1977 and added to the $250 million
made available for that year.

This procedure will insure orderly
growth in the WIC program so that we
can reach these women and children who
need to be reached, and can avoid irre
versible physical and mental impairment
due to early childhood malnutrition.

As I mentioned above, the summer
feeding program is also substantially af
fected by this legislation. The summer
feeding sections are based to a substan
tial degree on an excellent report sub
mitted to Congress by the GAO last
February.

The summer feeding sections of this
bill bring residential summer camps for
poor children into the summer feeding
program. The bill also provides that any
eligible summer feeding sponsor must be
allowed into the program upon request.
In addition, no eligible sponsor could be
limited to a certain number of children
or meals or days of operation.

Under this bill, sponsors would be eli
gible for the program if they served chil
dren from areas of poor economic condi
tions during any period from May 1
through September 30-except that the
program could run in other months in
localities with continuous school calen
dars. Sponsors would have to have a reg
ular. organized meal service program.
but would not be required to offer rec
reation or other organized activities.

Sponsors would be reimbursed for their
full costs. including rental of space and
equipment, up to a maximum amount
for each meal. The payments would be
made for breakfasts, lunches, suppers,
and supplements served. No sponsor, of
course, could be paid for two different
meals served at the same time. But as
long as the meals are served separate
lY, sponsors could not be prohibited from
offering the full variety of meal services.
This clearly means that sponsors can no
longer be told that they will not be reim
bursed for a lunch and a supplement un
less children stay in attendance for 5
straight hours.

Payment would be made to sponsors
in advanc~onJune1,July I, and Aug
ust I, each year. These payments would
be made by USDA to the States, and then
to the sponsors, at the begining of each
summer month and would cover meals to
be served in that month.

The final program addressed by this
legislation is the child care food program.
This program now serves over 400,000
low-income children cared for in nonresi
dential institutions of various sorts.
There have been a number of problems
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in this program in recent years, in part
due to some outmoded provisions in the
authorizing legislation. The bill now be
fore us greatly strengthens the program
by writing into the authorizing legisla
tion some of the features of the school
lunch program.

First, the bill provides that eligible
child care institutions could receive the
program upon request. No eligible insti
tution could be turned down, or in any
way made to restrict the number of chil
dren or meals it would serve. Th1s is one
of the areas where a fundamental char
acteristic of the school food programs is
being written into the child care food
program.

The program would be available to any
nonresidential child care institution,
and this includes family and group day
care homes. Of course, all institutions
would have to hold Federal, state, or lo
cal licensing, or approval, or be able to
satisfy the Secretary that they are oper
ating in accordance with standards set
forth in the Federal interagency day
care requirements-as updated by HEW's
title XX social service regulations. The
Secretary would establish a regular pro
cedure for nonlicensed child care insti
tutions to use in trying to satisfy him
that they do comply with the Federal day
care standards.

I should also note that the bill re
quires sponsoring institutions to have an
ms tax exemption, to be moving toward
compliance with the requirements for a
tax exempt certificate, or already to op
erate a program that requires nonprofit
status in order to receive Federal funds.
These requirements apply, of course, to
sponsoring agencies that apply for the
child care food program, rather than to
each local child care location. The spon
soring agencies could include State, lo
cal, or county government units, other
public or private nonprofit groups, volun
tary associations, et cetera. These agen
cies could operate as "umbrella spon
sors," as such agencies have long done in
the special food service program for chil
dren and in the summer feeding pro
gram.

Sponsors would receive money for
meals served but could qualify for equip
ment assistance as well. The bill requires
$3 million of the funds appropriated to
be apportioned among the States in fis
cal year 1976 and again in fiscal year
1977-and $750,000 during the transition
period-for nonfood assistance to child
care institutions.

The reimbursements that child care
centers actually would receive under
this bill would be based on the number
of children at each program who meet
the school lunch eligibility guidelines for
free meals, for reduced-price meals, and
for paid meals. This information could
come from records already on file at a
child care program, or if such records
were incomplete or unavailable from a
simple affidavit collected on an annual
basis from parents or guardians. The
eligibility would be based on the same
countable income, and the same deduc
tions from income that are used in the
school programs.

This does not mean, however, that
child care programs must collect data

on the number of meals served to chil
dren in each income category each day,
It is not intended that child care pro
grams actually be reimbursed at three
different rates for meals served each
day.

To the contrary, States would estab
lish a single reimbursement rate for
lunches, for suppers, for supplements,
and for breakfasts served at. each child
care program. The rate would equal the
average rate that a child care program
would end up with if the number of chil·
dren in each income category were multi
plied by the reimbursement rates pre
scribed by this bill for each income cate
gory and for each meal service. Thus,
the amount of money going toa child
care program would be the same as if the
program were reimbursed at three sepa
rate rates, but the administrative work
involved would be much less burden
some and prone to error. Under this pro
cedure, programs would need only to
record the total numbers of lunches, sup
pers, supplements, and breakfasts served
each day. As at present, child care insti
tutions would be able to receive reim
bursement for at least four meal services
each day, which could include two
supplements.

The principle behind this procedure
that recordkeeping mechanisms required
in the child care food program must be
kept as simple as possible-also applies
to other aspects of the child care pro
gram. Application forms, financial forms,
and other similar requirements for this
program must be significantly simpler
than those utilized in the school food
program.

Another area where the child care food
program remains somewhat unique is
that no collection of money for meals is
required, either from children or parents.
To impose a requirement for collecting
money would confiict with the traditional
methods through which child care insti
tutions are financed. Therefore, this bill
allows child care institutions to finance
those food service costs not reimbursed
by USDA through the same variety of
means that these institutions now use
under USDA's special food service pro
gram for children. These means in
clude public and private grants and
contributions and fees for the entire day
care service.

USDA's share of the costs would in
clude commodity donations. The bill re
quires USDA to donate to States the
same commodity rate for each lunch
served in the child care food program as
States already get for each meal served
in the school lunch program. For the
coming year, this would come to about 11
cents a meal for each lunch served in the
child care food program. Of course, as
in the school lunch program, USDA could
provide up to 25 percent of the commod
ity donation rate for child care institu
tions in cash rather than in commodi
ties.

States would be permitted to disburse
money to child care sponsors in advance
or after the submission of claims by a
sponsor. Claims would have to be re
imbursed by the States within 30 days.

From this explanation of the bill, I
think all Members can see how well con-

structed and how valuable the bill ls.
I am prOUd to be associated with this
legislation.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a number
of months ago I joined as a cosponsor of
S. 850, a bill to strengthen and improve
the Nation's child nutrition programs. I
support the legislation now before us,
wh1ch contains most of S. 850's original
provisions.

The school lunch program now reaches
about 25 million American Youngsters,
including 10 million who receive their
meals free or at reduced cost. In many
cases these children get their best meal
of the day through this program. It is
of great importance to our effort to pro
vide full nutrition to poor and hungry
ch1ldren.

In 1966, however, Congress determin
ed tha,t the lunch program alone was not
sufficient to guarantee that needy school
children were receiving adequate nutri
tion. Congress became concerned at that
time that many children were coming to
school without breakfast and, thus, were
unable to stay alert in their morning
classes. The result was that such chil
dren were able to learn only during their
afternoon classes at best. Many children,
in fact, were coming to school so hungry
that lunches alone were not sufficient
to make up for their nutrition deficit. Ac
cordingly the breakfast program was de
vised as a means for filling this nutrition
gap.

The breakfast program, coupled with
the lunch program, assures needy schOOl
children of a t least two good meals a day
and it guarantees that they\vill start the
day off with full stomachs and alert
minds. The experiences of educators
across the country, whose schools now
serve breakfasts, bears out the fact that
where the program operates, discipline
problems decrease and real learning in
creases.

Currently, however, only a small mi
nority of the needy children in the United
States can get a breakfast through this
program. Accordingly the bill we are now
taking up contains an important pro
vision designed to mandate a substantial
expansion of the breakfast program so
that many more children have the
chance to enjoy its benefits. This provi
sion establishes a new congressional re
quirement that the breakfast program be
established in "all schools where it is
needed to provide adequate nutrition for
children in attendance." By its very
terms, this provision essentiallY is di
rected at all schools in areas containing
large numbers of needy children. These
are the schools that qualify for title I
assistance under the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act as well as the
schools that serve at least 25 percent of
their children free or reduced price
school lunches.

To fulfill our legislative directive, the
bill requires the Secretary of AgriCUl
ture to conduct an informational pro
gram in conjunction with State educa
tional agencies. The Secretary should
also formulate plans and publish final
regulations that will implement the
statutory mandate that all needy schools
establish the breakfast program. There
after, but within 6 months, the Secre-



July 10, 1975 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 22219
tary shall report to the appropriate con
gressional committees about his actions
to date and his plans to monitor local
school districts' compliance with the al
ready-promulgated regulations. Through
these regulations, it is our expectation
that school districts throughout the
country will be fully aware of their ob
ligations to make the breakfast pro
gram available in "all schools needed to
provide adequate nutrition for children
in attendance." -

This new provision in the law will add
strength to our school breakfast pro
gram expansion requirements set forth
in the current statute. Specifically, under
section ll<h) (1) of the National School
Lunch Act, State agencies must prepare
and submit detailed plans specifying
how, "to the maximum extent practica
ble," the State educational agency and
local school districts will "reach needy
children" with the breakfast program.

The educational attainments of our
Nation's children are of vital importance
to a healthy, productive society. By
spending a small amount each day for
a needy child's breakfast, we are help
ing to insure that that child can take
his place as a citizen who participates
fully in the life of our country. I ask
my colleagues to support this measure
for the mandatory expansion of the
school breakfast program.

I also ask support for the other school
lunch and breakfast provisions of this
bill, particularly the provision that al
lows children who live in residential in
stitutions to receive the school food pro
grams. Children who live in orphanages,
homes for the blind, homes for the men
ally retarded, and similar institutions
would be covered by this provision. The
provision applies both to children's in
stitutions and to children's wings of
larger institutions.

Another school lunch provision of this
bill to which I would like to call atten
tion concerns commodities. This provi
sion reflects the Agriculture Commit
tee's determination to keep the com
modity program strong. The provision
continues the requirement that USDA
supply schools, other child nutrition pro
grams, and the nutrition program for the
elderly with their annually programed
levels of commodities. The provision re
quires that schools receive their tradi
tional variety of commodities, and that
other programs such as the elderly nutri
tion program be donated the same range
of commodities that the schools receive.

I would like to comment, however, on
an important provision in the House ver
sion that is lacking in the Senate bill.
This provision allows States to receive
cash in lieu of commodities for institu
tions enrolled in the child care food pro
gram, such as day care facilities.

I strongly urge the Senate Agriculture
Committee to consider this House lan
guage in conference. Most day care cen
ters do not have the facilities to trans
port and store commodities. Getting com
modities to small centers in rural areas,
and to family day care homes could
prove an administrative and logistical
nightmare, and thus could well be use
less. Allowing States to opt for cash in
lieu of commodities for their child care

institutions is a wise solution to this
problem.

Schoolchildren are not the only chil
dren aided by this legislation. This legis
lation places our entire array of child
nutrition programs upon a firmer footing.
The bill extends the special supplemental
food program for women, infants, and
children-WIC-the program designed
to prevent irremediable damage to young
children.

The bill guarantees, through the use
when necessary-of section 32 funds,
that $250 million will be provided for the
WIC program in fiscal year 1976 and in
fiscal year 1977, and that $62.5 million
will be made available during the 3
month transition period between these 2
fiscal years. In addition, any unspent
fiscal year 1975 WIC money will be car
ried over and added to the $250 million
for fiscal year 1976, which should bring
total fiscal year 1976 WIC funding up
close to the $300 million mark. Any un
spent fiscal year 1976 money, including
money carried over from fiscal year 1975,
gets carried over into the transition pe
riod and added to the $62.5 million avail
able for that period, and any of the
money that is available during the tran
sition period but unspent during that
time must be carried forth into fiscal
year 1977 and added to the $250 million
available for that year.

These funding mechanisms will insure
that the WIC program will prosper. We
in the Senate should be pleased with the
development of this young program,
which is helping to prevent permanent
impairment to tens of thousands of chil
dren, is thus giving these children a more
equal chance in American society.

One of the sections of this bill that is
most urgently needed is the summer
feeding section. In April, the distin
guished Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MCGOVERN) and I introduced an amend
ment restructuring the summer feeding
program. The Senate Agriculture Com
mittee adopted our amendment almost
in its entirety.

The amendment was based on close
examination of a thorough and far
reaching analysis of the summer feed
ing program prepared by the GAO. If this
amendment were law today, we would be
spared many of the agonizing problems
that are besetting the program this very
summer.

As we stand here today, all summer
feeding sponsors in my State have had
their funds cut by 36 percent and have
been limited to the service of one meal
a day. The reason is a shortage of funds
and an allocation system under which
some states received all the funds they
requested while other States did not.
Sponsors in New Jersey and Connecticut
have also been limited to one meal a day.
Sponsors prepared to feed thousands of
children iIi North Carolina, Ohio, and
New Hampshire have been denied entry
into the program altogether because the
allocation their State received does not
meet their need.

The bill before us would resolve such
problems. It provides for all eligible sum
mer sponsors to enter the program upon
their request.

We already have such a. provision in

the school food and special milk pro
grams. The provision means that no
eligible sponsor could be denied entry
into the program, told to serve only a
limited number of children or meals, or
have funds cut out in any similar fashion.

To qualify for the program, a sponsor
would have to serve children from areas
of poor economic conditions, and would
have to operate for any period from May
1 through September 3D-except that the
program could run durlng other months
in areas where there is a continuous
school calendar and the major school
vacations come during other months of
the year. Sponsors would not have to
offer organized recreation activities in
order to run the program, because our
primary goal is reaching all hungry
children who need this program during
summer months, and we do not wish to
eliminate children from the program, be
cause the sponsor in their area lacks the
funds to provide recreation as well as
food.

The summer feeding section of the bill
allows sponsors to serve breakfast,
lunches, supplements, and suppers as
long as the different meal services do
not occur at the same time. We mean by
this provision to eliminate those restric
tive regulations now in effect which b.1r
a sponsor from serving children a second
meal unless they remain in attendance
for 5 consecutive hours each day.

Uncler this section, sponsors would re
ceive payment for all food service costs
including rental charges for space and
equipment-up to a specified maximum
amount for each meal. These payments
would be made primarily to sponsors in
advance, with the sponsors receiving dis
bursements on June 1, July 1, and August
1 each year for meals to be served in
the coming month.

Finally, overnIght summer camps for
poor children would also be allowed into
the program, which should encourage
more charitable organizations to run
"fresh air camps" and similar endeavors.

Before closing, I should also like to
mention the child care feeding section
of this bill. This bill allows family and
group day care homes into the program,
a step which I have advocated for many
years. The bill also provides that all eli
gible child care programs could receive
the program upon request, with no in
stitution being made to cut the numbers
of meals or children it would serve.

I am pleased to support this excellent
bill and urge its speedy adoption.

Mr. GARY W. HART. Mr. President,
I encourage support for the child nu
trition bill that has been reported to us
by the AgricUlture Committee. It is a
comprehensive bill that improves all of
the child feeding delivery systems and
offers hope that we will soon see the end
of hunger among the young people in
our Nation.

As an example, the bill extends the
new WIC program for 2 years and re
quires the Agriculture Department to
spend $250 million per year out of sec
tion 32 together with any funds remain
ing from previous fiscal years. The food
packages to be provided under WIC wlll
be more flexibly put together based on
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medical research and culture prefer
ences.

The bill substantially changes the
summer and child care feeding aspects
of the special food service program for
children. Those two feeding efforts will
now be established, in their own rights,
as separate programs. The programs' re
imbursement rates will be increased ccn
siderably and more day care centers and
summer institutions will have. access to
feeding funds.

One other program-the school break
fast program-is substantially benefited
by this bill.

Few things are more important to a
child's nutrition than an adequate
breakfast. Yet, millions of America's
schoolchildren come from families too
poor to provide them with decent break
fasts.

As a consequence, these hungry chil
dren go to school day after day without
the nutrition they need to stay alert,
learn, and compete with their class
mates. The result is one more link in the
chain of poverty that almost invariably
prevents such children from succeeding.
In 1966, Congress established the na
tional school breakfast program as the
vehicle for tackling this problem. Over
the past 9 years the program has grown
slowly-too slowly I fear-and includes
only about 13 percent of the Nation's
schools. For those lucky children who
attend a participating school, the break
fast program makes an enormous differ
ence in their lives. They are petter able
to pay attention; they learn more
quickly; they cause fewer disciplinary
problems; and, in general, they can make
much better use of the education our
schools offer. The importance of this
vital health program to the educational
process is obvious. We must act to speed
up its implementation in our Nation's
schools.

A provision in this blll mandates such
expansion, and as s'lch, holds out the
promise that during the coming school
year a substantial number of hungry and
needy children will be offered school
breakfasts for the flrst time. The provi
sion states, as a matter of mandatory
congressional policy, the breakfast pro
gram must henceforth be operated in all
schools where "it is needed to provide
adequate nutrition for children in at
tendance." Through this clear and un
equivocal congressional mandate it is our
intention that, at a minimum, such
schools must inclUde all title I schools
and all schools serving free- or reduced
price meals to more than one-fourth of
their pupils.

To implement this new policy, the Sec
retary of Agriculture must promptly is
sue new regulations in final form that
require State education agencies and
local school districts to implement this
mandatory expansion. The Secretary's
regulations must be explicit and must re
quire that the breakfast program be im
plemented in all schools located in im
poverished neighborhoods. To help in
sure the fullest possible assistance from
the AgricUlture Department to the States
in carrying out this expansion, we are
instructing the Secretary to cooperate
with State educational agencies in estab-

lishing and maintaining an information
program that will promote compliance
with the expansion mandate contained in
our law and the Secretary's regulations.
Finally, the Secretary is required to re
port back to Congress within a maximum
of 180 days from the date of enactment
to advise of his progress in carrying out
this directive.

This new addition to our law is neces
sary as it is apparent our current school
breakfast program expansion directives
have been ineffective. We now require
State agencies to devise specific plans of
operations detailing how such States, and
school districts therein, propose to ex
tend the breakfast program "to the maxi
mum extent practicable" to needy chil
dren. These plans are supposed to specify
time schedules for program implementa
tion in poor areas. We hope that the new
breakfast program provision, contained
in this bill, will turn the past statutory
expansion promise into a reality for poor
children.

It is my hope that the breakfast pro
gram will now move rapidly forward to
provide help to the millions of children
now presently being reached. I would en
courage every State to go beyond mere
compliance with this new requirement
and to use the program to the fullest.
This is truly a sound program that offers
the possibility of improved educational
opportunity to an enormous number of
American children. In light of the im
portance of this provision alone, I would
urge the adoption of this bill.

If USDA and the State agencies carry
out a serious effort to comply lawfUlly
with this program extension mandate, I
believe that the breakfast program, along
with the school lunch program, will
finally be on its way to fulfilling its po
tential of assuring that no American
child need sit through school with an
empty lunch.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, today the
Senate is considering H.R. 4222 as re
ported to the floor by the Senate Agri
culture Committee. This legislation will
extend and improve the National School
Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Act
of 1966, building upon the past experi
ences and successes of the child nutri
tion programs.

One of the most fundamental rights
of living in a modern, affluent society
ought to be the right to be free from
malnutrition or hunger. As one of the
world's most abundant societies, every
one of this country's children should be
well fed and free from the debilitating
effects of an inadequate diet. Over the
years, Congress has recognized this goal
by consistently supporting federally sub
sidized nutrition programs that provide
well balanced meals and milk to
children.

Under present law, Federal cash as
sistance and donated agricultural com
modities are provided to nonprofit
schools and child care institutions so
they can serve at least one nutritionally
adequate meal to every child in attend
ance. Cash assistance also is provided
for meals and milk served free or at re
duced prices to children who are unable
to pay the full price of meals because of
their families' incomes.

The child nutrition programs include
the national school lunch program, the
school breakfast program, the summer
and day care feeding programs and the
special milk program. Taken together,
they are available to over 85 percent of
all schoolchildren and to several hun
dred thousand other children in day care
centers and other childcare Institutions.
During the school year, about 25 million
children participate in the programs
each day, and over a third of these chil
dren receive free or reduced price meals.
The various programs are supplemented
by several other kinds of federal cash
assistance: nonfood assistance funds
help some schools acquire food service
equipment; State administrative expense
funds assist States in undertaking addi
tional administrative activities under
the programs; and limited amounts of
funds are used for program-related nu
trition education and training projects,
studies and surveys of food service re
quirements and special developmental
projects.

All these programs are authorized by
the National School Lunch Act and the
Child Nutrition Act. Also Included under
this legislation is the special supplp-·
mental food program for women, infantH
and children. This particular program
provIdes milk and other protein supple
ments to those mothers and children
who are particularly vulnerable to the
hazards of malnourishment because of
insufficient Incomes.

Altogether, the provisions of H.R.
4222 will ensure the contInued integrity
and prosperity of the child nutrition
programs. If adopted by the Senate, this
legislation will reaffirm this country's
commItment to the health and well beIng
of our children. It will help make this R.
country where no child goes hungry be
cause of his environment or Impoverished
circumstances. And it will give adminis
trators of the various programs the
flexibility they need to continue their
excellent administration of the chilr1
nutrition programs.

SCHOOL BREAKFAST

The school breakfast program pro
vides assistance to States through cash
payments and commodity allotments to
serve children the morning nutrition
they need to fUlly participate in the
day's learning actiVities. Study upon
study has shown that an adequate
breakfast is essential to permit the hu
man mind to function at its fullest po
tential. And this particular nutrition
program helps guarantee that children,
especially those from poor homes, get
the food they need to compete effectively
with their classmates.

One particularly important provision
of the Senate bill will require the ex
pansion of the National School Break
fast program to all those schools where
the program is "needed to provide ade
quate nutrition for children in attend
ance." That language means that the
breakfast program must be implemented
In every school located in a needy area
such as the so-called "title I" poverty
schools and the schools in which more
than 25 percent of the children qualify
for free or reduced price school meals.
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To carry out this mandate, the Sec

retary of Agriculture is directed under
this bill to undertake a program to in
form State educational agencies of their
new responsibilities. The Secretary also
is required to issue new regulations that
will allow state and local agencies to
begin the necessary expansion effort
and to prevent any confusion among
these agencies, the regulations should
clearly spell out everyone's responsibili
ties. After the regulations have been
promulgated, the Secretary tQen must
report to the Congress about his plans
for monitoring compliance with them.

Until now, the laws concerning the
Breakfast program only required imple
mentation in needy schools "to the max
imum extent practicable" and required
detailed annual plans for accomplishing
this objective. Experience over the past
several years, however, has demon
strated that the school breakfast pro
gram is not expanding as rapidly as we
had hoped. That's why the new perform
ance standard is established under this
bill. It is our expectation that the Sec
retary of Agriculture and the State
agencies will move promptly to imple
ment this new requirement.

Mr. President, the school breakfast
program helps many of this Nation's
children get the vital nutrition they need
to stay in school and to do a good job
while they are there. It is one of the best
investments our Government can make.
For only pennies a day, every child can
have the opportunity to begin each
morning with a nutritious, well-balanced
meal. Hopefully, this legislation will per
mit the breakfast program to do a more
thorough job.

SCHOOL LUNCH AND W.I.C.

The National School Lunch Act was
enacted in 1946 authorizing direct cash
assistance grants to States and placing
responsibility for the school lunch pro
grams in each State's educational
agency. The act also authorized cash
payments to assist schools make local
purchases of food for the program, while
giving the U.S. Department of Agricul
ture the authority to procure and dis
tribute commodities needed in the lunch
programs. Equipment assistance was au
thorized under the 1946 legislation as
well.

Since the School Lunch Act first was
approved, it has been revised and im
proved so that it is now the most im
portant of all the child nutrition pro
grams. Free and reduced price lunches
are available to stUdents who come from
families with low and moderate incomes
and the Federal Government reimburses
participating schools for every lunch they
serve. The reimbursement rate was set at
10 cents per lunch in November 1973,
but because a price index escalator is
included in the legisla.tion. the reim
bursement rate now totals almost 12
cents per lunch. Commodities and non
food assistance continue to play an im
portant part of the lunch program, and
the legislation that is before the senate
today will insure that our school lunch
programs continue to remain strong.

One such provision requires the Sec
retary of Agriculture to continue pur
chasing enough commodities for the child

nutrition programs to fulfill their annual
commitments through the end of fiscal
year 1977. The Secretary is required,
under this legislation, to provide schools
with the traditional range of commodity
food items, and the Department also
would be required to donate substantially
the same range of commodities to both
the elderly and child care feeding pro
grams as well.

Another provision in this bill would
make residential child care institutions
eligible for the school lunch program and
also the other school food programs now
available. This provision covers both
residential institutions that are exclu
sively for children, as well as larger resi
dential institutions that house both chil
dren and adults.

I also am pleased to note that the com
mittee's bill requires that unemployed
families be given notification of the free
and reduced-price income guidelines and
of the availability of free and reduced
price school meals. Because of the high
unemployment throughout the country,
many families may qualify for free or re
duced price meals, and hopefully, they
will take advantage of this provision.

The bill requires that the Secretary of
AgricUlture pUblish regulations requiring
school authorities to take effective action
to notify unemployed families about the
availability of free and reduced price
school meals. This legislation was wlitten
so that the notification requirement goes
beyond the traditional public announce
ment about free and reduced price school
meals at the beginning of each school
year. The Secretary's regulations must
include a requirement that school offi
cials work with unemployment offices to
insure that all families applying for or
receiving unemployment insurance are
given written notice about the school
lunch income gUidelines and the avail
ability of free and reduced price meals
to their children. The regulations also
should require additional initiatives by
local school officials when, for example,
there are major plant closing or serious
layoffs during the school year. Notices
could be sent home with schoolchildren
or they could be distributed through
unions whose members are known to be
unemployed.

Mr. President, the important aspects of
this legislation are not limited to the
school food programs. Indeed, this is one
of the most important and comprehen
sive child nutrition bills ever to come be
fore the Senate.

For example, low-income. pregnant
women, nursing women, and young chil
dren will benefit from the extension of
the WIC program until September 30,
1977. This program was developed to pro
vide milk and other protein supplements
to mothers and their children. Under the
pending Senate legislation, there is an
authorization level of $250 million a year
in fiscal y.ear 1976 and fiscal year 1977.
with a requirement that this amount of
money be taken from section 32 funds if
it is not otherwise appropriated. Also,
nutrition education would be mandated
as a condition for participation in the
program.

In addition, approximately $40 mUlion
in unspent fiscal year 1975 WIC funds

must be carried over and added to the
$250 million that will be available in fis
cal year 1976. In other words, about $290
million will be available for the WIC pro
gram in fiscal year 1976. And any money
that remains unspent in fiscal year 1976
must be carried over to the following fis~
cal year.

With these provisions, this bill will
provide a strong and viable WIC pro
gram, and together they will ensure that
tens of thousands of children are not
handicapped at the very start of life by
malnutrition and its serious ramifica
tions.

SUMMER AND DAY CARE PROGRAMS

Perhaps the most comprehensive
changes made by this bill are in the sum
mer and day care nutrition programs.
Both of these programs have demon
strated their potential for improving our
children's health, and they should be ex
panded and upgraded at the Federal,
State and local levels. This legislation
will help accomplish that goal.

In the past, these programs have run
into a number of difficulties. For ex
ample, over $100 million was requested
by States for the summer feeding pro
gram just this year, but only $70 million
was allocated. Thousands of children
have been denied access to the program
or limited to one meal a day because of
this funding shortage. And, thousands
more face the prospect of having their
program close down in early or mid
August because funds have run out in
their particular State. Yet at the same
time, a number of States probably will
return unspent funds at the end of
summer.

This bill would resolve problems like
this from occurring in the future by elim
inating apportionment formulas and
State allocations, and simply providing
that all eligible spOnsors be allowed to
enter the program upon request. The
same standard would also apply to the
special milk and the school lunch and
breakfast programs. Under this bill, no
eligible summer feeding sponsor could
be turned down, told to limit the number
of eligible children that could be served,
or be directed to limit the number of
meals that could be served.

The bill also broadens the definition of
eligible summer sponsors. Residential
camps for children from poor areas
would be eligible, as would programs that
provided a food service but no other or
ganized activity. Programs could operate
for any period from May 1 throullh Sep
tember 30, and programs in areas with
a continuous school calendar could op
erate during any month of the year when
there is a major school vacation.

Right now, the U.S. Department of Ag
riculture can bar summer sponsors from
serving more than one meal a day unless
the same children are present for five
hours each day. Under this legislation,
an indiVidual nutrition project will be
able to serve breakfast, lunches and sup
plements every day, as long as the dif
ferent meals are not served at the same
time.

H.R. 4222 provides reimbursement to
all summer sponsors for costs of food
service operations up to a speclfled
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amount for each meal, and this includes
administrative costs and costs for rent
ing space and equipment. SpOnsors
would have to be paid most of their costs
in advance which would help nutrition
directors more effectively administer
their programs. At the very beginning of
June, July and August, sponsors would
receive advance payments to cover meals
to be served during the coming month.

Another vital link in the child nutrition
programs-the day care feeding pro
gram-will be improved by this legisla
tion. Just as in the summer feeding pro
gram, any eligible sponsor would be per
mitted to enter the program upon re
quest. This means that no eligible day
care sponsor could be turned down or
in any way limited in the number of
children or the number of meals pro
Vided. Child care programs would con
tinue to serve breakfasts, lunches, sup
pers, and two supplements each day, just
as they now do under the special food
service program.

Any nonresidential child-caring insti
tution-inClUding family day care homes,
group day care homes, and Homestart
programs-could receive Federal benefits
as long as the institution meets requi.re
ments for licensing and nonprofit status.
Licensing requirements can be met if the
institution has Federal, State, or local
licensing or approval, or if the Secrdary
is satisfied that the institution is in com
pliance with the Federal Interagency
Day Care Requirements of 1968 as l'e
vised by the new HEW regulations for
title XX social service funds. The Secre
tary would, of course, be required to set
up a procedure so that child care pro
grams can demonstrate that they are in
compliance with the Federal day care
reqUirements.

Regarding nonprofit status, child care
sponsors are required to have a Federal
tax exemption, be moving toward com
pliance with the requirements for tax
exempt status, or be operating another
federally funded program that entails
having a nonprofit status. It should be
noted that the particular institution that
must meet these requirements for non
profit status is the sponsoring institu
tion, not each individual child care site.
Ali it is now established under the cur
rent special food service program, "um
brella sponsors" could apply for the nu
trition program on behalf of individual
child care sites in their area. Among the
instit~tionsthat could serve as "umbrella
sponsors" are units of State, municipal or
county government, voluntary agencies
and associations or other public or pri
vate nonprofit organizations.

In the financial area, the child care
projects would be reimbursed at rates de
termined by the number of participating
children eligible for free schools, re
duced-price school meals, and paid
school meals. The same income guide
lines and income deductions would be
used in child care programs as those that
are used in schools. The child care pro
grams would collect this income infor
mation on at least an annual basis from
children's parents or guardians by means
of a simple affidavit form. Some pro
grams already collecting this informa
tion in order to receive title XX funds or

other public funds would not have to
collect another affidavit, thus avoiding
unnecessary duplication.

At least twice a year, states are re
quired to establish a reimbursement rate
for each meal served at every child care
program. These meals include lunches,
breakfasts, suppers, and supplements.
This rate, in turn, would be used to cal
culate a specific project's overall reim
bursement for total meals s~rved. This
procedure would require child care cen
ters to report only on the overall number
of lunches, suppers, supplements, and
snacks served each day, reducing the
intricate and cumbersome paperwork
involved with the child care program.
Also, application forms and other finan
cial procedures used in the child care
program would have to be made more
efficient than those now being used in
the school food programs.

states, for. their part, could pay child
care programs either in advance or after
their claims have been submitted. Under
this bill, States are required to make pay
ment no later than 30 days after claims
are submitted, and the bill also prohibits
States from paying a sponsor an amount
greater than the sponsor's total food
service costs.

It should be made clear that under
this legislation, child care centers do not
have to collect money for meals from
children or their parents. This would be
unnecessary and it would conflict with
the normal mode of financing day care
operations. This bill would continue to
allow child care programs to use other
public or private moneys or fees collected
from parents for day care service to
defray those food service costs not paid
by the Federal Government. In short,
fee payment and collection under the
day care program, will continue to func
tion just as it did under the special food
service program for children.

Finally, this bill will help child care
programs upgrade their meal services by
helping them purchase food service
equipment. The bill requires that $3 mil
lion be apportioned to States each fiscal
year and $750,000 during the July-Sep
tember 1976 transition period, for equip
ment aid to child care institutions. H.R.
4222, as amended by the Senate Agri
culture Committee, also requires that the
U.S. Department of Agriculture furnish
States with the same per-meal com
modity rate for all lunches provided in
the child care program as they provide
for lunches served in the school lunch
program. At least 75 percent of this dona
tion would have to be in commodities
rather than cash. Also, the Secretary is
required to contact child care officials to
get their input on the partiCUlar com
modity items that best could be utilized
in their feeding programs.

Mr. President, this bill marks a great
stride forward in our effort to eradicate
child malnutrition from this country. It
will increase the potential of all our chil
dren, and in doing so it will increase the
total potential of our society. I urge my
colleagues to support it.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, our great
est national asset and the one on which
our future as a great nation depends is
our youth. It is unconscionable that here

in the richest country in the world mil
lions of our children are still under
nourished and go to bed hungry every
night.

The pending amendments to the Na
tional School Lunch and Child Nutrition
Act constitute a major step forward to
ward providing an adequate diet for mil
lions of American youngsters. It places
the school breakfast program, the WIe
program, the summer feeding, and school
lunch programs on a firm footing so that
they may effectively serve children from
low-income families. I am proud to have
had a part in helping to prepare this
legislation as a member of the Agricul
ture Committee.

I am particularly pleased that the bill
extends and expands the WIC program
that is currently providing nutritional
protection to millions of women, infants,
and children, including more than 17,000
Vermonters. In the 16 months since pro
gram operations began in my State, there
have been distinct signs of the impact
it has had on the health of participants.

First, there is its obvious impact 01
guaranteeing adequate amounts of
healthy food to infants and nursing
women. From the reports of many par
ticipating families, WIC is often the de
ciding factor in determining whether
there is enough food to eat in the house.
With key nutrients provided by the pro
gram, limited family funds are available
for other foods such as fresh fruits and
vegetables which might not otherwise
be a part of their diet.

Second, the program has made more
people aware of the available prenatal
and well-child health services. It has
been an important factor in motivating
some families to obtain preventive health
services at a time when they are most
concerned and ready to learn. Such pre
vention can in the long run lead to incal
culable savings in human suffering and
public spending.

Third, officials of the Vermont Depart
ment of Health report that there is
evidence that the diet supplementation
available through the WIC program is
effective in correcting nutritional anemia.
A random sample examination of our
clinic records indicated that, in entry
into the WIC program, 27 percent of
those tested had hematocrit readings
below the normal range for their age
group; 6 months later, upon reexamina
tion, every patient previously deficient
had hematocrit reading within the nor
mal range.

It is estimated that 7 percent of
the infants born in the United States
have structural or metabolic defects that
are evident at birth or can be diagnosed
during the first 2 years of life. Nearly
8 percent of our newborn weigh 5 Y2
pounds or less. Birth defects are three
times as common in these infants as in
larger ones. According to the National
Center for Health Statistics, nearly half
of all infant deaths in this country are
associated with low birth weight which is
also associated with retarded mental
development. There is growing evidence
that improving nutrition during even the
last 3 months of pregnancy can have a
significant effect on birth weight.

The WIC program, by providing milk
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and other supplements to pregnant
mothers and their infants, has been in~

valuable in this regard. Moreover, the
program not only improves the quality
of life for millions of our people, but
saves taxpayers' money. The fact is that
the irreversible effects of malnutrition
during infancy will in the long run cost
the Nation much more in remedial edu
cation, medical and public assistance,
and in welfare costs than the modest
costs of the program.

The bill before us provides $250 million
for this program in fiscal year 1976 and
again in fiscal year 1977; $62.5 million
would be made available during the mid
1976 transition period.

It is the committee's hope that Con
gress will provide this money through
the regular appropriations process. If the
money is not appropriated, however, this
bill provides that it be taken from the
section 32 fund.

In addition, any WIC money unspent
between now and fiscal year 1977 would
be carried over. Hence, about $40 million
left over from fiscal year 1975 will be
added to the $250 million for fiscal year
1976 for a total of about $290 million.
If any of this money is unspent, it gets
carried over to the transition period and
added to the $62.5 million for that pe
riod. Similarly, any money unused from
the transition period is carried into fiscal
year 1977 and added to the $250 million
made available for that year.

This procedure will insure orderly
growth in the WIC program so that we
can reach those women and children who
need to be reached, and can. avoid ir
reversible physical and mental impair~

ment due to early childhood malnutri
tion.

The school breakfast program is
strengthened by language in the pend
ing bill clarifying our intent that it be
extended to all needy schools.

Another provision would bring resi
dential institutions that care for children
into the school lunch and breakfast pro
grams-homes for blind children and
mentally retarded children, as well as
children's wings of institutions caring
for the blind, mentally retarded, or
handicapped.

The Agriculture Committee also acted
to continue a strong commodity dona
tion program for child nutrition and
elderly nutrition programs through Sep
tember 30, 1977. This provision requires
that the Secretary of Agriculture pro
vide schools, child care programs, and
elderly nutrition programs with the
broad range of commodity food items
that schools have always received.

A final school lunch provision which
merits attention will aid unemployed
families who have children in school by
requiring that unemplo;yed parents be
given ample notification about the free
and reduced-price income guidelines, and
the availability of these meals to children
whose parents' income falls below the
guidelines. The Secretary is directed,
under this provision, to set forth regula
tions requiring affirmative actions on the
part of local school authorities to in
form unemployed households about the
free and reduced-price lunch programs.
These regulations require schools to

place notices in unemployment offices or
provide for the regular mailing of such
notices to applicants and recipients of
unemployment insurance; school au
thorities must also take further action
when plant closings or large layoffs occur
so that eligible families may find out
quickly about the free and reduced-price
meal program.

The summer feeding sections of this
bill bring residential summer camps for
poor children into. the summer feeding
program. The bill also provides that any
eligible summer feeding sponsor must
be allowed into the program upon
request.

Mr. President, these are just some of
the more salient provisions of the pend
ing bill to help enable all of our children
to share in America's bounty and
promise. The bill is far from perfect.
There is still much to do to provide every
American child with the best possible
nutritionally sound meals. It is, however,
an important step in the right direction.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, as a cospon
sor of H.R. 4222, I would like to express
my support of this vital legislation which
extends and expands the school lunch
and child nutrition programs.

The programs authorized by H.R. 4222
are essential to the well-being of this
Nation's children. These nutrition pro
grams do not serve only children from
lower-income families. In an economy
riddled with infiation and recession, a
nutritious meal at an affordable cost has
also become an important source of secu
rity to middle-income parents struggling
to feed their children. In the past year,
soaring unemployment has created an
even greater need for expanded nutrition
programs.

To fill this need, H.R. 4222 extends
through September 30, 1977-the school
breakfast program, the summer food
program, the WIC program, and USD.A.
commodity donations to schools. In addi
tion, it establishes a child care food pro
gram for children in nonresidential child
care institutions, and it allows public
and nonprofit private residential child
care institutions to participate in the
school lunch and school breakfast pro
grams.

There is one aspect of this legislation
which I find particularly gratifying. The
provision to which I refer is one I intro
duced last year, and which my colleagues
in the Senate passed tWice. This provision
requires the Department of Agriculture
to donate to the school lunch program
cereal, shortening, and oil products as
were provided during fiscal year 1974.
These commodities are to be in addition
to other commodities now donated to the
schools.

When I introduced legislation to
achieve this end, I did so because the
Agriculture Department had arbitrarily
terminated the donation of flour and oil
commodities to the schools, while con
tinuing to send these commodities
abroad. The result was that schools were
forced to purchase flour and oil products
on the open market which effectively in
creased the price of the lunches and re
duced the participation of stUdents in the
program.

In this regard, it should be noted that

a substantial majority of the students
who participate in the school lunch pro
gram pay for their lunches; with high
rates of unemployment and inflation, we
must do all we can to insure that the
cost of school lunches does not become
prohibitive. For this reason, I am pleased
that the Senate Agriculture Committee
included among its provisions the legisla
tion I introduced last year. I am hopeful
that my colleagues in the Senate will
again realize the merit of this provision
and that the House of Representatives
will agree to retain it in Conference.

Finally, Mr. President, I would like to
reiterate my support for the National
School Lunch Act and Child Nutrition
Act Amendments of 1975 (H.R. 4222). I
would urge my distinguished colleagues
to recognize the importance of this meas
ure and to act favorably on it.

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, as a
cosponsor of S. 850, the bill on which
the legislation before us today is based,
I would like to express my support for
this bill in general and particularly for
the section which mandates as expansion
of the national school breakfast pro
gram.

I would also take this opportunity to
commend Senator M:CGOVERN and the
entire membership and staff of the Se
lect Committee on Nutrition and Human
Needs for their hard work and leader
ship. The Senate and the Nation have
benefited enormously from the contri
bution of this select committee in making
us all more aware of nutritional issues
and providing information from which
some of the provisions of the bill we con
sider today grew.

The breakfast program is an exciting
innovation in education. It arose out of
the concern of nutritionists, teachers,
and school administrators that children
who come to school hungry cannot learn.
It is an unfortunate fact that many mil
lions of the country's children come from
families that are too poor to afford ade
quate nutrition. As a result, these fam
ilies frequently find it necessary to skip
meals. Breakfast is one of the meals most
often missed. This means that children
from these impoverished families sit
through their morning classes with
minds dulled by hunger. It is little won
der that many schools in poor areas have
discipline problems, low attendances, and
children who are slow to learn. If every
pupil in the country started classes with
a full stomach, it would make a dramatic
difference in our educational system.

The bill we are considering today
marks an important advance toward that
goal. The bill declares that, as a matter
of mandatory congressional policy, the
school breakfast program must be ex
panded to include every school in the
country where "it is needed to· provide
adequate nutrition for children in at
tendance." This means that the program
must be expanded to include schools hav
in significant numbers of poor children.
At a minimum, therefore, all title I
schools and all schools serving free or
reduced price lunches to more than one
fourth of the children in attendance
should be included in the expansion
directive.

To carry out this mandate, the Secre-
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CONSUMER FRAUD ACT-S. 670
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I move to

reconsider the vote by which S. 670 was
passed in the Senate today.

I move to lay that motion on the table.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the motion to lay
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

the Senate reconsider the vote by which
H.R. 4222 was passed.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move to lay that motion on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion to lay "
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

SENATE RESOLUTION 205-DISAP
PROVAL OF A DEFERRAL OF
BUDGET AUTHORITY FOR YOUTH
CONSERVATION CORPS
Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I have

a resolution at the desk which I call up
at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res
0lution will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
Resolved, That the Senate disapproves the

deferral of budget authority for the youth
conservation corps which was reported to
Congress by the Comptroller General of the
United States in his letter B-115398 of July
9 1975, pursuant to section 1015(a) of the
Impoundment Control Act of 1974.

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Reserving the
right to object, Mr. President, and I will
not object, I think I can state for the
RECORD, however, that taking up this
resolution without committee referral is
not to be considered as setting a prece
dent. It is only because of the critical
time factor that I have agreed to thic;
procedure in this instance.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I am
pleased to submit today a resolution dis
approving the deferral of funds for thfl
Youth Conservation Corps.

As the Members of the Senate well
know, the Youth Conservation Corps is
one of the most effective and successful
Federal programs. It hires teenagers for
summer work on conservation, on forest
and public land maintenance, onproj
ects at the Federal, State, and local level.

Knowing of the good work of the YCC
and of the job-creating potential badly
needed during the long .summer of the
!Current recession, the Congress twice
appropriated $10 million new funds,
above the past operating level of the
Corps, for hiring additional youths this
summer to do conservation and reha
bilitation jobs.

The first time, the President vetoed
the money as part of the emergency em
ployment bill. On June 27, the Presi
dent signed the continuing resolution,

Tower

Morgan
Moss
Muskie
Nelson
Nunn
Packwood
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Roth
Schweiker
Scott, Hugh
Sparkman
Stafford
StennIs
Stevens
Stevenson
Stone
Taft
Talmadge
Weicker
WillIams
Young

Curtis
FannIn
Goldwater
Griffin.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH) , the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. EA!';TLAND), the Senator from In
diana (Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from
Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD), the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. MCCLELLAN), the
Senator from Montana (Mr. METCALF),
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PAS
TORE), the Senator from J.l4issouri (Mr.
SYMINGTON), and the Senator from Cali
fornia (Mr. 'TuNNEY) are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that, if. present
and voting, the Senator from Rhode Is
land (Mr. PASTORE), and the Senator
from California (Mr. TUNNEY) would
each vote "yea." .

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. DOME
NICI) , is necessarily absent.

The result was announced-yeas 81,
nays 8, as follows:

(Rollcall Vote No. 274 Leg.]
YEA8-81

Abourezk Glenn
Allen Gravel
Baker Hansen
Bartlett Hart, Gary W.
Beall Hart, Phillp A.
Bellmon Haskell
Bentsen Hatfield
Biden Hathaway
Brock HoIllngs
Brooke Hruska
Buckley Huddleston
Bumpers Humphrey
BurdIck Inouye
Byrd, Jackson

Harry F., Jr, Javits
Byrd, Robert C. Johnston
Cannon Kennedy
Case Laxalt
ChIles "Leahy
Church Long
Clark Magnuson
Cranston Mathias
Culver McClure
Dole McGee
Eagleton McGovern
Fong McIntyre
Ford Mondale
Garn Montoya

NAYS-8
Helms
Scott,

William L.
Thurmond

NOT VOTING-10
Bayh Mansfield Symington
Domenicl McClellan Tunney
Eastland Metcalf
Hartke Pastore

So the bill (H.R. 4222), as amended,
was passed. "

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Secretary of the
Senate be authorized to make technical
and clerical corrections in the engross
ment of the Senate amendment to H.R.
4222, as passed by the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate insist on its amendment,
and request a conference with the House
of Representatives thereon, and that the
Chair be authorized to appoint the con
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Presiding Officer (Mr. STONE) appointed
Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. ALLEN,
Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. CLARK, Mr. DoLE, Mr.
CURTIS, and Mr. BELLMaN conferees on
the part of the Senate.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I move that

tary of Agriculture must issue regula
tions immediately that require state ed
ucational agencies and local school dis
tricts to implement the breakfast pro
gram in their needy schools, and he must
establish an informational program
which seeks full cooperation and com
pliance with the outreach-expansion re
quirement. In order for Congress to in
sure that this mandate is being carried
out quickly, we are requiring the Secre
tary to report back to Congress within
180 days after the enactment of this leg
islation. At such time we expect that the
regulations will have been promulgated
and that the informational project will
have been fully launched.

This provision is a substantial im
provement over legislation that was
passed several years ago, also requiring
program expansion. That legislation,
contained in section IHe) (1) of the Na
tional School Lunch Act, requires States
to develop annual plans of operation
specifically indicating how, "to the maxi
mum extent practicable," the State and
local educational agency will "reach
needy children" with the school break
fast program. Those plans must fully de
tail the specific schools that need the
breakfast program and when those
schools will implement the program. In
short, these plans must be concrete and
provide sufficiently detailed information
so that every community will have fore
knowledge about the date when specific
schools will establish the program and
so that a detailed action statement
that describes the State and local agen
cies' efforts to implement such time
schedules-is provided to the Agriculture
secretary. These plans of operations, of
course, must be implemented.

The legislation now before us
strengthens our breakfast program ex
pansion commitment. It demonstrates,
once again, the impOrtance that we at
tach to the breakfast program. I hope
that the Agriculture Department and the
State agencies share our urgent concern
for the seriousness of this matter. The
school breakfast program is essential to
the growth and development of our
country's needy children. The health of
our needy children is too important to
be jeopardized by administrative delays.
I strongly support this bill and I hope
we will pass it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment to be pro
posed, the question is on the engross
ment of the amendments and the third
reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask for

the yeas and nays.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

a sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bUl

having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass? On this ques
tion the yeas and nays have been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.


