Ronald Reagan Presidential Library
Digital Library Collections

This 1s a PDF of a folder from our textual collections.

Collection: Carleson, Robert B.: Files, 1981-1984
Series: I11: SECOND OFFICE, JULY 1982-1984

Subseries: B: Cabinet Council on Human Resources
(CCHR)

Folder Title: cabinet Council on Human Resources
11/06/1981 Meeting re: School Lunch Regulations(2 of 2)

BoX: OA 9598

To see more digitized collections visit:
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digitized-textual-material

To see all Ronald Reagan Presidential Library Inventories, visit:
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/white-house-inventories

Contact a reference archivist at: reagan.library@nara.gov

Citation Guidelines: https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-
support/citation-guide

National Archives Catalogue: https://catalog.archives.gov/

Last Updated: 02/28/2024


https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digitized-textual-material
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/white-house-inventories
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-support/citation-guide
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-support/citation-guide
https://catalog.archives.gov/




Fi

97tH CONGRESS }_I P 3@77 _
1ST SESSION o \.

To amend the National School Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 to

provide for the issuance of commodity allowances by the United States
Department of Agriculture for the purchase of domestic agricultural commod-
ities by schools to carry out school feeding programs in lieu of the purchase
and distribution of commodities to the States by the United States Depart-

ment of Agriculture, and for other purposes.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

AprIL 7, 1981

Mr. GoopLING (for himself and Mr. Forp of Michigan) introduced the following

bill; which was referred jointly to the Committees on Education and Labor
and Agriculture

A BILL

To amend the National School Lunch Act and the Child Nutri-

1

tion Act of 1966 to provide for the issuance of commodity
allowances by the United States Department of Agriculture
for the. purchase of domestic agricultural commodities by
schools to carry out school feeding programs in lieu of the
purchase and distribution of commodities to the States by

the United States Department of Agriculture, and for other

purposes.

Be 1t enacted by the Senate and House cf Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,



April 7, 1921

COMMODITY ALLOWANCE
PROPOSAL

HON. WILLIAM F. GOODLING

OF FENMSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 7, 1981

¢ Mr. GOODLING. Mr, Speaker, I am
pleased to sponsor, along with my col-
league, Representative Wirtriad D.
Forp of Michigan, a bill to streamline
the system by which agricultural com-
modities are made available to local
schools, This legislation is an im-
proved version of a simllar bill which
we Introduced during the last Con-
gress glong with a list of 26 bipartisan
cosponsors and which Jjust missed
being reported out of the Education
and Labor Committee on a tie vote.
This bill is deslgned to streamline the
system by which agricultural commod-
ities are made avallable to local
schools by establishing & more effi-
cient commodity delivery mechanism
An additional virtue of the proposal is
that it is deslgned to achieve a signifi-
cant savings at the State and local
levels while producing a modest sav-
Ings at the Federsl level.

Currently, school districts rely on
U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) donated commodities for
sbout 20 percent of thelr food require-
ments, with the remaining 80 percent
being purchased locally. To supply
this 20 percent, USDA buys foods at
market prices under its commodity
price support and surplus removal pro-
grams, and then has these commod-
jties moved to various locations within
the States. In addition to the USDA
purchase price and initial transporta-

¢ tlon costs, States and local school dis-
. tricts must pay substantial amounts
. for warehousing, handling, and trans-
. porting of these products. The present
: gystem of purchasing, processing, ware-
. pousing, distributing, handling, and
. gtoring of these USDA-bought foods
| gperates largely outside the normal
} channels of trade. These foods move
? in & separate USDA food system in
% ghich there is, at best, limited compe-

v

g'ut.ion and in which the costs are enor-

pous.
§ . what our legislation would do is re-
tplace the USDA national purchase
'—"_md distribution of commodities with
.gn allowance system to permit local
xbool districts to buy their foods at
-the local level.
1. The savings [nvolved can be achieved
&."‘MOUL any child now eating a school
xnch being denied access to the pro-
gram. These savings can be achieved

&

- -~
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without any reduction In the number
of pounds of price support and surplus
agricultural foods moved to these
school lunch programs. These savings
can be achleved simply by going from
the separate expensive and Inef{iclent
USDA food system to using the exist-
ing private food system to make a
share of our agricultural production
avallable to the Nation's school lunch
programas.

Use of a commodity allowance
system will maintain the role of the
Congress and USDA In determining
which commodities are in nced of
price support and surplus removal, It
will retain the right of Congress and
USDA to determine the amounts of
these commodities which should be
moved off the market. It will retain
the responsibility of the USDA to give
the schools help in making them intel-
ligent buyers. Such a system will move
at least the same amount of commod-
ities but {t will do it In a more ef{ficient
and more timely fashion than the
present USDA food system since the
private food sector will do the job.

The commodity system will
jeopardize,
which the Congress has approved for
commodity assistance to the national
school lunch and other programs.
These same funds will still be used for
commodities. They will still be used
{or the same price support commod-

ities probably with roughly the same’

pounds and dollars ss now. They will
still be used for many of the same sur-
plus removal operations. The dollars
and pounds will remsin about the
same there, too.

A commodity allowance system im-
proves the flexibility that schools and
other agencies have. Under 8 commod-
ity allowance system, the local school
lunch programs will be buying 100 per-
cent of their food needs at competitive
bid prices from local vendors rather
than the present 80 percent. What the
school lunch programs had been get-
ting in USDA-bought foods through
the expensive and inefficient USDA

food system will be replaced by the

same commodities bought from local
vendors. There would be one extreme-
ly important difference—the local
school lunch programs could use their
allotment of commodities t¢ buy the
specified commodities in a form which
they can readily use In thelr programs.

‘They would no longer have the USDA

in Washington deciding in what form
they should receive their commodities.
Congress over the past few years has
steadily provided alternatives to the
Federal commodity programs. Food
stamps replaced the family commodity
distribution program. In the Nation’'s
elderly feeding program, local agencies
were given the optlon of receiving cash
instead of commoditics and are doing
so in large numbers. The same halds
true for child care programs.
Eliminated from the bill of last year

{s any reference to USDA deciding and

communicating to the States and
school districts amounts and quality of

not -
in any way, the funds

E 1639

rchnses, USDA simply says It wants
.~ move a certaln commodity; it allo-
cates a certain dollar allowance to pro-
vide a producer assist for moving it,
School districts are merely directed to
report thelr purchase. This would
eliminate the paperwork arguments
that were made against the commodity
letter of credit proposal of last year,
At the same time, it would create a
commodity program for school lunch
and other programs which achieve its
congressional objective of increasing
the use of domestically produced agri-
cultural commodities in these pro-
grams. Another improvement over last
yvear's proposal is the inclusion of sug-
gestlons made during hearings by the
Federal Emergency Management Ad-
ministration (FEMA) to provide for
the availability of assistance during
any d'! aster relief effort. In addition,
this bill also provides for a commodity
allowance option for summer camps,
child care food program, Older Ameri-
cans Act—State option Including
cash—and continues from last year the
exclusion of the programs for supple-
mental feeding and Indlan assistance.

It should also be noted that Senator
SyMus has asked the General Ac-
counting Office to do a study of the
commodity program costs from A to Z.
In this way, we will soon have GAQO
figures on which to judge the exact
extent of the excess costs of the cur-
rent inefficient commodity distribu-
tion program.e

r
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Scn. Paula Hawkins
of Winter Purk
chubliczn—-]an. 3, 198}

PAULA HAWKINS, Republican, of Winter Park, Fla.; born in Salt Lake City,
Ulah, Janvary 24, 1927; attended the public schools; attended elementary and high
school in Atlanta, Ga.; graduated, Cache High School, Richmond, Utah, 1944; at-
tended Utah State University; member, Florida Public Service Commission, 1972-79,
chairman, 1977-79; vice president, Air Florids, 1979-80; member, Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter-day Saints (Mormon), former director, Rural Telephone Bank
Board; former mem{er: Defense Advisory Committee on Women in the Services;
Governor's Commitlee on 911 Emergency Telephone Service—State of Florida; an
President’s Commission on While House Fellowships; served as vice chairman of the
Florida State Awards Committee, 1974; served on the Federal Energy Administra-
tion Consumer AfTairs/Special Impact Advisory Committee for 2 years; member,
Repub!ican National Committee, Florida, 1968-80; awards: “Who's Who in Amer-
ica’’, “Who's Who in American Women""; nominated for 2000 Women of Achieve-
ment'; Woman of the Year, Knights of Columbus, 1973; Good Government Award,
Maitland Jaycees, 1976; Alpha Kappa Psi's first woman honorary member, 1376;
Outstanding Woman of the Year Award in the Field of Government, Central City
Committee, Orlando Chamber of Commmerce, 1977; married, Waller Eugene Haw-
kins, 1947; three children: Genean, Kevin, and Kelly; elected to the U.S. Senate,

November 4, 1980, for the 6-year term beginning January 3, 1981.

Hon. Paula Hawkins

U. S. Senator from Florida

Room 1327, Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510
Telephone: 202-224-3041

Hon. Paula Hawkins

U. S. Senator from Florida
Federal Building

51 S. W. First Avenue
Suite 817

Miami, Florida 33130
Telephone: 305-350-6952

Hon. Paula Hawkins
U. S. Senator from Florida

Box 2000
Winter Park, Florida 32790

Hon. Paula Hawkins

U.”S. Senator from Florida
Lewis State Bank Building
Monroe Street

Suite 604

Tallahassee, Florida 32301
Telephone: 904-224-5748



Sen. Allan 1. Divon
oj Belleville

-Demnocrat—Jan. 3, 1981

ALAN J. DIXON, Decrmocrat, of Belleville, Jil; born July 7, 1927; graduated,
Belleville Township High School, 1945; B.S., 1949, University of Illinois and LL.B,,
1949, Washinjton Bnivcrsil , St. Louis, Mo.; served in U.S. Navy Air Corps (It. jg.),
lawyer; admitted to the Illinois Stale Bar in 1949 and commenced praclice in
Belleville; practiced law from 1949 to 1976; in 1949, at the age of 21, elecled police
magistrate; in 1950, at the age of 23, elected to the Illinois House of Representatives
a3 the youngest member of the general assembly; served as chairman of the house
judiciary committee; in 1962, elected to [llinois State Senate, served as minority
whip; named chairman of judicial advisory council; in 1970, elected Illinois State
treasurer and in 1976 Illinois secrelary of state; the only State elected official to
serve in all three branches of government—Ilegislative, executive, and judicial; elect-
ed secrelary of state in 1976 by a 1.3 million vole.margin and reelected in 1978 with

lurality, being the first Democrat ever to carry all 102 Illinois

a 1.5 million
counties and arl surburban townships in Cook County. and all Chicago wards; re-
ceived “"Best Legislator” award five limes, from Independent Voters of Illinois;

elecled to the U.S. Senate, November 4, 1980, for the 6-year term beginning January
3, 1981; married to the former Joan Louise Fox, January 17, 1954; three children:

Stephanie, JelTrey, and Elizabeth.

Hon. Alan J. Dixon

U. S. Senator from I71inois

Room 456, Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510
Telephone: 202-224-2854

Hon. Alan J. Dixon

U. S. Senator from I11inois
230 South Dearbarn

Room 3960

Chicago, I11. 60604
Telephone: 312-353-5420

Hon. Alan J. Dixon

U. S. Senator from I711inois
10 East Washington Street
Bellville, I11. 62220
Telephone: 618-235-0998



AMPCO [FOODS INC.

AMUERICAN POTATO COMPANY - BASIC AMCERICAN FOOD COMPANY + BASIC VEGETABLE PRODUCTS, INC.

July 16, 1981

Mr. David Stockman

Director

Office of Management and Budget
Executive Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20503

Dear Dave:

You will find ‘attached a brief memorandum
about how the cost of the School Lunch Program

can be reduced by HR 3077. You apparently
were one of the co-sponsors of a similar bill
in the last session of Congress.

The proposal to turn a government activity
back to private enterprise at a substantial
savings to the taxpayer is most appealing
to me. ‘

I hope that HR 3077 will have your support.

Kind regards.

Cordially yours,

i
N4
J. H. Hume
JHH:s
Enclosure

4600 BANK of AMERICA CENTER + SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94104 - PHONE 415/981-5590



A PROPOSAL FOR

A REDUCTION IN THE COST OF THE SCHOOIL LUNCH PROGRAM

The National School Lunch Program provides nearly
5 billion meals a year to 26 million children in public
and non-profit schools in the U.S. and its territories.
Presently, approximately 80% of the food is purchased
directly from private food wholesalers and manufacturers
through the normal channels of trade. The other 20% is
bought by the USDA and donated to local school districts.
To handle this 20%, the USDA has established a system of
purchase, transportation and warehousing outside the
normal channels of trade.

Since the early 1970's, Kansas has been operating a
program in which school lunch programs buy all of their
food locally through the normal channels of trade. Kansas
receives no USDA purchased commodities. A comparison of
the school lunch program in Kansas with those in Oklahoma
and Colorado has shown the Kansas program to have a lower
cost per meal, higher student participation, and less
plate waste. :

These findings led to other studies in 1978 when
school districts in Oakland, California; Boise, Idaho;
Riceville, Iowa; Jonesboro, Arkansas; Chipley, Florida;
St. Louis, Missouri; Williamsville, New York and Dayton,
Ohio began buying all of their foods locally. When pur-
chasing all their food locally as compared to receiving
USDA purchased commodities, all eight of the school dis-
tricts served less expensive school lunches, had more
student participation and less plate waste.

It is estimated that savings of $200 million to
$500 million annually would be achieved by eliminating
the commodity program and buying all school lunch food
requirements locally as is now done in Kansas. The
higher costs of the present commodity program result
from the USDA's purchasing on a national basis, often
without regard to local needs. This results in unnec-
essary transportion and storage costs and, in many cases,
food which does not suit students' tastes. Dr. Donald
Ericksen of Kansas State University made two extensive
studies on this subject which developed this information.

In the last Congress, Congressman Goodling (R-Pa.)
and Congressman Ford (D-Mich.) led a nearly successful
fight to improve the School Lunch Program. (Then Congress-
man David Stockman [R-Mich.} was a co-~sponsor of the
Goodling-Ford proposal [HR 6841} in the last Congress.)



PROPOSAL FOR COST REDUCTION
SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM
Page 2

Congressmen Goodling and Ford have reintroduced
their bill in this Congress as HR 3077. This legis-
lation will result in all foods for the school lunch
program being purchased through the normal channels
of trade. It is estimated that enactment of the bill
will save up to $500 million annually by eliminating
unnecessary costs of transportation and storage which
result from the present commodity program. Senator _
Steve Symms (R-Idaho) has requested a General Account-
ing Office study to determine the exact amount of these
savings. It seems clear, however, that substantial
savings will be made in the School Lunch Program by the
enactment of HR 3077.

The National School Board Association supports this
approach. The following past Presidents of the American
School Food Service Association also support this type
of program:

Lucille Barnett of Spartanburg, South Carolina

David Page of St. Louis, Missouri

JHHume /s

July 16, 1981






JUDY STANTON, Director of Food Services, the Independent School
District of Boise City, Idaho

"Commodities supply 34% of the food utilized in the Boise School Food Service
Programs...This means that the local district has no control over a large per-
centage of the types of foods selected, the quantities received, or the dates
delivered... Because school districts have not been notified far enough in
advance of commodity deliveries, it is necessary to cancel or delay the receiving
of items for which bids have already been awarded. -This causes local purveyors
to be unwilling to bid, or bid higher prices to allow for these alterations in
the original bid... Foods may be purchased on the local level at a price equal
to, or less than, the price charged for USDA commodities.

In addition to the USDA price, the State charges $1.50 per case for shipping
and handling. The State shares storage with the Boise School District and still
charges the $1.50 for shipping for only a paper transfer.

I would like to recommend that Congress and the USDA consider the local purchase
of commodities system to maintain a balanced budget which would be an effective
means of nourishing our students without cutting the reimbursement for the paying

child.”

FRANCES McGLONE, R.D., Director of Food Services and Nutrition
Education, Oakland Unified School District, Oakland, California

"Many times the commodity offering is too large to accept the maximum amounts
offered. Many times the commodity offering is too small and will not serve one
meal. Most of the time the delivery times are not reliable. Many times the
packaging turns out to be different than was offered. Many times, after an of-
fering is submitted, ordered and planned on the menu, the item will be cancelled.
And ALI, OF THE TIME the largest offering arrives late in May to be stored over
the summer...A School district cannot participate in the commodity program unless
the state handling charges are paid. A school district cannot participate in
the commodity program unless the school district is willing to furnish and/or
pay for local storage and delivery. 1If the commodities were fully used to the
maximum during September and October in Oakland, the extra cost would add up

to $130,100 or $3,516 per school day...In addition to these costs, many times

it is necessary to have the commodity foods further processed to put them in

a usable form.

Mr. Chairman, the amount of paper work generated by a Commodity Processing Con-
tract is tremendous...With a Commodity Letter of Credit, this entire process

would be eliminated. The commodity would still be removed from the market but

it would be in a form that could be used by the school district...With a Commodity

Letter of Credit, I could use more commodities...

L




THOMAS J. FARLEY, Foodservice Director, City of Milwaukee Public
Schools, Wisconsin (Retired) '

"Those of us who have actively supported the USDA purchasing of food for National
School Lunch, have done so on the oft repeated premises that: 1.  "The Govern-
ment can buy cheaper ‘in large lot." and 2. "The Government can purchase higher
quality at lower price." We must, however, on explaining facts, now realize

that both of these beliefs are now merely fantasies based upon hope rather than
reality. It is a pipe dream...The activities of the Food and Nutrition Head-
quarters and the USDA can be classified as deficient in major areas. There are:

1. Lack of consistent quality; 2. Food inappropriate to school lunch needs; 3.
Inferior packaging; 4. Unsanitary storage, 5. Undependable delivery and scheduling;

6. Unsound administrative practlces.

After 34 years, the purchasing and delivery of food for National School Lunch
is run in a nonprofessional, haphazard manner suited to accommodate suppliers
rather than the school districts,..There is a very strong need to drastically
alter government food practices. This does not mean cash in lieu of commodities,
but a practical program of government vouchers to encourage purchase at the local

level."™

'MARGARET H. BENTON, R.D., School District Number One, Denver, Colorado

"I wish you to be aware that I have supported the concept of commodity purchase,
distribution and utilization but I abhor the program as it is operative today.
The dollar cost of purchasing, distribution to the states, the costs of handling
and utilization on the state and local level are draining dollars meant for im-
proved nutrition on the plates to other areas...fhe gquality of most products

is at least one grade less than the grade specified for local district purchase.

Analysis of cold storage charges for commodity items only between 1978 and 1979
indicate AN INCREASE IN CHARGES OF 31.6% per pound The total bill of $14,282
was nearly double that of the prev1ous year. : -

JOSEPH R. NAGY, Dlrector, Food Serv1ces Division, School District of
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

"We have carefully reviewed the proposed commodity letter of credit system, and
compared it with our present commodity program. As a result of that comparison,
we in Philadelphia find that the new cash in lieu of commodities concept would

be more beneficial for us. Some of the reasons for this decision are: 1. Great-
er control and more flexibility in our menu planning; 2. More control of product
form; 3. More control of our delivery dates; 4. Better and easier management

of inventories; 5. Increased purchasing control; 6. Lower transportation and
storage costs. The present commodity program and distribution system has caused
loss of value for us on many products...It would seem that this new program -
affords school districts more of a chance to make specific choices concerning
foods used in their programs. After all, they are the people who use the pro-
ducts and should have that choice. It gives school districts flexibility without
taking away from the objectives of price support or surplus removal concepts.

In this time of budgetary problems, with everyone desiring to reduce expenses,

it would seem incumbent upon us to conserve and make the best p0551ble use of

funds, as this new program seems to indicate it will do.



LUCILLE BARNETT, R.D., Supervisor, School Food Service, Spartanburg,
South Carolina, and Past President, American School Food Service Association

"With today's critical and expensive oil situaiton, a letter of credit to pur—
chase food from wholesalers would eliminate double handling and the dumping of
exc€essive quantities. There has been an increase in quantity with, unfortun-
ately, a decrease in quality. Again, this year, the grossly OVER mature English
peas are a disgrace; and currently the worms are surfacing daily in the canned
corn; along with rat droppings in the "new" item, brown rice. One of the most
condemned commodities has been the canned chicken. It was even unacceptable

to thieves.

“Trhe Santa Claus of the school lunch program" has prefaced the introduction of
commodity distribution directors yet resounding on the heels of that is "how

to get rid of" this stuff...When school food service personnel face the "gifts"
Santa left, things soon turn sour...Over the years we have had to cope with foods
that students just don't like and our trying to disguise them only compounds

their suspicions. '

Timing of shipments is totally unrealistic. Last month, February, with only
three months left to serve lunch, our school system received 12,744 cases con-
sisting of 23 different shipments. By contrast, look at these six months
(August—-January) when we desperately needed food yet received a total of 22,501
cases...This February avalanche included eight frozen shipments totalling 6,170
cases! Can you fathom the freezer storage problem. We are yet to receive many
items that can't possibly be used this year. Flour, due Januaryl, has just ar-
rived and January 1 butter has not appeared yet...Anyone who says he still favors
commodities under the present system has never handled them!

The resistance encountered when trying to reject unacceptable food is overwhelm-
ing...Heavy inventory to carry over the summer is another false economy. Late
arrivals and excessive quantities, particularly difficult to use items, cause
this problem. The attached summer inventory, June 1978, shows approximately
$230,000 idly lying in storage for three months. This idle inventory, available
for vandalism, could be working money resting in the safety of a bank...The let-
ter of credit system would remove these pitfalls, yet the same assistance to
producers and packers would remain...The most shameful and alarming waste is

the double distribution, warehousing and handling. We have a thirty year old
system that moved on 20¢ a gallon gasoline now moving on $1.50 (and up) per
gallon gasoline...There is a life expectancy and purpose to all programs. They
are ultimately replaced with improved methods. This long outdated commodity

system is overdue for change.

JOANNE M. DOMBROWSKI, Food Service Director, South Fayette
Township School District, McDonald, Pennsylvania

"I feel the donated commodity system is very expensive to operate...Expensive
as it must be to operate, the donated commodity system has many shortcomings
and inefficiencies which affect not only the overall effectiveness, but also
negates some of the benefits it is supposed to provide--especially to small
districts...Under the Letter of Credit system, I could order foods in a more
suitable form, :

We never really know when we will receive a given commodity. Despite the fact
that approximate shipping dates are publicized, roughly 53% of Pennsylvania's
commodities are shipped late, not purchased, or not shipped.



BETTY BENDER R.D., Supervisor of Food Services, Dayton Board of
Education, Dayton, Ohio

"The past thirty-four years have wrought many changes in our country. The food
service industry has experienced extreme changes as a result of sophisticated,
sselective customers...As these changes have occurred, commodity products have
become a misfit, or are inappropriate in some food service operations. The re-
sulting frustrations of the conscientious food service operator lead to the fol-
lowing questions. Why should commodities be purchased in forms that are not
usable in the school system? Why should the children of this nation eat food-
stuffs of poor quality? Why should Section 6 commodities be determined by the
United States Department of Agriculture?

Since returning to the commodity program on July 1, 1979, the Dayton Board of
Education has been offered $534,079.22 value in commodities. The Dayton Board

of Education has accepted $397,639.91 This means that we have refused $136,439.31,
or 25.7% of the commodities offered. The commodities refused have been butter,
flour, peanut butter, rice, shortening, rolled wheat, rolled oats and peanut
granules. All items refused were offered in amounts in excess of normal usage.

To date, the Dayton Board of Education has expended: Commercial storage-$2,572.01;
Distribution costs-$14,791.71; State handling charges-$19,536.00; Processing
charges~$80,035.24; TOTAL: $116,934.96--to utilize the commodities accepted.

This total, coupled with the dollar value of the commodities refused, equals

- 10# per meal which could have been spent on a student lunch or realized in
savings to the child nutrition programs. The proposed Letter of Credit appears

to offer a reasonable solution to school districts with serious commodity problems."

FRANCES J. SPAIN, R.D., Dlrector, Hopkms County School F oodservnces,
Madisonville, Kentucky

*It is not known WHEN the foods will arrive...It is not known what QUANTITIES
will arrive...In some instances it is not known WHAT foods to expect...Some foods
received are not first on the acceptability list...Any one who feeds today's
young people is aware of their food preferences. In order to prevent plate-
waste, foodservice directors plan menus for acceptability by the students. -
However, many of the food items received from U.S.D.A. interfere with this type
menu planning...In 1978-79, we travelled 9,432 miles picking up commodities and
delivering them to our schools. The cost of labor alone to handle these com-
modities last year was .70¢ per case!..All of these costs are unnecessary, when

a better system of commodity distribution is possible.
e

‘The proposed Commodity Letter of Credit System would enable school foodservice
programs to use commodities as designated by the U.S. Department of Agriculture
and give them an updated means of financial management.”



JOYCE LEVANDOSKI, Director of School Food Services, Rochester,
New York

"The removal of commodities in surplus from the market by United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture has always been an important and intregal part of School
Food Service. However, in its present form, it has caused a great many problems
for our programs...First, we receive items that are unacceptable in the form
we receive them...With a letter of credit these charges and problems could be

avoided.

This brings us to the second major problem~~delivery schedules. By the time
a product is purchased by the United States Department of Agriculture, delivered
to State warehouses, stored in State warehouses, allocated to schools and picked
up by schools, we get our largest deliveries in the spring when we are ready
to close down for summer recess and must pay to store a large inventory for fall
use. There is also a great expense moving and storing products that could be

avoidable.

With a letter of credit it not only gives us a choice of the form in which we
move the commodity, but also we should be able to do it in a timely fashion
through our local distribution...It also effects our buying power because if

we bid and commit to purchase an item such as Canned Peaches for a three month
period, and then we receive Canned Peaches from the commodity program half way
through the periods, we have a purchasing contract to fulfill and@ we are storing
peaches for use two or three months from now. '

We would all like to see a more efficient and cost-saving program working for
and with us. The most acceptable plan for everyone would be the proposed letter
of credit. It gives us the latitude to operate more efficiently on the local
level, and still remove the USDA designated surplus commodities from the market.

JOANNE L. STYER Director, Food Services Division, Montgomery County,
Maryland

"The current commodity system has many very serious inherent problems which
appear to be more acute in these times of gasoline and other escalating costs
facing school feeding programs. The current system does not allow for local
feeding program directors to have control over product specifications, quantities,
delivery schedules. The lack of local input frequently create serious problems

and add considerably to program operating costs.

The following are a few of the problems the current systems create: USDA com-
modity oven fried potatoes fail to brown without being sprayed with oil and
paprika, even then require excessive oven time; Ground pork allocated in November
requiring it be utilized in four months does not start arriving until mid March;
Fresh apples, not ripe, arrived by common carrier after warehouse hours, unpal-
leted, requiring overtime and scheduling changes; Canned goods distributed to
school for storage take up valuable space until utilized over a long period of
time; Shipments of product unanticipated requ1re scheduling changes at last
minute and necessitate additional storage charges; Processed commodities on
rebate system require excessive time to cycle through individual schools and

confuse full-cost accounting.

In my opinion, the commodity letter of credit is vastly superior to the current
commodity system."









JUDY STANTON, Director of Food Services, the Independent School
District of Boise City, Idaho

"Commodities supply 34% of the food utilized in the Boise School Food Service
Programs...This means that the local district has no control over a large per-
centage of the types of foods selected, the quantities received, or the dates
delivered... Because school districts have not been notified far enough in
advance of commodity deliveries, it is necessary to cancel or delay the receiving
of items for which bids have already been awarded. This causes local purveyors
to be unwilling to bid, or bid higher prices to allow for these alterations in
the original bid... Foods may be purchased on the local level at a price equal
to, or less than, the price charged for USDA commodities.

In addition to the USDA price, the State charges $1.50 per case for shipping
and handling. The State shares storage with the Boise School District and still
charges the $1.50 for shipping for only a paper transfer.

I would like to recommend that Congress and the USDA consider the local purchase
of commodities system to maintain a balanced budget which would be an effective

means of nourishing our students without cutting the reimbursement for the paying

child.”

FRANCES McGLONE, R.D., Director of Food Services and Nutrition
Education, Oakland Unified School District, Oakland, California

"Many times the commodity offering is too large to accept the maximum amounts
offered. Many times the commodity offering is too small and will not serve one
meal. Most of the time the delivery times are not reliable. Many times the
packaging turns out to be different than was offered. Many times, after an of-
fering is submitted, ordered and planned on the menu, the item will be cancelled.
And ALL OF THE TIME the largest offering arrives late in May to be stored over
the summer...A School district cannot participate in the commodity program unless
the state handling charges are paid. A school district cannot participate in
the commodity program unless the school district is willing to furnish and/or
pay for local storage and delivery. If the commodities were fully used to the
maximum during September and October in Oakland, the extra cost would add up

to $130,100 or $3,516 per school day...In addition to these costs, many times

it is necessary to have the commodity foods further processed to put them in

a usable form.

Mr. Chairman, the amount of paper work generated by a Commodity Processing Con-
tract is tremendous...With a Commodity Letter of Credit, this entire process

would be eliminated. The commodity would still be’ removed from the market but

it would be in a form that could be used by the school district...With a Commodity
Letter of Credit, I could use more commodities... ’

]




THOMAS J. F ARLEY Foodservice Director, City of Milwaukee Public
Schools, Wisconsin (Retlred)

"Those of us who have actively supported the USDA purchasing of food for National
School Lunch, have done so on the oft repeated premises that: 1. . "The Govern-
ment can buy cheaper in large lot."™ and 2. "The Governmment can purchase higher
quality at lower price."™ We must, however, on explaining facts, now realize

that both of these beliefs are now merely fantasies based upon hope rather than
reality. It is a pipe dream...The activities of the Food and Nutrition Head-
quarters and the USDA can be classified as deficient in major areas. There are:

1. Lack of consistent quality; 2. Food inappropriate to school lunch needs; 3.
Inferior packaging; 4. Unsanitary storage; 5. Undependable delivery and scheduling;
6. Unsound administrative practices. '

After 34 years, the purchasing and delivery of food for National School Lunch
is run in a nonprofessional, haphazard manner suited to accommodate suppliers
rather than the school districts...There is a very strong need to drastically
alter government food practices. This does not mean cash in lieu of commodities,
but a practical program of government vouchers to encourage purchase at the local

level."
MARGARET H. BENTON, R.D., School District Number One, Denver, Colorado

"I wish you to be aware that I have supported the concept of commodity purchase,
distribution and utilization but I abhor the program as it is operative today.
The dollar cost of purchasing, distribution to the states, the costs of handling
and utilization on the state and local level are draining dollars meant for im-
proved nutrition on the plates to other areas...The quality of most products

is at least one grade less than the grade specified for local district purchase.

Analysis of cold storage charges for commodity items only between 1978 and 1979
indicate AN INCREASE IN CHARGES OF 31.6% per pound The total bill of $14,282
was nearly double that of the prev1ous year." . -

JOSEPH R. NAGY, Dlrector, Food Serv1ces Division, School District of
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

"We have carefully reviewed the proposed commodity letter of credit system, and
compared it with our present commodity program. As a result of that comparison,
we in Philadelphia find that the new cash in lieu of commodities concept would

be more beneficial for us. Some of the reasons for this decision are: 1. Great-
er control and more flexibility in our menu planning; 2. More control of product
form; 3. More control of our delivery dates; 4. Better and easier management

of inventories; 5. Increased purchasing control; 6. Lower transportation and
storage costs. The present commodity program and distribution system has caused
loss of value for us on many products...It would seem that this new program o
affords school districts more of a chance to make specific choices concerning
foods used in their programs. After all, they are the people who use the pro-
ducts and should have that choice. It gives school districts flexibility without .
taking away from the objectives of price support or surplus removal concepts.

In this time of budgetary problems, with everyone desiring to reduce expenses,

it would seem incumbent upon us to conserve and make the best possible use of

funds, as this new program seems to indicate it will do.



LUCILLE BARNEITT, R.D.; Supervisor, School Food Service, Spartanburg,
South Carolina, and Past President, American School Food Service Association

"With today's critical and expensive oil situaiton, a letter of credit to pur-
chase food from wholesalers would eliminate double handling and the dumping of
excessive quantities. There has been an increase in quantity with, unfortun-
ately, a decrease in quality. Again, this year, the grossly OVER mature English
peas are a disgrace; and currently the worms are surfacing daily in the canned
corn; along with rat droppings in the "new" item, brown rice. One of the most
condemned commodities has been the canned chicken. It was even unacceptable

to thieves.

“The Santa Claus of the school lunch program"™ has prefaced the introduction of
commodity distribution directors yet resounding on the heels of that is "how

to get rid of" this stuff...When school food service personnel face the "gifts"
Santa left, things soon turn sour...Over the years we have had to cope with foods
that students just don't like and our trying to disguise them only compounds

their suspicions.

Timing of shipments is totally unrealistic. Last month, February, with only
three months left to serve lunch, our school system received 12,744 cases con-
sisting of 23 different shipments. By contrast, look at these six months
(August-January) when we desperately needed food yet received a total of 22,501
cases...This February avalanche included eight frozen shipments totalling 6,170
cases! Can you fathom the freezer storage problem. We are yet to receive many
items that can't possibly be used -this year. Flour, due Januaryl, has just ar-
rived and January 1 butter has not appeared yet...Anyone who says he still favors
commodities under the present system has never handled them!

The resistance encountered when trying to reject unacceptable food is overwhelm-
ing...Heavy inventory to carry over the summer is another false economy. Late
arrivals and excessive quantities, particularly difficult to use items, cause
this problem. The attached summer inventory, June 1978, shows approximately
$230,000 idly lying in storage for three months. This idle inventory, available
for vandalism, could be working money resting in the safety of a bank...The let-
ter of credit system would remove these pitfalls, yet the same assistance to
producers and packers would remain...The most shameful and alarming waste is

the double distribution, warehousing and handling. We have a thirty year old
system that moved on 20¢ a gallon gasoline now moving on $1.50 (and up) per
gallon gasoline...There is a life expectancy and purpose to all programs. They
are ultimately replaced with improved methods. This long outdated commodity

system is overdue for change.

JOANNE M. DOMBROWSKI, Food Service Director, South Fayette
Township School District, McDonald, Pennsylvania

"I feel the donated commodity system is very expensive to operate...Expensive
as it must be to operate, the donated commodity system has many shortcomings
and inefficiencies which affect not only the overall effectiveness, but also
negates some of the benefits it is supposed to provide--especially to small
districts...Under the Letter of Credit system, I could order foods in a more
suitable form, :

We never really know when we will receive a given commodity. Despite the fact
that approximate shipping dates are publicized, roughly 53% of Pennsylvania's
commodities are shipped late, not purchased, or not shipped. :



BETTY BENDER R.D., Supervisor of Food Services, Dayton Board of
Education, Dayton, Ohio

"The past thirty-four years have wrought many changes in our country. The food
service industry has experienced extreme changes as a result of sophisticated,
rselective customers...As these changes have occurred, commodity products have
become a misfit, or are inappropriate in some food service operations. The re-
sulting frustrations of the conscientious food service operator lead to the fol-
lowing questions. Why should commodities be purchased in forms that are not
usable in the school system? Why should the children of this nation eat food-
stuffs of poor quality? Why should Section 6 commodities be determined by the
United States Department of Agriculture?

Since returning to the commodity program on July 1, 1979, the Dayton Board of
Education has been offered $534,079.22 value in commodities. The Dayton Board

of Education has accepted $397,639.91 This means that we have refused $136,439.31,
or 25.7% of the commodities offered. The commodities refused have been butter,
flour, peanut butter, rice, shortening, rolled wheat, rolled oats and peanut
granules. All items refused were offered in amounts in excess of normal usage.

To date, the Dayton Board of Education has expended: Commercial storage-$2,572.01;
Distribution costs-$14,791.71; State handling charges~$19,536.00; Processing
charges-$80,035.24; TOTAL: $116,934.96~-to utilize the commodities accepted.

This total, coupled with the dollar value of the commodities refused, equals

- 10¢ per meal which could have been spent on a student lunch or realized in
savings to the child nutrition programs. The proposed Letter of Credit appears

to offer a reasonable solution to school districts with serious commodity problems."

FRANCES J. SPAIN R.D., Dlrector, Hopkms County School Foodserv1ces,
Madisonville, Kentucky

"It is not known WHEN the foods will arrive...It is not known what QUANTITIES
will arrive...In some instances it is not known WHAT foods to expect...Some foods
received are not first on the acceptability list...Any one who feeds today's
young people is aware of their food preferences. In order to prevent plate-
waste, foodservice directors plan menus for acceptability by the students. -
However, many of the food items received from U.S.D.A. interfere with this type
menu planning...In 1978-79, we travelled 9,432 miles picking up commodities and
delivering them to our schools. The cost of labor alone to handle these com-
modities last year was .70¢ per case!..All of these costs are unnecessary, when
a better system of commodity distribution is possible. .

‘The proposed Commodity Letter of Credit System would enable school foodservice
programs to use commodities as designated by the U.S. Department of Agriculture
and give them an updated means of financial management.”



JOYCE LEVANDOSKI Director of School Food Services, Rochester,
New York

"The removal of commodities in surplus from the market by United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture has always been an important and intregal part of School
Food Service. However, in its present form, it has caused a great many problems
~ for our programs...First, we receive items that are unacceptable in the form
we receive them...With a letter of credit these charges and problems could be

avoided.

This brings us to the second major problem~-delivery schedules. By the time
a product is purchased by the United States Department of Agriculture, delivered
to State warehouses, stored in State warehouses, allocated to schools and picked
" up by schools, we get our largest deliveries in the spring when we are ready
to close down for summer recess and must pay to store a large inventory for fall
use. There is also a great expense moving and storing products that could be

avoidable.

With a letter of credit it not only gives us a choice of the form in which we
move the commodity, but also we should be able to do it in a timely fashion
through our local distribution...It also effects our buying power because if

we bid and commit to purchase an item such as Canned Peaches for a three month
period, and then we receive Canned Peaches from the commodity program half way
through the periods, we have a purchasing contract to fulfill and we are storing
peaches for use two or three months from now.

We would all like to see a more efficient and cost-saving program working for
and with us. The most acceptable plan for everyone would be the proposed letter
of credit. It gives us the latitude to operate more efficiently on the local
level, and still remove the USDA designated surplus commodities from the market.

JOANNE L. STYER Director, Food Services Division, Montgomery County,
Maryland ,

"The current commodity system has many very serious inherent problems which
appear to be more acute in these times of gasoline and other escalating costs
facing school feeding programs. The current system does not allow for local
feeding program directors to have control over product specifications, quantities,
delivery schedules. The lack of local input frequently create serious problems

and add considerably to program operating costs.

The following are a few of the problems the current systems create: USDA com-—
modity oven fried potatoes fail to brown without being sprayed with oil and
paprika, even then require excessive oven time; Ground pork allocated in November
requiring it be utilized in four months does not start arriving until mid March;
Fresh apples, not ripe, arrived by common carrier after warehouse hours, unpal-
leted, requiring overtime and scheduling changes; Canned goods distributed to
school for storage take up valuable space until utilized over a long period of
time; Shipments of product unanticipated require scheduling changes at last
minute and necessitate additional storage charges; Processed commodities on
rebate system require excessive time to cycle through individual schools and

confuse full-cost accounting.

In my opinion, the commodity letter of credit is vastly superior to the current
commodity system."



JUDY STANTON, Director of Food Services, the Independent School
District of Boise City, Idaho

"Commodities supply 34% of the food utilized in the Boise School Food Service
Programs...This means that the local district has no control over a large per-
centage of the types of foods selected, the quantities received, or the dates
delivered..., Because school districts have not been notified far enough in
advance of commodity deliveries, it is necessary to cancel or delay the receiving
of items for which bids have already been awarded. .This causes local purveyors
to be unwilling to bid, or bid higher prices to allow for these alterations in
the original bid... Foods may be purchased on the local level at a price equal
to, or less than, the price charged for USDA commodities.

In addition to the USDA price, the State charges $1.50 per case for shipping
and handling. The State shares storage with the Boise School District and still
charges the $1.50 for shipping for only a paper transfer.

I would like to recommend that Congress and the USDA consider the local purchase
of commodities system to maintain a balanced budget which would be an effective
means of nourishing our students without cuttlng the reimbursement for the paying

chilg."

FRANCES McGLONE, R.D., Director of Food Services and Nutrition
Education, Oakland Unified School District, Oakland, California

"Many times the commodity offering is too large to accept the maximum amounts
offered. Many times the commodity offering is too small and will not serve one
meal. Most of the time the delivery times are not reliable. Many times the
packaging turns out to be different than was offered. Many times, after an of-
fering is submitted, ordered and planned on the menu, the item will be cancelled.
And ALL OF THE TIME the largest offering arrives late in May to be stored over
the summer...A School district cannot participate in the commodity program unless
the state handling charges are paid. A school district cannot participate in
the commodity program unless the school district is willing to furnish and/or
pay for local storage and delivery. If the commodities were fully used to the
maximum during September and October in Oakland, the extra cost would add up

to $130,100 or $3,516 per school day...In addition to these costs, many times

it is necessary to have the commodity foods further processed to put them in

a usable form.

Mr. Chairman, the amount of paper work generated by a Commodity Processing Con-
tract is tremendous...With a Commodity Letter of Credit, this entire process

would be eliminated. The commodity would still be removed from the market but

it would be in a form that could be used by the school district...with a Commodity

Letter of Credit, I could use more commodities... "



THOMAS J. FARLEY Foodservice Director, City of Milwaukee Public
Schools, Wisconsin (Retlred)

"Those of us who have actively supported the USDA purchasing of food for National
School Lunch, have done so on the oft repeated premises that: 1. . "The Govern-
ment can buy cheaper in large lot.”™ and 2. "The Government can purchase higher
quality at lower price." We must, however, on explaining facts, now realize

that both of these beliefs are now merely fantasies based upon hope rather than
reality. It is a pipe dream...The activities of the Food and Nutrition Head-
quarters and the USDA can be classified as deficient in major areas. There are:

1. Lack of consistent quality; 2. Food inappropriate to school lunch needs; 3.
Inferior packaging; 4. Unsanitary storage, 5. Undependable delivery and scheduling;

6. Unsound administrative practices.

After 34 years, the purchasing and delivery of food for National School Lunch
is run in a nonprofessional, haphazard manner suited to accommodate suppliers
rather than the school districts...There is a very strong need to drastically
alter government food practices. This does not mean cash in lieu of commodities,
but a practical program of government vouchers to encourage purchase at the local

level." .
MARGARET H. BENTON, R.D., School District Number One, Denver, Colorado

"I wish you to be aware that I have supported the concept of commodity purchase,
distribution and utilization but I abhor the program as it is operative today.
The dollar cost of purchasing, distribution to the states, the costs of handling
and utilization on the state and local level are draining dollars meant for im-
proved nutrition on the plates to other areas...The guality of most products

is at least one grade less than the grade specified for local district purchase.

Analysis of cold storage charges for commodity items only between 1978 and 1979
indicate AN INCREASE IN CHARGES OF 31.6% per pound The total bill of $14,282

was nearly double that of the prev1ous year.

JOSEPH R. NAGY, Director, Food"Services Divisibn, School District of
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

"We have carefully reviewed the proposed commodity letter of credit system, and
compared it with our present commodity program., As a result of that comparison,
we in Philadelphia find that the new cash in lieu of commodities concept would

be more beneficial for us. Some of the reasons for this decision are: 1. Great-
er control and more flexibility in our menu planning; 2. More control of product
form; 3. More control of our delivery dates; 4. Better and easier management

of inventories; 5. Increased purchasing control; 6. Lower transportation and
storage costs. The present commodity program and distribution system has caused
loss of value for us on many products...It would seem that this new program .
affords school districts more of a chance to make specific choices concerning
foods used in their programs. After all, they are the people who use the pro-
ducts and should have that choice. It gives school districts flexibility without .
taking away from the objectives of price support or surplus removal concepts.

In this time of budgetary problems, with everyone desiring to reduce expenses,

it would seem incumbent upon us to conserve and make the best 90551b1e use of

funds, as this new program seems to indicate it will do.
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LUCILLE BARNETT, R.D.; Supervisor, School Food Service, Spartanburg,
South Carolina, and Past President, American School Food Service Association

"With today's critical and expensive oil situaiton, a letter of credit to pur-
chase food from wholesalers would eliminate double handling and the dumping of
excessive quantities. There has been an increase in quantity with, unfortun-
ately, a decrease in quality. Again, this year, the grossly OVER mature English
peas are a disgrace; and currently the worms are surfacing daily in the canned
corn; along with rat droppings in the "new" item, brown rice. One of the most
condemned commodities has been the canned chicken. It was even unacceptable

to thieves.

“The Santa Claus of the school lunch program™ has prefaced the introduction of
commodity distribution directors yet resounding on the heels of that is "how

to get rid of" this stuff...When school food service personnel face the "gifts"
Santa left, things soon turn sour...Over the years we have had to cope with foods
that students just don't like and our trying to disguise them only compounds

their suspicions. '

Timing of shipments is totally unrealistic. Last month, February, with only
three months left to serve lunch, our school system received 12,744 cases con-
sisting of 23 different shipments. By contrast, look at these six months
(August-January) when we desperately needed food yet received a total of 22,501
cases...This February avalanche included eight frozen shipments totalling 6,170
cases! Can you fathom the freezer storage problem. We are yet to receive many
items that can't possibly be used -this year. Flour, due Januaryl, has just ar-
rived and January 1 butter has not appeared yet...Anyone who says he still favors
commodities under the present system has never handled them!

The resistance encountered when trying to reject unacceptable food is overwhelm-
ing...Heavy inventory to carry over the summer is another false economy. Late
arrivals and excessive quantities, particularly difficult to use items, cause
this problem. The attached summer inventory, June 1978, shows approximately
$230,000 idly lying in storage for three months. This idle inventory, available
for vandalism, could be working money resting in the safety of a bank...The let-
ter of credit system would remove these pitfalls, yet the same assistance to
producers and packers would remain...The most shameful and alarming waste is

the double distribution, warehousing and handling. We have a thirty year old
system that moved on 20¢ a gallon gasoline now moving on $1.50 (and up) per
gallon gasoline...There is a life expectancy and purpose to all programs. They
are ultimately replaced with improved methods. This long outdated commodity

system is overdue for change.

JOANNE M. DOMBROWSKI, Food Service Director, South Fayette
Township School District, McDonald, Pennsylvania

"I feel the donated commodity system is very expensive to operate.. .Expensive
as 1t must be to operate, the donated commodity system has many shortcomings
and inefficiencies which affect not only the overall effectiveness, but also
negates some of the benefits it is supposed to provide--especially to small
districts...Under the Letter of Credit system, I could order foods in a more
suitable form, :

We never really know when we will receive a given commodity. Despite the fact
that approximate shipping dates are publicized, roughly 53% of Pennsylvania's
commodities are shipped late, not purchased, or not shipped.



BETTY BENDER R.D., Supervisor of Food Services, Dayton Board of
Education, Dayton, Ohio

"The past thirty-four years have wrought many changes in our country. The food
service industry has experienced extreme changes as a result of sophisticated,
s1selective customers...As these changes have occurred, commodity products have
become a misfit, or are inappropriate in some food service operations. The re-
sulting frustrations of the conscientious food service operator lead to the fol-
lowing questions. Why should commodities be purchased in forms that are not
usable in the school system? Why should the children of this nation eat food-
stuffs of poor quality? Why should Section 6 commodities be determined by the
United States Department of Agriculture?

Since returning to the commodity program on July 1, 1979, the Dayton Board of
Education has been offered $534,079.22 value in commodities. The bayton Board

of Education has accepted $397,639.91 This means that we have refused $136,439.31,
or 25.7% of the commodities offered. The commodities refused have been butter,
flour, peanut butter, rice, shortening, rolled wheat, rolled oats and peanut
granules. All items refused were offered in amounts in excess of normal usage.

To date, the Dayton Board of Education has expended: Commercial storage-$2,572.01;
Distribution costs-$14,791.71; State handling charges-$19,536.00; Processing
charges-$80,035.24; TOTAL: $116,934.96-—-to utilize the commodities accepted.

This total, coupled with the dollar value of the commodities refused, equals

- 10¢ per meal which could have been spent on a student lunch or realized in
savings to the child nutrition programs. The proposed Letter of Credit appears

to offer a reasonable solution to school districts with serious commodity problems."

FRANCES J. SPAIN R.D., Dlrector, Hopkms County School Foodservnces,
Madisonville, Kentucky

"It is not known WHEN the foods will arrive...It is not known what QUANTITIES
will arrive...In some instances it is not known WHAT foods to expect...Some foods
received are not first on the acceptability list...Any one who feeds today's
young people is aware of their food preferences. In order to prevent plate-
waste, foodservice directors plan menus for acceptability by the students. -
However, many of the food items received from U.S.D.A. interfere with this type
menu planning...In 1978-79, we travelled 9,432 miles picking up commodities and
delivering them to our schools. The cost of labor alone to handle these com-
modities last year was .70¢ per case!..All of these costs are unnecessary, when

a better system of commodity distribution is possible.
el

‘The proposed Commodity Letter of Credit System would enable school foodservice
programs to use commodities as designated by the U.S. Department of Agriculture
and give them an updated means of financial management."



JOYCE LEVANDOSKI, Director of School Food Services, Rochester,
New York

"The removal of commodities in surplus from the market by United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture has always been an important and intregal part of School
Food Service. However, in its present form, it has caused a great many problems
for our programs...First, we receive items that are unacceptable in the form
we receive them...With a letter of credit these charges and problems could be

avoided.

This brings us to the second major problem--delivery schedules. By the time
a product is purchased by the United States Department of Agriculture, delivered
to State warehouses, stored in State warehouses, allocated to schools and picked
- up by schools, we get our largest deliveries in the spring when we are ready
to close down for summer recess and must pay to store a large inventory for fall
use. There is also a great expense moving and storing products that could be

avoidable.

With a letter of credit it not only gives us a choice of the form in which we
move the commodity, but also we should be able to do it in a timely fashion
through our local distribution...It also effects our buying power because if

we bid and commit to purchase an item such as Canned Peaches for a three month
period, and then we receive Canned Peaches from the commodity program half way
through the periods, we have a purchasing contract to fulfill and we are storing
peaches for use two or three months from now. '

We would all like to see a more efficient and cost-saving program working for
and with us. The most acceptable plan for everyone would be the proposed letter
of credit. It gives us the latitude to operate more efficiently on the local
level, and still remove the USDA designated surplus commodities from the market.

JOANNE L. STYER Director, Food Services Division, Montgomery County,
Maryland

"The current commodity system has many very serious inherent problems which
appear to be more acute in these times of gasoline and other escalating costs
facing school feeding programs. The current system does not allow for local
feeding program directors to have control over product specifications, quantities,
delivery schedules. The lack of local input frequently create serious problems

and add considerably to program operating costs.

The following are a few of the problems the current systems create: USDA com-
modity oven fried potatoes fail to brown without being sprayed with oil and
paprika,- even then require excessive oven time; Ground pork allocated in November
requiring it be utilized in four months does not start arriving until mid March;
Fresh apples, not ripe, arrived by common carrier after warehouse hours, unpal-
leted, requiring overtime and scheduling changes; Canned goods distributed to
school for storage take up valuable space until utilized over a long period of
time; Shipments of product unanticipated require scheduling changes at last
minute and necessitate additional storage charges; Processed commodities on
rebate system require excessive time to cycle through individual schools and

confuse full-cost accounting.

In my opinion, the commodity letter of credit is vastly superior to the current
commodity system."



II.

IIT.

Alternative Regulatory Approaches:
School Lunch Meal Pattern Regulations

What are "Meal Patterns"?

Each school voluntarily choosing to participate in the National School
Lunch Program (NSLP) must serve a meal designed by the Department of
Agriculture in order to receive federal meal subsidies. It is
important to remember that 'meal patterns" are not menus; rather, they
represent the minimum amount of food required to be served in order for
schools to qualify for the reimbursement. The pattern requires each
meal to have five items--milk, bread, vegetable, fruit and a meat or
meat alternate. Minimum portion sizes are set for each item. The meal
pattern is designed to meet a goal of providing one-third of the
child's daily recommended dietary allowances (RDA) for most nutrients
on the average and over a period of time.

Current Situation

During the reconciliation process this summer, the Congress adopted
much of the Administration's proposal to reduce the Federal subsidy to
the "paying category" of children in the program (those whose family's
income exceeds 185 percent of poverty). In so doing, however, the
Congress directed USDA to come up with some savings to accrue to the
local level to help offset the Federal subsidy reduction.

Accordingly, proposed regulations amending the meal pattern
requirements were published September 4. The proposal followed the
same basic format as current policy, but portion sizes were reduced
minimally for all five items, especially for younger children whose
food intake is less than that of older children. The proposed
regulations were widely misinterpreted and were withdrawn

October 2, 1981.

The basic objectives of the recently withdrawn meal pattern proposal
were: (1) to maintain a nutritionally adequate meal pattern with
greater menu variety, (2) to lower State and local production costs,
(3) to provide greater State and local flexibility, and (4) to simplify
and standardize conflicting program rules.

Alternative Approaches:

The list of alternative proposals spans the spectrum of controversial
and programmatically successful to non-controversial with potentially
limited programmatic success. The various alternatives fall into two
groups: (1) those that are primarily non-discretionary and are
required by new legislation, and (2) those that the Secretary has wide
discretion in establishing.
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Non-Discretionary Related Regulation Actions

A. Offer versus Serve. This regulation would implement Section 811 of
the 1981 Omnibus Reconciliation Act and at local option would expand to
all grade levels a provision that allows a student to refuse offered
foods he does not intend to consume. Current regulations apply this
provision to high schools and allow the student to accept as few as
three of five required meal items. The meal still receives full
reimbursement. The regulation extending this provision to elementary
schools is required by law and could result in local savings. The
impetus for this action was that of the Congress, not the
Administration.

B. Administrative Regulations. Finally, a series of administrative
regulations, also required in the reconciliation process, must be
issued. They will be viewed as significantly less controversial than
meal pattern changes, and while not addressing all four objectives
outlined above, could nonetheless meet some of them. These
regulations were being developed even before the controversial meal
pattern regulations were issued. They address certain administrative,
accounting, and monitoring requirements, and most are required under
the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981:

1. Lunch Pattern Monitoring: This mandatory provision is based on
allowing States to monitor bulk quantities rather than individual
plates to ensure sufficient quantity to satisfy requirements. The
system is optional, allowing State agencies to develop alternate
systems described and on file for review. The proposal would
eliminate overproduction currently needed to ensure that each plate
meets minimum requirements.

2. Eliminate Full Cost Account Regulations: This mandatory
proposal relieves School Food Authorities of many current cost
accounting requirements. School Food Authorities would still be
required to operate nonprofit food service programs.

3. Eliminate State Plan Requirements: This mandatory provision
reduces the administrative burden by eliminating the requirement to
submit plans for National School Lunch, School Breakfast, Special
Milk, and Food Service Equipment Assistance Programs. The Federal
government will be able to monitor program activities through
ongoing reporting requirements.

4. Review Assessment, Improvements and Monitoring System: This
mandatory proposal changes the current rule which sets minimum
school lunch monitoring standards for States. This proposal would
increase State flexibility in meeting these requirements.

While these regulations do not have much budgetary reduction impact,
they do significantly place regulatory burden on the schools.



Discretionary Alternative Regulatory Approaches

A. Goal of One-Third RDA. This approach would be to eliminate all
meal pattern regulations and simply have the Secretary of Agriculture
establish a policy goal that meals served in the programs should strive
to meet one-third of the child's recommended dietary allowance (RDA).
While this alternative would be legal within the existing statutes, it
would be extremely controversial, since it would totally eliminate
minimum standards. This approach could also be very costly to the
federal budget, since individual items now sold separately (e.g., a
sandwich) could be called a meal and thus earn federal reimbursement.
Virtually, all food service in schools could thus be subsidized by the
Federal Government. There was no Congressional support for this
alternative, and both the American Dietetic Association and the
American School Food Service Association oppose it. Despite strong
preference for it among some of our top staff, we do not believe this
approach politically realistic.

B. Reissue September 4 Regulations. The withdrawn regulations could
be reissued with the elimination and clarification of some
controversial and misunderstood provisions. The crediting issue of
condiments (ketchup and pickle relish) would be eliminated. Certain
foods would not be mentioned (i.e., tofu, nuts, seeds, and yogurt).
Serving sizes for all meal components would still be reduced and this
would continue .to be extremely controversial.

C. Modified Pattern Level. Rather than address all the serving size
issues in the September 4 regulations, this approach would follow B
above except that only the bread, vegetable, and fruit component sizes
would be reduced. While for certain commodity and hunger lobby groups
this would be controversial, these are meal components with the
greatest documented plate waste. Local budget savings would occur.
This approach will be the hardest to achieve but is probably the most
equitable.

D. Retain the Current Meal Pattern Requirement. This approach to
retain current minimum meal requirements has been suggested by some as
the "safest" route. However, it is the Department's view that the
Congressional intent in the reconciliation bill contemplates
Departmental action on meal patterns.

E. Varied Portion Sizes. Another stand-alone provision and similar to
Item C above, a regulation could be proposed for schools not
participating in offer versus serve programs to permit children to
accept smaller portion sizes if they do not intend to eat the entire
amount. This proposal would be fairly well received by some in the
nutrition community as an appropriate program for children of
elementary age because it would help meet a broader program goal of
exposing children to various types of foods rather than having them
always select traditional favorites, as they will in "offer versus
serve" programs. Budget savings at the local level would be likely;
however, the Department feels any proposal to reduce portion sizes,
regardless of the justification, will expose the Administration to
unfavorable publicity.




Iv.

Department Recommendation

It is recommended that all the non-discretionary regulatory actions
listed above proceed quickly. The offer versus serve provisions, lunch
pattern monitoring, State plan requirements, and the States' monitoring
standard likely could be proposed by the end of November.

The Department further recommends that we propose Option C around
Christmas or early 1982. This option is preferred because it will
permit substantial local savings and flexibility while exposing the
Administration to minimal criticism. Significant support for this
proposal can be arranged prior to its announcement.

This modest delay after the release of the non-discretionary
regulations is suggested because any proposed meal pattern change could
not be effective for this school year. By Christmas, we will have a
better feel for further budgetary action with regard to this program
and could more adequately tailor the regulations to accommodate the
budget change.



Alternative Regulatory Approaches:

Meal Pattern Reguldtions Reésponse

G. William Hoagland, Administrator
Food and Nutrition Service
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Alternative Regulatory Approaches: Meal Pattern Regulations Response

I. General Strategy: Objectives

The basic objectives on which the recently withdrawn meal pattern regulations
were developed should serve as the basis for further regulatory propesals. Those
objectives included: (1) lower state and local production costs, (2) provide
greater state and local flexibility, and (3) simplify and standardize conflicting
program rules.

Alternative proposals can be developed that meet all or some of these objectives,
with varying degrees of documental success. However, those regulations that the
Administration judges would be the most successful in meeting these-objectives,
will also be the most controversial. The policy decision to be made is one of
weighing the programmatic outcome desired (and as embodied in these three
objectives) versus potential political controversy.

The 1ist of alternative proposals span the spectrum of controversial and program-
matic successful, to non-controversial with potential limited programmatic success.

IT. Alternative Regulatory Approaches

(1) Goal of 30 percent RDA. This approach would be to eliminate all meal
pattern regulations and simply have the Secretary of Agriculture establish as a
policy goal, that meals served in the programs should strive to meet 30 percent
of the child's recommended dietary allowance (RDA). This would be extremely
controversial and, without statutory changes in the definition of a reimbursable
meal, could be costly to the federal budget.

(2) Reissue September 4 Regulations. The withdrawn regulations could be
reissued with the elimination and clarification of some controversial and mis-
understood provisions. The crediting issue of certain foods would be clarified
--i.e., ketchup and pickle relish. Certain foods would not be mentioned--i.e.,
tofu, nuts, seeds, and yogurt. Quantity sizes for all meal components would
still be reduced and this would continue to be extremely controversial.

(3) Selected Components of September 4 Regulations. Rather than address
all the quantity size issues in the September 4 regulations, this approach would
follow No. 2 above except that only the bread, vegetable, and fruit component
sizes would be reduced. While for certain commodity and hunger lobby groups this
would be controversial, these are meal components with the greatest documented
plate waste. Local budget savings would occur.

(4) Offer versus Serve. This stand alone regulation would implement
Section 811 of the 1981 Omnibus Reconciliation Act that would expand to all grade
levels a provision that does not require a student to accept offered foods they
do not intend to consume. Current regulations applying this provision to senior
high schools, require the student to accept three of five meal components. The
meal still receives full reimbursement. This regulation will be less controversial,
and could result in local savings. The impetus for this action was that of the
Congress not the Administration.




(5) Reduced Portion Sizes. Another stand alone provision and similar
to No. 3 above, a regulation could be proposed that would allow children--in
schools not participating in offer versus serve--to accept smaller portion
sizes if they do not intend to eat the entire amount. This provision may be
less controversial than offer versus serve in elementary schools and would
help meet a broader program goal of exposing children (especially young
children) to various types of foods. Budget savings at the local level would
be likely.

{(6) Administrative Regulations. Finally, a series of administrative
regulations could be issued that would be viewed as significantly less contro-
versial, and while maybe not addressing all three objectives outlined above,
could nonetheless meet some of them. The alternative regulations would be a
series of proposals that were being developed even before the controversial
meal pattern regulations were issued. These regulations would address certain
administrative, accounting, and monitoring requirements, for the most part all
required under the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981:

(i) Lunch Pattern Monitoring: This provision is based on
monitoring bulk quantities to ensure sufficient quantity
to satisfy requirements. The system is optional, allowing
state agencies to develop alternate systems described and
on file for review during management evaluations.

(ii) Eliminate Full Cost Account Regulations: This proposal
relieves SFAs of current cost accounting requirements
except to support severe need School Breakfast Program
reimbursement rates if claimed. SFAs would still be
required to operate nonprofit food service programs.

(iii) Eliminate State Plan Requirements: This reduces the
administrative burden by eliminating the requirement
to submit plans for National School Lunch, School
Breakfast, Special Milk, and Food Service Equipment
Assistance Programs.

(iv) Review Interim Assessment, Improvements and Monitoring
System. Proposes four changes to Interim rule. (1) Deletes
audit option and Performance Standard 5; (2) requires review
of sampling of applications rather than the current 100
percent, (3) replaces random selection of problem schools
with selection after second review; and (4) provides
additional tolerances for small SFAs.

10-20-81



March 12, 1982

Honorable Robert Carleson

Special Assistant to the President
for Policy Development

208 01d Executive Office Building

Washington, D. C. 20500 '

Dear Bob:

Enclosed is a copy of the proposed regulations we wish to publish

in lieu of the Meal Pattern Regulations which were withdrawn last fall.
These are non-major regulations promulgated under the "Offer vs. Serve"
provision of the Ommibus Reconciliation Act of 1981. In addition, the
proposed action would allow states the option to establish a more
simplified monitoring system.

In addition, some background information is enclosed. We hope to make
the announcement Monday at the American School Food Services Association
(ASFSA) Legislative Conference, pending OMB approval. We have the
support of ASFSA, the American Dietetic Association and other associated
groups.,

Please contact me or Pat Kearney on my staff if you have any questions.
With best regards.

Sincerely,

MARY C. JARRATIT
Assistant SeCrecus; sva
Food and Consumer Services

Enclosures



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

TO: pob carleson

FROM: MIKE BAROODY
: Director of Public Affairs

Here is the information from USDA
on the proposed school lunch reg
changes. Mary Jarrat is scheduled
to speak to the Food Service
Conference on Monday at 1:30 and
will announce the proposed changes,
if approved by OMB.



FACT SHEET‘ NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM
-f%ﬁl]?a?%onj
Since 1946 the U.S. Department of Agr1Cu1ture has prov1ded financial aid,
technical assistance and USDA donated commodities to schools in the Natlonal -
School Lunch Program in order to help them provide balanced low-cost or free
lunches to children. Following is an update on school lunch ‘facts and figures:
~-The National School Lunch Program budget was about $3.0 billion

in Fiscal Year 1981, about $2.5 billion in FY 1982, and about $2.7
billion has been proposed for FY 1983. '

--The program currently provides lunches to about 23 million children
each school day. Of these, about 10 million get free lunches, about
1.5 million pay a reduced price for their lunch, and about 11. 5
million pay. a regular price for their lunch.

~-About 91,000 schools take part in the program. Any public or
nonprofit private school of high school grade or under, except -
high-tuition private schools, is eligible to take part.

~—-Children from families which meet certain income eligibility
requirements can qualify for free or reduced-price lunches under
the program. For a child to qualify for free meals, his family can
earn no more than 130 percent of the poverty line, or $10,990 for a
family of four. The cutoff for reduced price eligibility is 185
percent of the poverty line, or $15,630 for a family of four.

--All lunches served under the program are subsidized. Currently
schools with less than 60 percent free and reduced price
eligibility are reimbursed (in cash and donated commodities) 21.5
cents per paid meal, 80.25 cents per reduced price meal, and $1.20
and 1/4 cents per free meal served. For FY 1983 the rates will
increase 8 cents for both free and reduced price meals and 1.5 cents
for the paid meal. :

/U ew Bropatd

"Offer versus serve" is a menu option plan which allows children to
turn down one or two of the five food items in the lunch if he does
not intend to eat them. Congress mandated the plan in high schools
in the federal lunch program in 1975. The Omnibus Reconciliation
Act of 1981 mandated the extension of the option, as a local
decision, to elementary schools.

-—Proposed regulations simplify monitoring of compliance with
meal pattern requirements, a change which has been requested by
school districts for years. The proposal does not change the
frequency of monitoring—-it remains every two years. It does
increase state flexibility, as states develop their own monitoring
. system. Monitoring would be on production records rather than on the
present system that measures the food on the plate.

~~The benefits of the proposal include 1ncrcased state flexibility,
A cost savings as a result of decreased plate waste and simplified
monitoring procedures, and maintenance of the nutritional 1ntegr1ty
of the lunch by a program which has been proven successful
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USDA PROPOSES SCHOOL LUNCH REGULATIONS \

WASHINGTON, March --Regulations were proposed today which allow local
officials to implement an extension of the "offer versus serve" school lunch
plan to all grade levels, according to Mary Jarratt, Assistant Secretary for
USDA's Food and Consumer Service.

Congress authorized the extension in the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of
1981. Prior to that, the plan had been limited to junior and senior high
students.

"Offer versus serve" requires that federally reimbursed school lunches
offer full servings of five foods (meat, milk, bread, two fruits and/or
vegetables) and that students take full servings of at least three choices.
Students have the option of taking full or sample portions of the fourth and
fifth food items after they have selected full portions of at least three.

Jarratt said the plan will give school food service personnel flexibility
to use their creativity in ensuring that students eat balanced meals, while
avoiding costly plate waste.  Schools would have the option of setting further
guidelines, once the minimum federal standards are met.

"It's a proven plan, and that's what makes it so attractive," Jarratt
said. "This common sense plan recognizes that some students will not consume
all five foods that are served every day. Food that is thrown into the trash by
a student costs money--money that could be used to feed another student."

Jarratt said that by offering an appealing selection, schools will help
reach the lunch program's goal of providing one-third of a child's Recommended
Dietary Allowances. School menu planners are acutely aware that meals must be
nutritious and appetizing to maintain student participation, she said.

Under the proposal, states will be given flexibility to establish more
simplified monitoring systems to determine whether schools are serving the
required amounts. The proposal would allow states to monitor production
records on individual portions of food.

The proposal will appear in the March _ Federal Register. Comments
should be sent by May  to Stanley C. Garnett, School Programs Division, Food
and Nutrition Service, USDA, Alexandria, Va. 22302.

#
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p e COMMUNICATIONS PLAN
Offer vs. Serve in lieu of Meal Pattern Regulations

NTRODUCTION
March , 1982 by Assistant Secretary Jarratt at a press briefing at the
Department of Agriculture in Washington, D.C.

The regulations will appear in the Federal Register om March , 1982,

II. PRESS BRIEFING
A. Have leaders in school food service available to answer
questions.,
- Elizabeth Cagan — New York City
= Gertrude Applebaum ~ President, ASFSA
—~ Dan Wisotzkey - State Child Nutr1t1on D1rect01, Colorado
"= Tom Carroll (Bridgeport, Comnecticut)
~ Ethel Ott - President, ADA Dietetic Practice Group
- Diane Lorenz (Indlana) Frances McClone (California),
Clarice Higgins. (Florlda) Jane Wynn (Florida),
Joanne Styer (Maryland), Shlrley Watkins (Tennessee)

III. SUPPORTING MATERIALS

A. Press releases will be issued by:
— Department of Agriculture
=~ The American School Food Service Assoc1at10n (ASFsA)
=~ The American Dietetic Association Practlce Group on School Food

Service .

- The National Frozen Food Association
- The Parent Teachers Association
- The American Association of School Boards
- Senator Dole
- Congressman Goodling
— Senator Helms

B. Briefing Packet

(1) contents -
- press releases
—~ fact sheet

- questions and answers
~ quotes from School Lunch Directors who have already
implemented offer vs. serve :
- newspaper clippings*
(2) distribution
— USDA officials*, Cabinet Council and White House
officials¥*, Congress1ona1 offices, FNS regional offlces,
state food service directors, and interested groups
(Media advocacy groups, etc.)
C. Post - OpEd article, by ASFSA
. D. Visuals — slides from New York City, Memphis, and Corpus Christi
programs
E. Open House Tours — offer vs. serve programs. in D.C., Fairfax County, .
and Montgomery County
F. Letters of Testimony and Support — Dr. Fredrick Stare, Harvard
Dr. George Graham, Johns Hopkins; other nutritionists.
G. Television appearances — Coordinate through John Ochs

H. HNM;"’J S‘\ov) "-po”owc.d morw,:a\j



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

"OFFER VS SERVE" SURVEY

In December 1981, a survey of a nationally representative sample of schools
found that 37 percent of the elementary schools had implemented the offer vs
serve option. Hence, of the 51,700 elementary schools in the United States,
19,000 schools serving 5,000,000 Tunches had implemented the program since
October 1, 1981. When the offer vs serve option was available at the elementary
Zchool, participation increased 3 percent or nationally by 144,000 meals per

ay.

To supplement the information we collected in December, we recently conducted
an informal poll throughout the nation to assess the offer vs serve option

in elementary schools. This poll was completed February, 1982. USDA Food
and Mutrition Service Regional Offices (there are seven) were instructed to
contact at least ten Districts participating in the offer vs serve orogram

in their region. Six hundred and thirty three (633) elementary schools
utilizing offer vs serve were contacted.

The acceptance of the program was very favorable. Rating the program as good
were 95 percent of the students, 90 percent of the parents and 80 percent of
the food service workers,

Since implementation of the program, plate waste was described as being
reduced significantly by 73 percent of the respondents, 21 percent said that
plate waste was reduced slightly, 2 percent said that plate waste was not
reduced and 4 percent did not know if plate waste was reduced or not.

A majority of schools felt that food costs were reduced by two to ten cents
because of the reduction in plate waste.

Food selection was aWSo_surveyed. When given a notice, 60 percent of the
students took all five items, 27 percent chose four items and 13 percent
took three meal components.

The foods most often chosen were meat (98 percent), milk (84 percent) and
bread (90 percent). While many children took four items, it was usually the
vegetable that was not selected. :



March 5, 1982

BACKGROUND

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 included a number of
reductions in federal support of meal programs under the National School Lunch
Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966. It also directed the Secretary of
Agriculture to promulgate regulations that would permit cost savings at the
local level in the operation of these meal programs. On September 4 of last
year the Department published a notice of proposed rulemaking that would have
(1) simplified administration of the standards for meals served under those
programs, which are called the meal pattern requirements, (2) changed some of

;
the rules for determining when:a?meal met those requirements, and (3) reduced
the food quantity standards for younger children included in those
requirements.

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 also contained an amendment
to the so-called "offer versus serve' provision of the National School Lunch
Act. Under that~provision, before it was amended, schools were required to
serve meals meeting the meal pattern requirements to most children, but were
required only to offer a meal meeting those requirements to senior high school
students, who were allowed to decline the offered food. The Department's
regulations require that a meal have five components, two of which may be
declined under the offer versus serve rules. The 1981 amendment authorized

local school authorities to extend this right to decline offered food to all

grade levels. The regulations published on September 4 included provisions

implementing this amendment.



Finally, the September 4 regulations announced the Department's intention
to promulgate in the near future a separate regulation that would simplify the
procedures for determining if the meal pattern requirements were being met by -
permitting schools to monitor bulk food production rather than the size of
individual servings.

On October 2, the September 4 proposed rulemaking was withdrawn. On
November 6 the Department presented an issue paper to the White House Cabinet
Council on Human Resources that iset forth alternative courses of action with
respect to changes in the meal pattern requirements., The Council recommended
that the Department proceed with the provisions of the September 4 regulation
that would implement the amendment to the "offer versus serve" provision of the
National School Lunch Act and that it explore the possibility of authorizing
variations in the size of the portions of different foods required to be served
under the meal pattern requirements.

"offer versus serve'

It should be noted that even in the absence of
regulations for elementary schools, many elementary schools have implemented the
provision anyway. A recent survey {copy attached) of schools indicates high
acceptability and a per meal saving in the range of five cents. Some critics

will want the provision to be more explicit, but that was not the desire of the

Cabinet Council nor the recommendation of our Department.

DISCUSSION

Accordingly, the Department has carefully studied the recommendation of the
Council of Human Resources. It fully supports and is proceeding to implement
expeditiously the recommendation concerning the "offer versus serve' provision
of the National School Lunch Act. A change in the regulations was mandated by
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act and should be promulgated as soon as

possible.



The possibility of providing for varying porticn <izss ndar the meal

standards presents a more complicated issue. There is surren considerable

misunderstanding among state and local food service officials as to precisely

what is required to comply with the "offer versus serve' regulations. As
previously noted, a student whose meal is governed by the "offer versus serve'"
regulations is permitted to decline two of the five required components of a
meal. Some school officials believe that under these regulations, a student
must receive either a full serving of a component or nothing at all. Tgey have
therefore opposed "offer versus ;erve” for younger children because they believe
it is imperative that these children have all five components of a lunch in
order to ensure that the meal is nutritionally sound and contributes to the
nutrition education of the child.

This view is not correct. Schools may serve a smaller portion of one or
two components of a meal if a child elects not to receive a full serving of
either of those components. For example, some school systems, including New
York City, are currently operating projects under which a child may select a
"tasting portion' of two of the offered meal components and then to select a
full portion if he or she choéses. These projects have been very successful,
are widely supported, and should be encouraged.

On the other hand, it would be very difficult to make more extensive
changes in the quantity standards of the meal pattern requirements at this time.
Changes in the quantity standards were included in the September 4 proposed
regulations. An attempt to resurrect anything like those proposals would omnly
in turn resurrect the vociferous objections that led to the withdrawal of the
regulations. While many of the proposals in the withdrawn regulations are
programmatically and economically desirable, the Department feels the issue has

become so politicized that the’ new regulation should be as simple and straight-

forward as possible.



RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that three steps be taken with respect to the
meal pattern requirements:

(1) Regulations implementing the amendment to the offer versus serve
provision of the National School Lunch Act should be implemented as soon as
possible in 1ieu of the meallpattern regulation.

(2) Those regulations should make it clear that less than a full size
portion may be served to a child/ electing not to receive a meal component under
the offer versus serve regulatiohs.

(3) The Department should include regulations that would simplify the
monitoring of compliance with the meal pattern requirementé and allow the states

to develop their own monitoring system.

ORCHESTRATION

The legislative conference of the American School Food Service Assoclation
will be meeting in Washington in March. We feel that this is an excellent
opportunity to announce the reévised meal pattern regulations. We would look
forward to the endorsement of the Association at that time.

The coordination of publicity and public information wlil be handled by the
Department's press office and the seven regional offices of the Food and
Nutrition Service. We also will request the participation of the White House

press office,



DRAFT

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

o YOFFER VERSUS SERVE" POLL

In December 1981, a survey of a nationally representative sample of schools
found that .37 percent of the elementary schools had implemented the offer vs
- serve option. Hence, of the approximately 51,000 elementary schools in the
United States, 19,000 schools with 5,000,000 students had implemented the
program since October 1, 1981. When the offer vs serve option was available
at the elementary schoo], participation increased 3 percent or nationally by
87,500 meals per day.:

To supplement the information we collected in December, we recently conducted
an informal poll throughout the nation to assess the offer vs serve option

in elementary schools. This poll was completed February, 1982. USDA Food
and Nutrition Service Regional Offices {there are seven) were instructed to
contact at least ten Districts participating in the offer vs serve nrogram

in their region. Six hundred and thirty three (633) elementary schools
utilizing offer vs serve were contacted.

The acceptance of the program was very favorable. Rating the program as good

were 95 percent of the students, 90 percent of the parents and 80 percent of
. the food service workers. '

Since implementation of the program, plate waste was described as being
reduced significantly by 73 percent of the respondents, 21 percent said that
plate waste was reduced slightly, 2 percent said that plate waste was not
reduced and 4 .percent did not know if p]ate waste was reduced or not.

A majority of schools felt that food costs were reduced by two to ten cents
because of the reduction in plate waste.

Food selection was also surVeyed. When given a notice, 60 percent of the
students took all five items, 27 percent chose four items and 13 percent
took three meal components.,

The foods most often chosen were meat (98 percent), milk (84 nercent) and
bread (90 percent). Wh11e many children took four items, it was usually the
vegetable that was not selected.
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- FACT SHEET: NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM
Background o ‘
Since 1946 the U.S. Department of Agriculture has provided financial aid,
technical assistance and USDA donated commodities to schools in the National
School Lunch Program in order to help them provide balanced low-cost or free
lunches to children. Following is an update on school lunch facts and figures:

--The National School Lunch Program budget was about $3.0 billion

in Fiscal Year 1981, about $2.5 billion in FY 1982, and about $2.7
billion has been proposed for FY 1983. :

--The program currently provides lunches to about 23 million children
cach school day. Of these, about 10 million pet free lunches, about
1.5 million pay a reduced price for their lunch, and about ' 11.5
million pay a regular price for their lunch.

—-—About 91,000 schools take part in the program. Any public or
nonprofit private school of high school grade or under, except
~high-tuition private schools, is eligible to take part,

--Children from families which mcet certain income eligibility
requirvements can qualify for free or reduced-price lunches under
the program. TFor a child to qualify for frce mecals, his family can
earn no wmore than 130 percent of the poverty line, or $10,990 for a
family of four. The cutoff for reduced price eligibility is 185
percent of the poverty line, or $15,630 for a family of four.

-~All lunches served under the program are subsidized. Currently
schools with less than 60 percent free and reduced price
eligibility are reimbursed (in cash and donated commodities) 21.5
cents. per paid meal, 80.25 cents per reduced price mcal, and $1.20
and 1/4 cents per free meal served. For FY 1983 the rates will

increase 8 cents for both free and reduced price meals and 1 5 cents
for the paid meal,

Proposal .

--"0ffer versus serve' is a menu option plan which allows children to
turn down one or two of the five food items in the lunch if he does
not intend to eat them. Congress mandated the plan iu high schools:
in the federal lunch program in 1975. The Omnibus Reconciliation
Act of 1981 mandated the extension of the option, as a local
decision, to elementary schools.

--Proposed repulations simplify monitoring of compliance with
meal pattern requirements, a change which has been requested by

school districts for years. The proposal does not chanpe the
frequency of monitoring-—it remains every two years., Jt docs
increase state flexibility, as states develop their own monitoring
system, Monitoring would be on production record:rather than on the

present system that measures the food on the plate.

-~The benefits of the proposal include increascd state flexability,
cost savings as a result of decreased plate waste and simplified
monitoring procedures, and maintcnance of the nutritional integrity
of the lunch by a program which has been proven successful.
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USDA PROPOSES SCHOOL LUNCH REGULATIONS

WASHINGTON, March --Regulations were proposed today which allow local
officials to implement an extension of the "offer versus serve" school lunch
plan to all grade levels, according to Mary Jarratt, Assistant Secretary for
USDA's Food and Consumer Service.

Congress authorized the extension in the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of
1981. Prior to that, the plan had been limited to junior and senior high
students.

"Offer versus serve'" requires that federally reimbursed school lunches
offer full servings of five foods (meat, milk, bread, two fruits and/or
vegetables) and that students take full servings of at least three choices.
Students have the option of taking full or sample portions of the fourth and
fifth food items after they have selected full portions of at least three.

Jarratt said the plan will give school food service personnel flexibility
to use their creativity in ensuring that students eat balanced meals, while
avoiding costly plate waste. Schools would have the option of setting further
guidelines, once the minimum federal standards are met.

"It's a proven plan, and that's what makes it so attractive," Jarratt
said. '"This common sense plan recognizes that some students will not consume
all five foods that are served every day. Food that is thrown into the trash by
a student costs money--money that could be used to feed another student.”

Jarratt said that by offering an appealing selection, schools will help
reach the lunch program's goal of providing one~third of a child's Recommended
Dietary Allowances. School menu planners are acutely aware that meals must be
nutritious and appetizing to maintain student participation, she said.

Under the proposal, states will be given flexibility to establish more
simplified monitoring systems to determine whether schools are serving the
required amounts. The proposal would allow states to monitor production
records on individual portions of food.

The proposal will appear in the March __ Federal Register. Comments
should be sent by May  to Stanley C. Garnmett, School Programs Division, Food
and Nutrition Service, USDA, Alexandria, Va. 22302.

#
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DRAFT i

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Food and Nutrition Service
7 CFR Part 210
National School Lunch Program

‘OFFER VERSUS SERVE: MEAL PATTERN -MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
AGENCY: Food and Nutrition Service, USDA
-ACTION: Proposed Rule
SUMMARY: This proposed rule woula amend the National School Lunch
Program regulations to: (1) implement the provisions of the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 that authorize local
school authorities to extend to elementary schools the "offef
versus serve" method of meal service; (2) mbdify the regulations
governing the "offer versus serve" methodiwith respect to meals
served in schools below the senior high level; and (3) require
each State to develop-a plan for monitoring compliance with the
school lunch meal pattern requirements based on its determination
0of the best means of assuring compliance with those reguirements.
The Department is proposing this rule to reduce Federal regulation,
increase State and local flexibility, and reduce costs of local

program operations in the school lunch program,

DATES: To be assured of consideration, comments must be postmarked

on or before (60 days from publicafion).

ADDRESSES: Comments should be sent to Stanley C. Garnett, Branch
Chief, Policy and Program Development Branch, School Programs
Division, Food and Nutrition Service, USDA, Alexandria, Virginia

22302, All written submissions will be available for public
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viewing in Room 509, 3101 Park Center Drive, Alexandria, Virginia
22302, during regular business hours (8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.)

Monday through Friday.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. Garnett at the address

listed above, or call (703) 756-3620.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Classification: This proposed action has been réviewed under Eiecutive_Order

12291 and has been classified EEE.EEiQ_; We anticipate that £ﬁis proposal will

not have an impact on.the economy -of more fhan $100 million. The proposed rule

will decré;se costs by‘providiﬁg States, School Food Authorities, and institutions
more flexibility in administering the National School Lunch Program.

- No major increase in ¢ost or prices for.program participants, individual indus-
tries, Federal agencles, or geographic regions 1is anticipatéd. We do anticipate
decreased administrative costs gf the State and local School Food Authority
levels. This proposél is not expected to have sighificant adverse effects on

competition, employment, investment, productivity, innovation, or on the ability

of U.S.-based enterprises to compete with foreign-based enterprises in domestic

-

or foreign markets.

This proposal has also been reviewed with regard to the requirements of
Public Law 96-354, the Regulatory Flexibility Act. The Administrator of the
Food and Nutrition“Service (FNS) has certified that fhis proposal will not

have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities.
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In accordance with the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C.
3507), the recordkeeping requirements that are included in this
proposed rule will be submitted for approval to the Office of.

Management and Budget (OMB). They are not effective until OMB

approval has been obtained.

The offer vefsus serve methﬁd of food service permits students

to decline_food they ‘do hot intend to eat. Prior to enactment of
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 this method of food
service was limited to ¢ nior high, and at the option of ‘local
school food authorities, junior high and middle school students.
The Act extended this optional use of offer versus serve to

grades below middle school. The Department proposeé to incorporate

this change into the regulations.

Offer versus serve has been Widely accepted by students, parents
and food service workers in schools that have adopted it. How-
ever, many state and local school food service officials have
expressed concern that allowing younger school children to decline

two lunch items lessens the nutrition education aspect of the school

‘lunch program. These officials believe that younger children need

more gu1dance as to the value of consuming different types of foods.
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In response to these CODCEIDS,‘WQNBLGFp%épQS' that local school

food authorities be given some-flexibiiity in determining how
offer versus Serve will operate in.grades below‘the senior high
level. Under the current‘reéulations governing the offer versus
serve method, schools-are.required to offer a full vortion of
five food items ta—meat—-or _meat—altermate—bread er-bread
'aliexngxﬁq_udlkv_aﬁd—ﬁwe-frﬂi%s%vegetablasl,-but students are
allowed to decline up to two of the~items; The Eg§%;E£é5£<X\
S;SQGQZS that school food authorities still be required to.
-allow senior high studenté to decline up to two items. 'Herver,
in grades below the senior high level, school food authorities
would be.permitted to determiné whether students may decline =up:

ox'gtwmx Atws,
—~e two items ox-only one item under offer wversus serve. When a

student has declined a full portion of an item, schools at—all

-grade—tevetrs may offer a smaller portion of the item.

Offer versus serve has reduced plate waste while

maintaining student consumption of a wide variety of nutrients, and

has reduced program costs; ~The goal of the 1unch‘program'is still to

provide one-third of a student's Recommended Dietary Allowances
(RDA) and students are  encouraged to choose all five food @tems
at no extra cost; however, offer versus serve means students are

not forced to take food that they do not intend to consume.

N
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At the same time, the Department continues to encourage schools
to promote their lunches and.edﬁcate children about nutrition
so that they will choose and consﬁme al1 five items. For
ekémple,.innovative service systéms, such as salad bars énd
family style service, and the offering of choices, which can

improve participation and consumption, are encouraged.

Students, particularly young students, benefit from the  consumption
of a wide variety of foods. The Department continues to reguire

parent and student involvement in the school food service, and

"particularly in the menu planning process, to ensure that menus

reflect sfudent prefereﬁces. The Department believes that a
cooperative effort of parents, students, and school officials

will result in menus whiéh'refleCt student preferenées to a

degreé that most students will choose and consume all five items

of the lunch. School officials planning meals are aware that meals
served must be nutritious and desirable to maintain student participa-

tion.



Meal Production and Monitoring

States share with therDepartment the respénsibility for assuring
that schools comply with program requirements and the Depértment
believes they should be given as‘ﬁuch flexibility as possible in
determining how to meet that responsibility. Therefore, this
proposal would require'each State to develop a plan for monitoring
compliance with the meal pattern requirements, but ailOW it to
detefmihe what that pién should be, subject to review by FNS.

The pian wOuld be part 6f the Assessment, Improvement, and

Monitoring System.

In this connection, the proposal recognizes both prodﬁction—baséd.
monitoring and the monitorinag of individual food po;tions as
alternative methods of determining compliance with‘thevregulations.
The reliance on the monitoring of individual food portions-as
served has been subjec£ to criticism by some State-and locai school
food servicé officials. Much of this criticism is directed at

the use of laboratory quality measuring standards to determine if
an individual food portién meets the minimum weight or volume
requifements of the regulations. Moreover, there is increasing
concern that monitoring meals as served discourages innovative
approaéhes to food service, such as salad bars and family style
service. The recognition of production-based monitoring as an
aiternativé‘available to the States is intended to respond to

these concerns.



The proposal also contains two conforming changes to the regulations,
First, because thelneed for peruction.records_would now be deter-
mined by each State in devéloping-its monitoring system, the federal
requirement that schools maintain production records would be
deleted. Second, because anitgring of compliance with the guantity
standards of the mealeattern requiréments would become part of

the Assessment, Improvement, and Monitoring System, the supercedéd
"provisions of section 210.16 (h) concerning the'dispoéition of

state agency claims against local échools for failure to comply

3 with the meal pattern requirements would be deleted. .
The table referred to in this proposal has not been revised and
is currently located in 821010 of the lunch program regulations.

"PART 210 - NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

Accordingly, Part 210 is proposed to be amended as follows:

1.. §210.2 is proposed. to be amended by revising paragraph (b-3)(4)
(AIMS Perfofmanté Standard 4) to read as follows: |
§210.2 Definitions.
* * * & *
(b-3) * - .
(4) Luﬁches claimed for reimbursemeﬁt are produced in accordance with
the requireménts of 5210;10; and
* % * * *
2. In §210.8, paragraph (e)(3) is proposed to be revised to read as follows:
§210.8 Requirements for participation.-
* x * * *
(e) * * %
(3) Provide lunches that meet the requirements of §210.10 during a
period designated as the lunch period by the School Food Authority;
* * * ‘ * *
3. In §210.10, paragraph (a) (1) and the introductory paragraph of (é)(Z)

are proposed to.be revised; paragraph (a)(4) is proposed to be .deleted;

7 .
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permitfed to declinerup to two items, or only one item, at
the discretion of the local school food authofity. A Student's
decision to decline food items shall not affect the cHarge for the
lunch. State educatidnal agencies shall define "senior high".

* ' * | * s * * |
(k) The State agency shall develop the system used in monitoring
schools for compliance with meal pattern quantity requirements.
The State agency shali maintain é_description of the monitdring
System for annual review and approval by FNS during the manage-
ment evaluations conducted in accordance with §210.17. The State's
system shall be designed to énsuré that the requirements of this

section are met. The system must include a description of

how the System willlmonitor combination products and tblerance
levels for corrective action plans and a second AIMS review
under §210.14. If the State system relies on monitoring produc-
tion, the system shall also include the basis for determining

food yields.

4, In $210.11, the fifth sentencé of pafagraph (a), "Produc;ion and
participation records shall be maintaihed to demonstrate positive action
toward this objective.," is proposed to be deleted and the last sentence
éf that péragraph is érbposed to be revised to read as follows:

EZlO.li Reimbursement payments., | |

* * * * *
(a) * * % In no event shall the School Food Authority claim or be
eligible for épecial cash assistance reimbursement for free and reduced.

price meals in excess of the number of children approved for free and



reduced price meals, or be elipible for general or spccinl.nssistance
for iunchesiclaimed in excess of the number prepared in accordance with
~ the requirements of 8210110; ‘
| * B * * x
5. In 8210.14; in the third sentence of paragraph (a) (3) the words at'thé
end of that sentencé.\"determine by-observation of a représeﬁtative
sample of meals that all meals cont;in all required components,' are
proposed £§ be revised to read as follows:
SZlO.lQ Special responsibilities of State agencies.
(a) * * *
(3) *# * * determine that meals are prepared in accordance with the
‘requirements of B210.10. * * *
% * * * *
6. In §210.14(a)(3)(iv), paragraph (D) is'proposed to be revised to read-
as follows:
8210.14 Special responsibilities of State agencies.
(a) * * *
(3) % % %
(dv) * * *
(D) For AIMS Performance Standard 4, the tolerance.established b;
the State agency monitéring system is exceeded.

* * * * %

7. 8210.16(h) is proposed to be deleted.

AUTHORITY: Sec. 9, PUBLIC LAW 79-396, 60 STAT. 233 (42 U.S.C. 1758(a));
Sec. 811, PUBLIC LAW 97-35, 95 STAT. 521-535 (42 U.S.C. 1758); Sec. 818,

PUBLIC LAW 97-35, 95 STAT. 532 .(42 U.S.C. ).

. (DATE)
Administrator

Food and Nutrition Service
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 12, 1982

FOR: EDWIN L. HARPER
ROGER PORTER

FROM: ROBERT B. CARLESON \\lg P
i e

SUBJECT: Item for Presidential Briefing Book

"Offer versus Serve" -- School Lunch Regulations

Monday, the Department of Agriculture will be announcing the
school lunch regulations which replace partially the controversial
regulations issued last September which were later withdrawn.
Events have overtaken most of the controversial elements of

last year's regulations.

The offer versus serve method of food service permits students
to decline food they do not intend to eat. Prior to enactment
of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, this method
of food service was limited to senior high, and at the option
of local school food authorities, junior high and middle school
students. The Act extended this optional use of offer versus
serve to grades below middle school. The Department proposes
to incorporate this change into the regulations.

Offer versus serve has been widely accepted by students, parents
and food service workers in schools that have adopted it. However,
many state and local school food service officials have expressed
concern that allowing younger school children to decline two

lunch items lessens the nutrition education aspect of the school
lunch program. These officials believe that younger children

need more guidance as to the value of consuming different types

of foods.

In response to these concerns, the new regulation provides that
local school food authorities be given some flexibility in
determining how offer versus serve will operate in grades below

the senior high level. Under the current regulations governing

the offer versus serve method, schools are required to offer a full
portion of five food items, but students are allowed to decline

up to two of the items. The regulation will provide that school
food authorities still be required to allow senior high students

to decline up to two items. However, in grades below the senior
high level, school food authorities would be permitted to determine



whether students may decline two items or fewer items. When a
student has declined a full portion of an item, schools may offer

a smaller portion of the item.

Offer versus serve has reduced plate waste while maintaining
student consumption of a wide variety of nutrients, and has
reduced program costs. The goal of the lunch program is still

to provide one-third of a student's Recommended Dietary Allowances
(RDA) and students are encouraged to choose all five items at

no extra cost; however, offer versus serve means students are

not forced to take food that they do not intend to consume.

The new regulation will be announced Monday at a
meeting of the American School Food Service
Association by Mary Jarratt, Assistant Secretary of
Agriculture. They have been approved by OMB and
the Cabinet Council on Human Resources.











