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IMPROVING NUTRITION FOR AMERICA’S
CHILDREN IN DIFFICULT ECONOMIC TIMES

Wednesday, March 4, 2009

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY,
Washington, DC

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:36 a.m., in room
216, Hart Senate Office Building, Hon. Tom Harkin, Chairman of
the committee, presiding.

Present or submitting a statement: Senators Harkin, Casey, Klo-
buchar, Bennet, Chambliss, and Thune.

STATEMENT OF HON. TOM HARKIN, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF IOWA, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY

Chairman HARKIN. The Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry will come to order.

We welcome everybody here. It looks like there is a little bit of
interest maybe in the topic we are on this morning.

Today’s hearing continues this committee’s ongoing efforts to ad-
dress issues in child nutrition and health. In our first hearing in
December of last year, I spoke very bluntly about the real and
damaging long-term health problems that we face in this country.
Overweight, obesity, even among our children have reached epi-
demic levels in America, raising the specter that our children will
have shorter life spans than we have for the first time in history.

Compounding these problems is a health care system that is ill-
equipped to prevent disease. I feel we must reorient our health care
system so that it focuses on preventing diet-related illnesses and
promoting good nutrition and wellness.

As the witnesses in our last hearing outlined very clearly,
USDA'’s Child Nutrition Programs are a tremendous opportunity to
make a lasting impact on the nutrition and eating habits of our
children. A stronger targeted investment in those programs must
be a part of a comprehensive Federal response to poor nutrition
among our children.

Our witnesses today will present us with some of the particular
challenges and opportunities that we face in improving child nutri-
tion, both when kids are in school and when they are not.

Again, I emphasize that we must start early. The WIC Program
has long been one of our nation’s most effective public health pro-
grams and has proven itself time and time again. Our child care
settings also present us with a unique and often overlooked oppor-
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tunity to reach children before they enter kindergarten and expose
them to the right kinds of foods and eating habits.

With over 30 million kids eating federally assisted lunches, the
National School Lunch Program is perhaps our best opportunity to
improve child nutrition and health. Research has shown that chil-
dren who eat school lunches have higher intakes of a range of es-
sential vitamins and minerals than children who consume lunches
from other sources.

However, while the quality of school meals has gradually im-
proved over the years, much work remains to be done to bring
them in line with the dietary guidelines. We know, for example,
that two-thirds of elementary schools offer meals that exceed the
standards for saturated fat, which is commonly linked to heart dis-
ease.

One of the solutions is to improve school meals, offering foods
that have more of the kind of what I call the good stuff, the vita-
mins and minerals, less of the bad stuff, less sugar, sodium, fats.
That means more low-and no-fat milk, leaner meats, whole grain
products, fruits and vegetables, particularly fresh fruits and vege-
tables.

Now, while that may seem like an easy recommendation in prin-
ciple, many school districts will tell you that it is much more dif-
ficult to put this into practice for a variety of reasons, one of them
being cost. Fresh fruits and vegetables and whole grains tend to
cost more than the less-healthful alternatives, so it is not sur-
prising that some school food service directors find it difficult to
offer these foods given their limited budgets, budgets which are
stretched thin, and especially in an economic downturn.

That being said, there are school districts out there that are
working within their current budget and still going the extra mile
for their kids by creating an overall nutrition environment. This
teaches kids the importance of eating healthy, provides more
healthful meals for them to eat, encourages healthy living by re-
quiring regular physical activity and education. We will hear testi-
mony today from one of those from my home State of Iowa, in
Knoxville.

Perhaps the most important question that it raises for this com-
mittee is how Congress can best help places like Knoxville to con-
tinue their good work and to help other districts to emulate what
they are doing. One welcome sign of help came in the President’s
recently released budget in which the President proposed $1 billion
per year in additional funding for child nutrition. This is a strong
indication of how serious the new administration is about ending
childhood hunger and teaching healthy eating habits at an early
age. Now Congress must make good on this proposal by dedicating
real resources in our budget.

A significant investment in the Child Nutrition Reauthorization
by Congress would be its own downpayment on comprehensive
health care reform that would acknowledge the very real budget
difficulties that school districts, day care centers, and other pro-
viders face while also ensuring that kids are getting the most bal-
anced, nutritious meals possible. I have said many times, and I will
keep saying it, that if we are going to have meaningful health re-
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form in this country, what our kids eat and how they exercise and
whether they exercise is a big part of health reform in this country.

So I look upon our challenge this year in this committee to reau-
thorize the child nutrition bill as being a part of the whole health
care reform in America by getting to these kids early in life and
making sure they get the best possible foods and exercise.

So I look forward to working with my Ranking Member and good
friend, Saxby Chambliss, and all the members of this committee to
get a good child nutrition bill that both does the right funding lev-
els, but also perhaps does some redirection and guidance and sup-
port for healthier meals in our schools, in our child care centers,
in our adult care facilities, and also in the Women, Infants, and
Children Supplemental Feeding Program.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Tom Harkin can be found on
page 50 in the appendix.]

Chairman HARKIN. With that, I will turn to our Ranking Mem-
ber, Senator Chambliss.

STATEMENT OF HON. SAXBY CHAMBLISS, U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF GEORGIA

Senator CHAMBLISS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Let me first of all thank our witnesses for being here to help us
deal with this critical issue of reauthorizing our Child Nutrition
Program. I want to particularly welcome my school nutrition folks
from Georgia who are here and who do such a great job of making
sure that Georgia’s children are prepared to be educated.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for holding this hearing
today and I appreciate the bipartisan approach that we have taken
on nutrition issues in the past and look forward to continuing to
work together as we reauthorize the Child Nutrition Programs.

I would like to thank today’s witnesses for their thoughtful testi-
mony regarding school meals, the Summer Food Service Program,
the Special Supplemental Feeding Program for Women, Infants,
and Children, and the Child and Adult Care Feeding Program.
These programs have a proven track record of not only alleviating
hunger in the United States, but also improving the nutritional in-
take of children and their families.

Given the current state of our nation’s economy, we are seeing
increased demand for these programs. Many times, the School
Breakfast and Lunch Programs are the only source of food for
many students. Today’s witnesses will shed important light on the
challenges that that program faces in providing healthy meals on
a day-to-day basis.

As we strive to improve the country’s nutrition safety net, the
committee values and depends on the testimony from experts on
the front lines of the fight against hunger. I know from the school-
teachers in my family of the importance of good nutrition. Good nu-
trition is not only important for good health, but also for proper
cognitive development.

According to the Georgia Department of Education, over
1,177,000 lunches and 499,000 breakfasts are served each day in
Georgia schools. I applaud the dedication of school nutrition pro-
viders and their efforts to feed kids healthy meals and recognize
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the very early and significant influence they have in developing
good nutrition habits in school children.

As the Agriculture Committee moves forward in the reauthoriza-
tion process, my goal is to ensure that all eligible children can eas-
ily access these important nutrition programs. I believe that all of
us on the committee also share the goal of better utilizing these
programs as tools to improve nutritional intake as well as combat
hunger.

And just in closing, let me say that we made a number of
changes in the School Lunch Program in our farm bill and we tried
to make sure that we could take advantage of a lot of local situa-
tions in providing fruits and vegetables at the local level for our
school nutritionists. We hope that with the implementation of that
program, that all of our child nutrition folks across the country,
both in schools and out of schools, are going to be able to take ad-
vantage of that and make sure that not only children benefit, but
when the children benefit from that program, farmers benefit from
it. So it is simply a win-win proposition that we inserted in the
farm bill and we look forward to seeing the implementation of that
as we move ahead.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to hearing from our witnesses.
Thank you.

Chairman HARKIN. Thank you very much, Senator Chambliss.

Did you have anything, Senator Bennet?

STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL F. BENNET, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO

Senator BENNET. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I just want to say
thank you to you for holding this hearing. Thanks for having me.
I am telling you, as a former school superintendent and the father
of three school-age kids, I know how important this is. Kids can’t
learn if they are hungry during school. So I feel like it is very ap-
propriate that this is my first hearing with you and I would just
ask t}ilat the remainder of my opening statement be included in the
record.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Michael F. Bennet can be found
on page 52 in the appendix.]

Chairman HARKIN. Thank you very much, Senator Bennet, and
welcome to the committee. It is going to be a good year and we are
on something that you can help us a lot on because of your experi-
ence as being a former superintendent, on this whole issue of
school lunches and school breakfasts, so we look forward to your in-
volvement in the development of this reauthorization bill.

We will turn to our first panel. Dr. Katie Wilson has been a
School Food Service Director for 21 years, has a Bachelor’s degree
in dietetics, a Master’s degree in food science nutrition, and a Ph.D.
in food service. Katie recently served as the Chair for the School
Nutrition Association Nutrition Standards Task Force, developing
nutrition standards for reimbursable meals and foods sold outside
the meal program throughout the school day. Dr. Wilson is pres-
ently serving as President of the School Nutrition Association and
she hails from Onalaska, Wisconsin.

Next will be Dr. Susan Bartlett, a Senior Associate with Abt As-
sociates, a public policy research and consulting firm. Dr. Bartlett
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has over 30 years of experience conducting policy research on na-
tional and State programs designed to assist low-income individ-
uals and families. She has directed numerous studies of USDA’s
Food and Nutrition Assistance Programs, including the National
School Lunch and School Breakfast Programs, Supplemental Nutri-
tion Assistance Program, the Food Stamp Program, and the WIC
Program. Dr. Bartlett holds a Ph.D. in urban and regional studies
from MIT.

Next will be Connie Boldt, who has served as the School Food
Service Director for the Knoxville Community School District in
Knoxville, Iowa, for the past 12 years. Prior to joining that school
district, she was the Director of Catering Services at Central Col-
lege in Pella, Iowa. She graduated from Central College and re-
ceived her graduate degree from Iowa State University in 1986.

We welcome you here. Your statements will be made a part of
the record in their entirety and we would ask if—the clock probably
says 5 minutes, but if it goes to seven or eight, that is fine, but
if you keep it between five and 10 minutes, I would certainly ap-
preciate it so we can kind of have a give and take.

We will go in the order in which I just announced, so we will
start with you first, Dr. Wilson. Welcome and thank you for your
service as President of the School Nutrition Association.

STATEMENT OF KATIE WILSON, SCHOOL NUTRITION DIREC-
TOR, ONALASKA PUBLIC SCHOOLS, ONALASKA, WISCONSIN

Ms. WILSON. Thank you. Chairman Harkin, Senator Chambliss,
and members of the committee, I am Dr. Katie Wilson, President
of the School Nutrition Association and a School Nutrition Director
in Onalaska, Wisconsin. With me today is our SNA executive team,
our legal counsel, Marshall Matts, and as you see, a number of my
colleagues.

We are meeting here at a time of unprecedented economic chal-
lenge for our country. School food programs are a key part of the
vital safety net for a growing number of our school children. For
some students, school breakfast is the first meal they have eaten
since the day before. There are students who come to school on
Monday not having eaten since Friday.

As a country, we have gone from discussing millions to billions
to trillions of dollars, simply overwhelming for most of us, yet at
the same time, each of us in a Child Nutrition Program sit at our
desks and struggle to balance pennies. The average cost of pro-
ducing a school lunch is $2.92, based on our internal study. Cur-
rently, local schools receive a Federal reimbursement of $2.57 for
every lunch provided to a child with income below 130 percent of
the poverty line. On average, our reimbursement for a free meal is
35 cents less than it costs to produce that meal. It is hard to be-
lieve, but many families cannot afford the 40 cents for lunch or the
30 cents for breakfast that is charged for a reduced-price meal. We
see checks for just a few dollars that are returned due to insuffi-
cient funds.

While we have dramatically improved the appeal and nutritional
quality of school meals, there are no Federal guidelines for foods
and beverages sold by schools outside the cafeteria. This can take
the emphasis off nutrition. We are adding more fruits, vegetables,
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and whole grains to both reimbursable and competitive food offer-
ings, but this further increases the cost of preparing those meals.
We need the money to offset these costs.

School administrators are also short of funds and are therefore
charging School Nutrition Programs more and more of the over-
head costs of running the entire school. This is called an indirect
cost of the program. In short, money that you appropriate for
school meals may be used for energy, telephones, or even personal
costs in a principal’s office. Neither the statute nor the regulations
put any cap on indirect costs, and some districts pay as much as
15 to 18 percent of their budget.

Free and reduced-price meal certification is used for many serv-
ices provided in the school, including Title I funding, yet the school
food service account pays the full cost of collecting and keeping
that information.

Mr. Chairman, as you approach reauthorization, we ask the Con-
gress to take a comprehensive look at the Federal Child Nutrition
Programs and realize that we are struggling with competing needs
and policy goals.

We support a consistent national interpretation of the dietary
guidelines for two reasons: Science and cost considerations. All chil-
dren need the same nutrients to grow no matter where they live
in this country—Iowa, Georgia, or California. Why would we allow
50 or more different interpretations of the dietary guidelines when
it comes to the National School Lunch and Breakfast Programs?
When USDA changes the meal guidelines, all vendors change their
specifications to accommodate the latest science. If, however, there
are 50 different markets and not just one, it greatly increases the
cost of doing business. This increased cost is passed on to my pro-
gram. We also would like to see, first and foremost, the increased
reimbursement for all lunches served by 35 cents and 20 cents for
breakfasts. We need the Federal reimbursement rate to be updated
twice a year to keep pace with inflation, as opposed to the current
annual adjustment. Many vendors escalate their prices monthly.

The free meal program should be expanded to include all chil-
dren who fall below the WIC income guidelines, or 185 percent of
the poverty level. If the family qualifies for WIC, they should qual-
ify for free meals.

Lastly, ten cents in USDA commodities for each Breakfast Pro-
gram is needed. We receive about 20 cents in commodities for each
school lunch, but there is no commodity support for breakfast.

Considering nutrition standards, whatever that standard is, it
must be applied consistently throughout the school environment.
Students must not be allowed to be able to buy something in the
gym that we cannot sell in the cafeteria. This is a conflicting mes-
sage about what is healthy.

In addition, we ask that you require USDA to implement the Di-
etary Guidelines for Americans in a practical and consistent man-
ner all over the country. We know we are asking for a lot, and we
realize that it makes your life more complicated, but our children
need this in order to be well nourished and prepared to learn.

In closing, we would like to thank the Senate for its leadership
in providing recent equipment assistance funding. While school nu-
trition personnel are great innovators in serving wholesome foods,
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they cannot efficiently serve meals if our equipment is obsolete or
in need of repair.

Mr. Chairman, we have attempted to outline a few funding
issues and other priorities today. We will provide staff with a list
of administrative changes that could make the programs more ef-
fective and easier to administer. We greatly appreciate this hearing
and your commitment to our children and child nutrition. The time
to act is now and the funding is imperative. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Wilson can be found on page 98
in the appendix.]

Chairman HARKIN. Thank you very much, Dr. Wilson.

Now we will turn to Dr. Bartlett. Dr. Bartlett, welcome. Please
proceed.

STATEMENT OF SUSAN BARTLETT, SENIOR ASSOCIATE, ABT
ASSOCIATES, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS

Ms. BARTLETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to
address this committee. My name is Susan Bartlett and I am a
Senior Associate at Abt Associates, headquarters in Cambridge,
Massachusetts. Abt Associates is a public policy research and con-
sulting firm that applies scientific research, consulting, and tech-
nical expertise to a wide range of issues in social, economic, and
health policy.

Under contract to the Food and Nutrition Service in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Abt carried out the School Lunch and Break-
fast Cost Study II, which was designed to estimate the national av-
erage cost of producing reimbursable meals in the National School
Lunch Program and the School Breakfast Program. The study,
which was carried out during the school year 2005 to 2006, pro-
vides a detailed examination of the cost of producing reimbursable
meals in the school meals program and was designed to allow FNS
to assess the adequacy of reimbursement rates. Today, I would like
to present key findings from this study.

The study was carried out in a nationally representative sample
of 120 school food authorities across the United States. Within
these districts, we selected a representative sample of approxi-
mately 350 schools and collected extensive data on the costs and
revenues associated with producing school meals through reviews
of financial statements, meal production records, recipes, invoices,
observations of meals taken by students, and interviews with SFA
and school district officials.

The study examined the costs of meals charged to the SFA’s ac-
counts, or the reported cost. It also examined the unreported costs,
which are the costs incurred by the school district in support of
SFA operations but not charged to the SFA account. Together, the
reported costs plus the unreported costs represent the full costs of
meal production.

I think one point about the methodology that should be noted
here, because I think we may discuss it more later, is that the
methodology allocates the SFA administrative costs and overhead
to all production, so including lunches, breakfasts, and non-reim-
bursable meals, which includes competitive foods.

So key findings from the study. No. 1, in most SFAs, the reported
costs of producing lunches were less than the Federal subsidy for
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free lunches. The national mean cost of producing a reimbursable
lunch in the 2005 to 2006 school year was $2.36 and the subsidy
for free lunches at the time, which includes the cash as well as
commodity assistance, was $2.51. As a result, in almost 80 percent
of SFAs, the reported cost was less than the Federal subsidy.

However, in contrast, in most SFAs, the reported costs of pro-
ducing reimbursable breakfasts were greater than the Federal sub-
sidy. The national mean cost of a reimbursable breakfast was
$1.92, again in 2005 to 2006, compared to the severe need reim-
bursement rate of $1.51. As a result of this, in almost two-thirds
of the SFAs, the cost of producing breakfast exceeded the reim-
bursement. In only a third of the SFAs the costs were less than the
subsidy.

For the average SFA, revenues from reimbursable meals exceed-
ed the reported costs of producing those meals. On average, reve-
nues exceeded costs by about 15 percent. In contrast, revenues
from non-reimbursable meals fell short of the cost of producing
those meals by approximately 30 percent. While reimbursable
lunches and breakfasts taken together generated a surplus, this is
due entirely to the surplus generated by reimbursable lunches.

Consistent with the relationship between the subsidy rate and
the reported meal costs, revenues from reimbursable lunches ex-
ceeded costs of producing them by an average of 16 percent. Reve-
nues from breakfasts fell short of the cost of producing those meals
by an average of 4 percent.

If we look at the full cost of producing school lunches, we come
to somewhat different findings. Nearly all school districts provide
in-kind goods and services to SFAs that are not charged to school
food service accounts and therefore go unreported. In most SFAs,
the full cost of producing reimbursable lunches, including these un-
reported costs, exceeded the costs. In 68 percent of the SFAs, the
full cost of a reimbursable lunch was more than the subsidy.

Looking across all school meals programs, the SFA revenues fell
considerably short of covering these full costs. On average, reve-
nues covered just over 80 percent of full costs. Costs exceeded reve-
nues for reimbursable lunches, breakfasts, as well as competitive
meals programs.

Those are the key findings on our cost findings. Thank you very
much, and I would be happy to answer any questions on method-
ology or results.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Bartlett can be found on page 54
in the appendix.]

Chairman HARKIN. Thank you very much, Dr. Bartlett.

Now we will turn to Ms. Boldt.

STATEMENT OF CONNIE BOLDT, SCHOOL FOOD DIRECTOR,
KNOXVILLE COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT, KNOXVILLE,
IOWA

Ms. BoLDT. Good morning, Chairman Harkin, Senator Cham-
bliss, and members of the committee and other guests. Thank you
for giving me the opportunity to tell you about the Knoxville Com-
munity School District’s experience with the HealthierUS School
Challenge.
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I am Connie Boldt, the Food Service Director for the district, lo-
cated in Knoxville, Iowa. Knoxville is located in south-central Iowa
with a population of approximately 10,000. The school district has
five buildings and serves about 1,600 lunches daily.

Knoxville’s elementary schools, East, West, and North Star, each
receive the HealthierUs School Gold Award. The Knoxville School
District, supported by the Board of Education and the administra-
tion, promotes healthy lifestyles for students, staff, and families.
The district feels this is a part of the total learning environment
and will contribute to academic achievement as well as positive
lifestyles.

Serving healthy meals that students will eat isn’t the easiest
thing to do. It requires money and time. But the benefits for class-
room achievement and healthy lifestyles are more than enough to
make the effort.

When mandated, the district developed a wellness policy by con-
vening a committee with strong convictions to improve students’
lifestyles. It addressed many areas, including physical and nutri-
tion education, support for parents’ efforts toward healthy life-
styles, staff health and wellness, National School Lunch and
Breakfast Programs, and competitive foods. Written into our
wellness policy were specific requirements for all food in all grades,
K through 12, including a la carte, breakfast, and lunch.

The Wellness Committee’s requirements for school meals in-
cluded, but were not limited to, offer a variety of fruits and vegeta-
bles, with an emphasis on fresh, and serve whole grains whenever
possible, with a goal of at least half by 2008-2009. Even though I
was a member of the committee, as a Food Service Director, I was
concerned that these requirements were challenging and too vague.
I was also concerned about the overall cost to the program and how
I was going to do this.

The wellness policy went into effect for the 2006—2007 school
year. Implementation of the wellness requirements was phased in.
We started by adding one fresh fruit or vegetable to every lunch
menu. We used common fruits and vegetables, like apples, oranges,
and carrots. Popularity of the fresh foods increased over time and
we now include more seasonal produce, such as melons, kiwis,
green peppers, and cucumbers. These additions were welcomed by
our kids and staff.

Then came our School Meals Initiative Review in December of
2006. Our Department of Education consultant, Jane Heikenen, in-
troduced me to the HealthierUS School Challenge. This certifi-
cation program recognizes elementary schools that take a leader-
ship role in helping students learn to make healthy eating and ac-
tive lifestyle choices. Given our district’s commitment, these guide-
lines appeared to be the missing link to our wellness policy.

To achieve the Gold Award, a number of criteria had to be met,
including school lunches that demonstrate healthy menu planning
practices and principles of the Dietary Guidelines for Americans;
nutrition education activities in at least two grades; physical activ-
ity opportunities at every grade level; student average daily partici-
pation of 70 percent or greater; and competitive foods could not be
sold on the elementary campus during the school day.
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So in early 2007, we started working toward the guidelines by
testing whole grain recipes that we could produce. Second, we
modified our current school recipes to include more grains. These
changes were well accepted and possibly some not even noticed.
During the past 2 years, we also found that we must handle these
products differently. The whole grain does not seem to have a long
shelf life and quickly becomes stale, thus encountering more waste
and increased costs.

Also in the fall of 2000, we increased legume menu items. In
other words, this meant more beans. We now offer baked beans,
refried beans, kidney beans in chili, and commodity pinto beans in
taco meat at least once a week. We started with about 5 percent
choosing more legumes and now have increased to about 15 or 20
percent of our students making that choice.

While food service was working on food served, the principals
and elementary teachers worked on the physical and nutrition edu-
cation requirements. I was pleased to learn that our district had
met these requirements without modification.

The final criterion to be met was 70 percent average daily par-
ticipation, and in October of 2007, the elementary schools averaged
81 percent.

We did it. In July of 2008, we learned we had achieved the Gold
Award. Even though we have a Gold Award, we continually look
for new ways to incorporate the foods that support the HealthierUS
School Challenge into our menus, curriculum, and daily lives of our
students.

However, increased food costs will make reapplying for the
HealthierUS School Challenge more difficult in the future. In fact,
the implementation of the HealthierUS School Challenge criteria
came with an increased cost. Some items were as high as 76 per-
cent more than the traditional item we were purchasing. In addi-
tion, not only has the cost of fresh fruits and vegetables increased,
the labor to prepare them has also increased. I now figure about
ten to 20 cents more per serving.

Finally, the banner in the hall we received is really awesome and
the plaque in the school is quite impressive, but we didn’t do it for
the plaque or the banner. We did it for the sake of the kids, and
I am proud of the Knoxville Elementary Schools for having
achieved this. But as I said before, serving healthy foods is not
without a cost and my budget is suffering.

Please help us implement this great opportunity to serve chil-
dren nutritious foods in more schools throughout the Nation by
supplementing reimbursement. It costs more money to prepare and
serve the meals at Knoxville Schools than what we receive in reim-
bursement. I support the SNA’s request for an additional 35 cents
for all lunches and 20 cents for all breakfasts served. In addition,
I think the HealthierUS School Challenge should receive money to
support their commitment to fresh fruits and vegetables and whole
grains.

Thank you for giving me this opportunity to share our experience
with the HealthierUS School Challenge. It has made a difference.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Boldt can be found on page 72
in the appendix.]
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Chairman HARKIN. Ms. Boldt, thank you very much for the testi-
mony and for great leadership. I am sure we will have some ques-
tions for you.

I would like to start this round of questioning by looking at the
cost and reimbursement. This is something we grapple with a lot
here, too, and I think all of us here are interested in making sure
that we adequately reimburse schools, but we have to have a better
handle on what that means. So I am struck by the very different
testimony here between you, Dr. Wilson, and Dr. Bartlett, with re-
spect to the costs of producing a reimbursable meal.

Dr. Bartlett suggests that, by and large, the Federal reimburse-
ment for a free meal is sufficient to cover its cost—correct me if I
am wrong on that. Dr. Wilson concludes the opposite finding, a 35—
cent gap between reimbursement and production costs. So I would
like to try to see if we can figure out why we have such a signifi-
cantly different conclusion from two very qualified individuals.
That is one thing.

And then on competitive foods, with respect to non-reimbursable
meals, such as a la carte lines, again, the testimony concludes very
different things. Dr. Wilson, you say that you need the money from
competitive foods to cover gaps in the school food service budget.
Dr. Bartlett, your study found that such foods such as a la cartes
are actually the reason for those budget gaps and that Federal re-
imbursement for free lunches are subsidizing food provided through
a la carte lines.

I would like to try to examine this and see if we can get to the
bottom of this because it has very significant policy ramifications
here for us. So, again, without trying to pick one or the other, I
don’t know, I am just trying to figure out why we have such dif-
ferent conclusions here.

Dr. Wilson, how do you square your testimony on the costs of
competitive and a la carte foods in light of the fact that the testi-
mony from Dr. Bartlett arrives at conclusions that are almost to-
tally different from your own? And I am going to ask Dr. Bartlett
the same question, too.

Ms. WIiLsON. OK. Well, thank you for the chance to answer that
question. First of all, I think that in the reimbursement rate for
the reimbursable meal and the 35 cents that we are talking about,
I do have some State statistics, one from Minnesota in itself that
shows overall in the State of Minnesota, it is $2.99 average to pre-
pare and serve that meal.

I think sometimes what happens is the data—for instance, from
2005-2006 is when the study was done and the data may have
been from that year or even a year later, I will cede to Dr. Bartlett
to let us know that, but just from the year 2005-2006 to today’s
environment, I see a drastic increase in costs in my program, the
whole grains, the fruits and vegetables, my labor costs, which Ms.
Boldt referred to. Labor costs have gone up also considerably in our
programs, and so the gap continues to rise. Even from 2005-2006
to the 2008—2009 school year, the gap is getting bigger and bigger
and bigger.

This year is the very first year many of us saw fuel costs on our
invoices, saw bread and milk bids that said, you know what? We
can raise your prices within a 30-day notice, and that is a bid, so
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based on the price of commodities the bid price can go up. I have
been in the business 21 years and have never seen those things on
bids before or on invoices.

Chairman HARKIN. Tell me, what was the reimbursement rate in
2006 and 2007 when this study was done and what is the reim-
bursement rate today.

Ms. WILSON. In 2005-2006?

Chairman HARKIN. Yes.

Ms. WILSON. Do you have the numbers or rate?

Chairman HARKIN. What was the reimbursement rate?

Ms. WILSON. The reimbursement rate was $2.51, which was cash
of about $2.37 and commodities of, like, 17 or 18 cents.

Chairman HARKIN. So two-fifty

Ms. WILSON. One, including cash and commodities, yes.

Chairman HARKIN. Two-fifty-one. And today it is what? What is
the reimbursement rate?

Ms. WILSON. Well, we have $2.57 plus about 20 cents, 21 cents
in commodities.

Chairman HARKIN. So it is $2.77——

Ms. WiLsoON. Mm-hmm.

Chairman HARKIN [continuing]. Is the reimbursement rate. So
the reimbursement rate has gone up, so even though your costs
have gone up, the reimbursement rates have gone up, too.

Ms. WILSON. But I don’t think they have kept pace with labor,
particularly labor and food costs.

Chairman HARKIN. What you are saying is that this snapshot,
this study that was done in 2006—2007, is that when it is? Is that
the basis?

Ms. BARTLETT. Five-six.

Chairman HARKIN. Two-thousand-five and 2006. What your point
is is that since that time—we are talking about 2 years, three
maybe, 3 years—that the increase in the costs have far exceeded
the increase in the reimbursement rate?

Ms. WILSON. Yes, sir, that is

Chairman HARKIN. So the reimbursement rate went up about 10
percent, just my back-of-the-envelope figuring, 10 percent. Do you
have any data on how much the other associated costs have gone
up in those 3 years, that period of time?

Ms. WILSON. Well, I know some of the studies—we studied the
top 100 districts in the country and some of those costs—and we
can get you exact data, but I know even from my own personal ex-
perience, it is anywhere from 11 to 14 percent in costs that I have
experienced in the 2008-2009 school year, and that includes labor
and food costs.

And then the indirect costs, also, as schools have begun to—I
know we talked about in-kind costs that school districts provide for
the Food Service Program. In 2005- 2006, schools weren’t as
pinched as they are now overall, and so as school districts them-
selves see their budgets shrinking and needing to do more and
more with less, they are looking to the Food Service Program to
provide more and more indirect costs to help them run the entire
school program rather than just food service. So there are not so
many of those in-kind gifts anymore as we see in our programs.
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Chairman HARKIN. Dr. Bartlett, I will ask you the same ques-
tion. How does your data that you have are really different than
what the data I have heard from Dr. Wilson?

Ms. BARTLETT. Sure. Indeed, the study was based on 2005 to
2006 data, so things could have changed over time, all the things
that we have talked about.

A couple of points. One, the study that we did was a nationally
representative sample, so we sampled districts across the country
and when things are weighted up, it looks like the entire country,
not just restricted to, say, the largest districts.

I think I can tell you what we did, and I think this, though, is
probably the main point of difference, is that—and it has to do with
allocating the administrative and overhead costs of meal produc-
tion. When we look at reported costs, we look at all the expenses
that are on an SFA’s expense statement. Some of those costs are
directly related to food production, the costs of the food, the costs
of the cooks to prepare the meals. So those get directly allocated
to the meals that they are attributable to.

But then there are costs like the SFA director, secretary, things
like that, warehousing of foods, those kinds of administrative costs
that are part of food service, or belong to food service, but not di-
rectly attributable to any one given meal. So the question is how
to allocate those.

We followed what are considered generally accepted accounting
practices and we allocate those non-production costs across lunches,
breakfasts, and non-reimbursable foods. So they each pay a share
based on the food and labor that—the direct production labor. So
I think that kind of loading of the overhead costs across all meals
may be one of the major differences.

Chairman HARKIN. So it seems to me that the real, I don’t want
to say culprit here, but the real question we have to get at is these
indirect costs. Is that right or not? Is that the main difference we
are seeing here, is how you allocate those indirect costs?

Ms. WILSON. Well, I think that, if I could answer that, the thing
is that when we set up our budget, and if we are warehousing our
food or if we are working my salary, for instance, is also set up
across—the budget is separate. The competitive foods or a la carte,
breakfast, and school lunch all have separate line items in my
budget, the costs and the revenues, and so that is broad-based. My
secretary is broad-based over those.

And when we talk about some of the indirect costs, I am talking
about all of a sudden, because you store your food in the warehouse
and you have a quarter of that warehouse, the district, because
they are so pinched for finances, decides the Food Service Program
can just pay for the entire cost of the warehouse and everybody
who is running the warehouse, whether it stores desks or paper or
supplies for the school building, and then a quarter of it might
store some food over in the corner.

We know people that pay for maintenance people that really
have nothing to do with food service. They might mop the building
that the kitchen is attached to. And so as these costs are pinching
districts, they are looking. Electricity, all garbage pick-up—instead
of charging the Food Service Program just for what the food service
does in garbage pick-up, you might be charged for all the garbage



14

pick-up in the district. And so those are some of the indirect costs
that we are seeing, and there is no cap in the statute to prevent
some of that from happening.

Chairman HARKIN. Have you seen over your experience that
schools are shifting more and more of these indirect costs to the
School Lunch Program?

Ms. WILSON. Yes, sir, they definitely are.

Chairman HARKIN. Did you pick any of that up in your studies
at all, Dr. Bartlett?

Ms. BARTLETT. We did look at indirect costs, which we—most dis-
tricts have indirect cost rates that they apply to school food service
as well as other Federal grant programs, and indeed to pick up
costs of—I mean, different districts obviously have different rates
that include different things. We did not find—we found that while
most districts had indirect cost rates, that only about 16 percent
of the districts actually charged the school——

Chairman HARKIN. About 16 percent?

Ms. BARTLETT. Sixteen percent charged indirect costs as a line in
their expense statement. So while that gets applied to some, it did
not get applied to most. So in terms of those kinds of costs.

Chairman HARKIN. Well, I just raise the question, if 16 percent
is the mean on this, then I raise the question of why other school
districts can’t meet the mean if they are higher than that.

Ms. BARTLETT. In terms of—no, this is just what percent of dis-
tricts are charged at all for the indirect costs. When you look——

Chairman HARKIN. When you are saying 16—tell me what the 16
percent is now. I thought that was the

Ms. BARTLETT. No. Sorry.

Chairman HARKIN [continuing]. Of the total that was

Ms. BARTLETT. If you looked at school districts, what percent of
the districts themselves get charged these kind of indirect costs on
their expense statement.

Chairman HARKIN. Oh, I see. I see.

Ms. BARTLETT. We only found that those kinds of indirect costs
showed up on 16 percent of the budgets. The rest of them were not
charged for those. Again, we also have to make sure—partly when
we talk—be clear about talking about what we mean by indirect
costs, because we also talk about the overhead costs of the school
food, the manager, the SFA director, and those. Those are kind of
costs that are on the expense statement of the SFA.

Chairman HARKIN. I have taken more than enough time. Senator
Chambliss?

Senator CHAMBLISS. That actually is an area that I wanted to ad-
dress, too. I think Senator Harkin has pretty well covered it, but
it looks like, Dr. Wilson, that in your particular case, there are
some charges being assessed against the program that ought not
to be assessed. We don’t need to put you at odds with your school
board and the other folks who are assessing these costs, so I think
this is an area that we need to address in this legislation and your
testimony this morning on that has been very valuable.

Ms. Boldt, I am just curious, do you know what happens in your
system? Do you know whether these indirect costs are charged to
your program?

Ms. BoLDT. No, I really can’t answer that.
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Senator CHAMBLISS. I think that is something that all members
of the committee are going to need to look very closely at from a
State-by-State standpoint, but certainly, Mr. Chairman, it is some-
thing that we need to address in the reauthorization.

Ms. WILSON. We have one example from Georgia, if you would
like to just hear some numbers.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Yes.

Ms. WILSON. This is from, in Georgia, quite a large district said
to me they pay $1,140,000 in indirect costs, $395,000 for six main-
tenance people that work throughout the entire district, $220,000
for utilities that are used in the buildings that they are housing
kitchens in, and $84,000 are from uncollected meal costs. So that
just gives you some numbers of a district in Georgia.

This has truly been—the difference is that it has exploded since
2005-2006, these kinds of costs, because school districts are also
really in trouble as far as finances are concerned. Thank you.

Senator CHAMBLISS. These are obviously very difficult economic
times and every area of our economy, and I know school districts
are looking for every way they can to try to recoup the tremendous
overhead that they are seeing because they have got the same fuel
cost and labor cost increases that you alluded to that you are being
charged with. But that is not right. I expect I will get a call from
that nutritionist, probably the chairman of that school board.

[Laughter.]

Senator CHAMBLISS. But it is something we need to look at.

Dr. Wilson, if USDA were given the authority to regulate food
sold in competition to the National School Lunch Program, do you
see a need to continue the requirement for all school districts to
have local wellness policies?

Ms. WILSON. That is a very interesting question. We really truly
believe that USDA needs the authority to regulate everything in
the district, because then we can all conform to dietary guidelines.
While wellness policies were really a good idea and everybody
meant well, we have some very excellent policies in this district
that were done well with good committees, and then we have some
policies where it was somebody who was pestering the super-
intendent and they needed something to do, and so they are now—
we just heard a speaker yesterday, that he talked about the philos-
ophy of nutrition rather than the science of nutrition, and many of
these local wellness policies are not dealing with the science of nu-
trition. They are dealing with the philosophy of food or eating or
a personal philosophy and how someone eats because they became
the chair of that wellness policy.

So even though they were intended to do good, they didn’t always
do what they were intended to do across this country, and so, yes,
we truly believe that with USDA, just like the National School
Lunch Program and Breakfast Program, we have national stand-
ards, a meal pattern that we all need to follow. And so if USDA
had the jurisdiction over everything, from bell to bell during that
school day, that then we would all follow dietary guidelines irre-
gardless of what our philosophy of what nutrition might be.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Ms. Boldt, I first of all applaud your accom-
plishment of receiving that Gold Award for HealthierUS School
Challenge, especially since you incurred additional cost for some of
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the products that you provided. We oftentimes talk, when we talk
about education in general, about the fact that, really, good edu-
cation starts at home. If you don’t have strong support from par-
ents, then it makes it much more difficult to educate a child. Did
you find that same experience with trying to achieve this goal that
you were successful in achieving, that you had great support both
from your PTA or other parental organizations as well as your
school board, and how big a factor was that in achieving this
award?

Ms. BoLpT. We did have pretty good support across the board.
We also had in our wellness policy that we make efforts to encour-
age the parents and support for them, like with information, dif-
ferent kinds of things that we can do to help them at home, also.
So we have included that in our wellness policy.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Dr. Bartlett, did your study look at the im-
pact of school policies regarding a la carte or vending sales and
how the volume of such sales may influence the resources available
to school food service personnel?

Ms. BARTLETT. We really just focused on looking at the costs of
those different components of the program and collected data on
that at the point in time, 2005 to 2006.

Senator CHAMBLISS. OK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HARKIN. Thank you, Senator Chambliss.

We welcome Senator Klobuchar, both for questions and if you
have an opening statement you want to give.

STATEMENT OF HON. AMY KLOBUCHAR, U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF MINNESOTA

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Well, thank you very much, Senator Har-
kin. Thank you to the witnesses.

I have spoken on this issue a bit before from my perspective,
being a mother with a 13—year-old and really seeing a tale of two
schools, one, the school she attended in Minneapolis that was 90
percent free and reduced lunch for a number of years, and now in
Arlington, Virginia, two public schools, which is a little different
demographic make-up, and just seeing the differences in the school
with less free and reduced lunch kids in terms of their fitness and
their moms packing them carrots and things like that, and then
seeing in the inner-city school just the vending machines being
used a lot, I think a lot of kids going for maybe the less healthy
alternative when there were choices and then some healthy food
given out, as well.

Minnesota, as you have noted, has put a lot of emphasis on this.
But even despite our State’s emphasis to see the difference between
the schools and the nutrition these kids are getting is very stark,
and also see the huge obesity problem with some of these kids. I
am worried it is going to get worse as our economy gets worse be-
cause oftentimes it is cheaper to go out, as we all know, and buy
less nutritional food. And so I am very concerned about this obesity
issue.

The other reason I am interested in this is we have a lot of food
that is produced in Minnesota. We have a lot of food that is proc-
essed in Minnesota. I have gotten some information about the
need, as you have talked about, Dr. Wilson, for some national
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standards and how this is contributing to cost, the fact that we
don’t have these national standards, and I wanted to lead with that
and I know you were referencing it in your questions with Senator
Chambliss, but how you think this could work to give the Secretary
of Agriculture this discretion.

I personally think it sounds like a good idea to me, sort of seeing
this patchwork of things going on, and as we look at how to reduce
costs. But at the same time, my whole focus is to make these meals
as healthy as possible and to limit some of the—and I don’t know
what you are calling them here—bad competitive choices, and then
also how we work that with the States, because I could see some
of them would want to be doing—they might have different kinds
of food that they have available in their States that are healthy.
So a long question.

Ms. WiLsoN. OK. Well, thank you. I think, first of all, the whole
idea of standards is that—and let me, if I could, just give you an
example. If you are a manufacturer in the school market and you
make a small bag of graham crackers and you make it for 1.5
ounces, but five miles down the road, their standard, their wellness
policy says, no, you can have up to two ounces. And then the next
one says, well, we are going o do 2.5 ounces. Well, now I go back
to that manufacturer and I say, well, my district just said one
ounce. So now there are four different bags of the exact same gra-
ham crackers, and to me, that is very costly.

Most of our school districts are smaller. We aren’t all metropoli-
tan districts. So when you can’t buy hundreds of thousands of them
at the same time, the manufacturer is not going to make them just
for you. So, first of all, without standards, we are eliminating a
number of products that all of us could potentially use, because the
manufacturer will make the product if we have a standard that a
snack has to be two ounces or whatever we come up with as stand-
ard. That product will be made for all of us and we will all buy
it at a much lesser cost than if we first—it would eliminate some
things for smaller districts, and I am talking about the majority of
districts in this country, but it would also cost most of us more if
we are asking a manufacturer to make three and four and five dif-
ferent sizes of the same product.

As far as nutrition is concerned and doing local kinds of things,
I truly encourage local produce, local kinds of things that maybe
are made in your community. But there, too, when we looked at
our standards, we are looking for a range of things. It is very dif-
ficult to hit a sugar number, for instance, in milk and say, this is
the number. We are not going anywhere else. This is the number.
It is much better to do things in ranges because you and I both
know that 1 day we do really well, and last night I was at a gala
that had a fabulous dessert and I enjoyed every minute of it. So,
you know, we can’t do that every single time

Senator KLOBUCHAR. We have a lot of those problems in our oc-
cupation.

[Laughter.]

Ms. WILSON. Absolutely.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. There is a lot of too many choices.

Ms. WILSON. So we look at choices. We have a range for fiber in
our standards. We have a range for sodium, so that we can, over




18

the period of a week, look at things. And if I have something that
is local in my district or made in my State that I want to use, it
will fit within a range because I will balance that throughout the
rest of the week. So I think it very nicely fits into standards if you
have some ranges and some standards, though, that we all need to
meet. And again, it is not based on somebody’s philosophy. It is
based on the science of nutrition.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. And how would it work with these a la
carte choices, because I have seen myself they go for the fries

Ms. WILSON. And the standards do work. The standards are—if
the USDA Secretary has the opportunity to eliminate the time and
place rule and they have the authority to say that here are the
standards for the entire school during the school day——

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Right.

Ms. WILSON [continuing]. You all need to meet them, whether it
is in my a la carte line or in the school store or the young person
that is selling to keep their club afloat and they have a little table
outside the cafeteria

Senator KLOBUCHAR. You might have limited my ability to sell
Life Saver lollipops for the high school prom?

Ms. WILSON. Perhaps, because

Senator KLOBUCHAR. OK. That is what I did.

[Laughter.]

Senator KLOBUCHAR. I mean, on the student council.

Ms. WILSON. Sell recycled wrapping paper. It is much better.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. All right. So what about the vending ma-
chines and how would they fit into this

Ms. WILSON. They all fit within. Within the school building,
under the authority of the USDA Secretary, everything within that
building for the school day would have to meet the standard. And
now there, too, I am not competing against the football coach, be-
cause if I have the most wonderful program, even my a la carte
meets the standard, and a football coach, they are going to go to
State, so they need to raise money to get on that nice bus and get
down to State, we all support that. And if the football coach is
going to sell something out there in the hallway, I guarantee you
students will come and purchase it. They want to support their
team. That is part of being in school. We don’t want to be the ad-
versary to that and that is what becomes—that is where the prob-
lem becomes a problem, because they take their $1.50 or their
$2.50 and they are going to support that football coach, and they
all mean well. They all have good meaning, but it is not always in
the best interest of the science of nutrition. So the standard needs
to be bell to bell in every area of that building for us all to be in
the same thing for kids.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Ms. Boldt, what do you think of that?

Ms. BoLDT. I agree 100 percent. That is exactly what happens in
school districts.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Dr. Bartlett, any thoughts on how we can
do this? I just want to fix this, because I think people are so well
intentioned here and they want to have healthier kids, but some-
how these things keep falling through, and these kids are smart
and they find ways to find this food. That is what I have seen.

Chairman HARKIN. They find what?
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Senator KLOBUCHAR. They find unhealthy food wherever they
can find it. It is a true fact. Also, sometimes their parents don’t
have the money to give them, or they are not at home learning
some of this nutrition, so when they get to school, they are looking
for the vending machine that has the—I am not going to say a
brand name, just like when I brought up American Girl at the
Commerce Committee, I got letters. But they find something that
is very non-nutritional and that is what they eat for lunch, so

Ms. BARTLETT. I have to say it certainly seems right. Our study
didn’t particularly focus on—we did not look at the nutritional
quality of the different foods, but certainly my experience as a par-
ent shows that there is a lot of unhealthy stuff going on.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. OK. Well, thank you very much and we
look forward to working with you.

Chairman HARKIN. Dr. Wilson, you talked about the plethora of
different wellness policies all over this country. In the last reau-
thorization of the child nutrition bill, I had offered an amendment
that would have had a wellness policy developed by the Institute
on Medicine that would have applied to all schools all over Amer-
ica. I lost that amendment.

Then we decided, well, we will just have a wellness policy that
each school would develop. I think we thought that at least, that
way, at least schools would have to start thinking about what is
a wellness policy. But you are right. They differ, as school districts
differ all over the country. So I am glad to hear you say that not
based on science. Of course, it is not based on Institute of Medicine
guidelines.

And then now, I am just delighted to hear you now advocating
for the Secretary to have the authority for all schools. I have often
said, what sense does it make if you have the authority for school
lunches in the lunchroom or in the cafeteria, but you can go right
outside the door and there are all the vending machines. I also like
your testimony when you said that the signal, the message we send
to kids if you have all these sugary drinks and candies and stuff
in the gym but not in the rest of the school, are we saying to kids
that is the healthy thing to eat in the gym? So I really appreciate
your testimony on that.

I think we have to come to grips with this in terms of having the
dietary guidelines be standardized for the whole country and for
every school. The only thing that I would think about in terms of
a wellness policy beyond that is for the physical activity of kids and
making sure that we have some wellness policies that develop in
accordance with that so that kids get adequate exercise and that
type of thing in a school setting. That is a little bit outside of your
purview, but I am just saying that that should be also a part of
the wellness policy.

But I want to delve into one other thing and that is the idea that
on this increasing the reimbursement, we have the inflation thing
standard in there now that goes up with inflation. But I think
what I am beginning to see is that we don’t have a real good grip
on these indirect costs, and there is no cap on them. There is no
inflationary guideline on them whatsoever. And I think it would
probably be fairly easy for a school district to think, well, if I have
got to cut corners, I will just shift it over to that School Lunch Pro-
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gram. After all, they are going to get more money because they
have got an inflationary increase. I think somehow we are going to
have to take a look at that and how we might want to address it.
I don’t have a formula or anything in my head, but somehow, we
have got to address how much of that shifting can go on from the
indirect costs.

But I also want to address a question to you, Ms. Boldt, about
what you have done in your school. I read your testimony and in
listening to you and what you have done, you were able to do it
within these guidelines, right, and within the reimbursement that
you have, you were able to do all of this.

Ms. BoLDT. I truly don’t have the bottom line yet. I do suspect
that our costs were higher, but I am not quite sure yet where the
bottom line is.

Chairman HARKIN. Well, you have been doing this for 2 years?

Ms. BoLDT. We are in our second year.

Chairman HARKIN. Two years now, and you have gotten all the
healthier foods. But somehow, you have been able to do that within
the reimbursement that you have been getting.

Ms. BoLDT. I am not quite sure if we are within reimbursement
or if we have tapped into some, you know, savings, so to speak. We
also have an a la carte competitive foods that fit our wellness pol-
icy that also supplement total program costs.

Chairman HARKIN. But you have control over that, too, right?

Ms. BOLDT. Yes.

Chairman HARKIN. Yes. You have control over that a la carte
line, so

Ms. BOLDT. Yes.

Chairman HARKIN [continuing]. You are also putting good foods
and fresh vegetables and things like that in the a la carte line.

Ms. BoOLDT. Yes. It is also regulated, the 35 percent fat and satu-
rated fats and——

Chairman HARKIN. I just wonder if—I am proud of what you
have done. You have got the certificate. You have got the banner
hanging in the hallway. But if we want to replicate what you are
doing around the country, I wonder if we need to have some more
financial incentives or bonuses. For example, do you think that
more schools would become HealthierUS Gold Schools if they re-
ceived not only a plaque and a commendation, but a significant fi-
nancial bonus at the end of the year for maintaining those strong
standards?

Ms. BoLDT. It would definitely be of assistance for the budget.

Chairman HARKIN. Well, I think that is something that we ought

to

Ms. BoLDT. Because I did do——

Chairman HARKIN [continuing]. We ought to think about. If they
meet these, they get some kind of a bonus or some kind of an in-
centive, to give some kind of a financial incentive for this at the
end of the year. And I think maybe that is something that we could
look at. I don’t know, Dr. Wilson, if you have thoughts on that.

Ms. WiLsoN. Well, I think there are a lot of possibilities and it
certainly is worth exploring, Senator Harkin. I do—again, will go
back to the indirect costs, and if that would be something that
would be decided upon, then we have to have the other piece that



21

says that that stays within the Food Service Program to continue
to do those activities and increase the healthy environment in that
program. As long as that money isn’t looked upon from the school
district as a school district bonus but maybe it is used to do
healthy things in the cafeteria and increase physical education, it
has to be tied to that award, then, so they can’t—but it is certainly
something to explore, yes.

Chairman HARKIN. All right. Well, Ms. Boldt, I think you point
out that it is very difficult to do what you have done in figuring
out this 51 percent of whole grain items, bringing in more fresh
fruits and vegetables. I think the important part of your story is
that you did it and you didn’t give up and you kept at it and you
made it work without any extra money, at least as I understand
it, for the meals. So I think that is a tremendous achievement and
you ought to be very proud of it. I just again am thinking about
how we replicate what you have done around the country, and I
think maybe some financial incentives and bonuses might be a
thing that we could do.

Now, I am told that there are, Dr. Bartlett, OMB guidances on
indirect costs. Do you know what those are? Can you address that
at all, that there is OMB guidance on indirect costs and what can
be assessed to the School Lunch Program.

Ms. BARTLETT. Indeed, sort of their restricted rates and unre-
stricted indirect cost rates that have to be approved, so

Chairman HARKIN. By whom?

Ms. BARTLETT. I believe by the school district.

Chairman HARKIN. By the

Ms. BARTLETT. Or the education—I am not 100 percent certain
who sort of finally approves them, but I do believe that they do
have to—I don’t believe that a school district can just say, we are
going to charge X percent and put all these things in it, but sort
of exactly what goes in those rates is

Chairman HARKIN. But Dr. Wilson just read what was going on
in Georgia——

Ms. BARTLETT. Right.

Chairman HARKIN [continuing]. And all that. I mean, I don’t
know if that is within OMB guidelines or not.

Ms. BARTLETT. It seems odd, doesn’t it. I don’t know the answer
to that question.

Chairman HARKIN. Do you know that, Dr. Wilson?

Ms. WILsON. I don’t believe there is any kind of—there is some
minor language, and I am not familiar exactly, but it doesn’t put
any kind of a cap or what it can be or how often. And I was just
handed a note that a director here at this conference told us, re-
ported to us 2 days ago that they were not assessed indirect costs
for quite a—until this year, so the district decided to go back 8
years to recap what they considered indirect costs on the Food
Service Program—electricity, garbage——

Chairman HARKIN. Is this the school you were talking about ear-
lier, or is that a different school?

Ms. WILSON. No. They said they don’t remember what school dis-
trict it is, but the director reported out to us at the conference that
their district is going back 8 years to what they have assessed as
indirect costs that should have been charged—garbage, electricity,
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a}rlld somebody mopping the floor in the cafeteria, those kinds of
things.

So there is no cap to it, as to what can be done or how much or
what it could, you know, what indirect costs are allowable that
have to do with food service, so

Chairman HARKIN. This is all very interesting. I mean, not inter-
esting, kind of alarming in a way. You said it is like 15 to 18 per-
cent? I forget which one of you said that.

Ms. WILSON. That was in our testimony.

Chairman HARKIN. Fifteen to 18 percent of the costs are indirect
costs.

Ms. WILSON. Of their budget.

Chairman HARKIN. Of their budget.

Ms. WILSON. They are taking 15 to 18 percent——

Chairman HARKIN. Did you have a figure on that, Dr. Bartlett?

Ms. BARTLETT. I don’t have an exact figure on that. When we
look at reported costs, we see that about 45 is labor, 45 is food, and
there is 10 percent other, of which the indirect costs would be in-
cluded in that. So on average——

Chairman HARKIN. In the “other”?

Ms. BARTLETT. Correct. So on average, it would be less than 10
percent.

Chairman HARKIN. So they are saying 10 percent. You are saying
15 to 18 percent.

Ms. BARTLETT. Again, I

Chairman HARKIN. Do you have a methodology for how we could
look at that? I would like to get to kind of the bottom of this, also.

Ms. WILSON. Well, we definitely can send you our statistics in
the study that we did to get to that number. But again, I think not
that the data is skewed in any way from either place, it is just that
the time has changed. And from 2005-2006 to 2007-2008 and
2008-2009, my costs have drastically—and I am going to use the
word “drastically”.

Chairman HARKIN. Well, that would be 50 percent. I mean, if it
went from 10 percent to 15, that is a 50 percent increase in 2
years.

Ms. WILSON. And many districts have just recently decided to
start charging these indirect costs. You know, also, we can have 3
months of operating budget in a fund balance, and that is to pur-
chase equipment. I want to start cooking from scratch, reopen my
bakery, do fresh fruits and vegetables. I need equipment to do that.
And so we sometimes will build a month or two of a fund balance
so that when the dishwasher breaks down, I can repair that or re-
place it. I have now replaced—you know, in the State of Texas,
they took out all their deep fryers, but they had to use their fund
balances, if they even had them, to try to replace that equipment
with cooking equipment. But a district might look at that 2
months’ worth of money and say that that could be used for indi-
rect costs.

Chairman HARKIN. Well, I think we are going to have to look at
these OMB guidelines and take a look at them. The only concern
I have about putting a cap on something, that becomes a ceiling,
too. In other words, everybody goes to that

Ms. WILSON. It has to go there, right.
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Chairman HARKIN. If the mean is ten or 12 or 14 percent, what-
ever it is, there are some obviously way below that, and if all of
a sudden they can say, gee, now we can shift all these costs over,
then we will find that happening. That is the only problem I have
with putting a cap on it.

Senator CHAMBLISS. I think the problem we have got, Mr. Chair-
man, is that with the cost of fuel particularly increasing, sky-
rocketing in such a fast manner, all school boards had a significant
issue all of a sudden that they didn’t anticipate at the beginning
of the year and they were looking for pots of money——

Chairman HARKIN. Yes.

Senator CHAMBLISS [continuing]. And for other folks to help them
defray expenses, and with the cyclical nature of fuel costs, or my
son-in-law is a produce farmer and cabbage can cost anywhere
from $3 to $12 a box, it makes it difficult from a cookie cutter ap-
proach to try to figure out how we cap them, or maybe we can fig-
ure out a way to look at the food consumed away from home provi-
sion, which I understand is the index we use, not the CPI, that
maybe we can look at that and try to use a factor in there that is
maybe a little more reasonable and will help both ends of this
issue. But it is something we have got to look at.

Chairman HARKIN. Yes, we are going to have to look at it. If you
have the answer, let me know, will you? I don’t know that I have
the answer.

[Laughter.]

Ms. WILSON. Could you let us all know?

Chairman HARKIN. What is that?

Ms. WILSON. We would like all to know if you find the answer.

Chairman HARKIN. Yes, I don’t know. This is something defi-
nitely we are going to have to have our staffs work on and stuff.

Senator Casey has joined us from Pennsylvania. Senator Casey?

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT CASEY, JR., U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

Senator CASEY. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much, and I want
to commend you on presiding over this hearing and highlighting
this important issue.

Very few issues we confront in Washington have as much impor-
tance, I think, not only to the life of a child and his or her family
but to the family of America and for our long-term economic secu-
rity. We can’t divorce or separate the issue of child nutrition and
what happens to children in our schools and our communities, we
can’t separate that from job creation and skill development and
economic growth and all of those issues.

I do want to thank those in the audience and, of course, our
panel for the work you have done over many, many years, laboring,
literally laboring in this vineyard for so long and so passionately.
We are in a time period now where a lot of these issues can be ad-
dressed, but we are in a time of tight budgets and economic dif-
ficulty, so it is not going to be easy to do what we hope to do.

But I do want to thank Dr. Wilson especially. We met the other
night, along with many of your colleagues. You all look well rested,
so apparently people didn’t stay up too late. But Dr. Bartlett and
Ms. Boldt, we want to thank you, as well, for your testimony.
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I know that we are running late, we are on the second round,
and I apologize for being late. I just wanted to present one question
for the panel before we conclude, just to get your sense of some of
the practices that are working, some success stories, so to speak.

We have heard from a number of experts in school nutrition that
one of the biggest problems with administering the various meal
programs is that you have different paperwork, you have got dif-
ferent eligibility and oversight requirements. And I just wanted to
ask a broad question for each or all of you. What would you rec-
ommend as to addressing this problem to make the programs easi-
er to administer? You may have covered this already, but I just
wanted to get a sense from the experience we have had in Pennsyl-
vania, and we have some Pennsylvanians in the crowd. We won’t
ask you to stand up. But if there are best practices that you have
identified that would help on these questions of administration.

Ms. WILSON. Well, thank you, and I think that we can get some
wonderful examples from districts across this country that are
doing really great things, that have become innovative, and I know
we have to be very creative. But if I could say one thing adminis-
tratively, and we haven’t even talked about it here, but it could be
another way to really help our programs, and it was in our testi-
mony, and that is that we collect all the income data in every indi-
vidual school district and then everybody in the district uses that
income data for all different Federal programs. But all of that cost
is in our program, in the School Nutrition Program, and that is a
cost when you are collecting all of this income data.

The other thing is that then we do verification, and we have to
go through that whole process. But everybody uses that informa-
tion. And so if we could look at another way somewhere else to col-
lect this income data to be accountable.

And then the other big piece is that the free category, if we could
eliminate free—I am sorry, eliminate reduced category and make
those children all free, because they qualify in WIC and then they
come to school in kindergarten and they don’t qualify for free meals
at the same level. So to eliminate that reduced-price category
would really also help streamline our programs. These are ways
that we can streamline the spending and the administrative bur-
den that is on these programs that are very well audited and very
well accounted for. Thank you.

Senator CASEY. Anyone else?

Ms. BARTLETT. I have to say, I defer to my colleagues since they
have more direct experience. But just a couple of points. Abt is
doing another study that is trying to ease some of—looking at how
to ease some of the administrative burden in terms of the
verification that has to be done for school lunches and working
with States to help them use Medicaid data to directly verify in-
come. So certainly moving in that direction is a way to streamline
that would be useful. That is one idea.

Senator CASEY. Thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman, thank you. I know my time is up, but we are
critically concerned about this issue and I think these issues that
involve children, just like we made progress recently on children’s
health insurance, this issue, as well, I think is a matter of basic
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justice for children and for families. We have got to do everything
possible to get this right. Thank you very much.

Chairman HARKIN. Thank you.

I have just one last question I wanted to follow up with Dr. Wil-
son, and that is this difference in the competitive budget. Are reim-
bursements—for example, Dr. Bartlett said their study found that
a la carte lines are actually the reason for the budget gaps, that
Federal reimbursements for free lunches are subsidizing food
through a la carte lines. But you say you need the money from
competitive foods to cover gaps in the school food service budget,
and that is still something I am trying to wrestle with and trying
}o Cfl%ure out. Are reimbursements subsidizing the competitive
0o0ds?

Ms. WiLsoN. Well, I really think that—I don’t know a district—
I don’t know a State department that would allow that to occur, be-
cause we have to keep our a la carte budget separate from our re-
imbursable budget. And so when we are reviewed once every 5
years, that is one of the things they check, and so some of those
districts may not have been reviewed correctly or something be-
cause we are not allowed to use any money from the reimbursable
program to subsidize a la carte. If they see that there is a problem
in budget there, if you don’t bring even your labor that is doing the
a la carte over to that side of the line item, our State department
would say to us, we need to see labor here, because it has to ac-
count for the exact cost.

So I am not sure where they were at or what districts they were
in, but we absolutely have a la carte to subsidize the rest of my
programs. You know, we are not all in this to keep increasing the
number of programs that we have in our School Nutrition Program
and we have two reasons for a la carte. One is that it does defi-
nitely subsidize my Breakfast and Lunch Program. The second is
that I am trying to meet the needs of all children, and I want those
children to stay in school and obtain their nutritional foods from
me. And so I, too, have very strict restrictions on what I sell in that
a la carte line. It is not a bunch of stuff that they can go to the
gas station and buy. I am very, very restrictive. But it is defi-
nitely—it is priced accordingly so that if you buy a la carte items,
that money is being used to subsidize the rest of my program.

Chairman HARKIN. So the money flows one way, but not the
other way.

Ms. WILSON. Our State wouldn’t allow it. It is not allowed.

Chairman HARKIN. But it allows it the other way, from competi-
tive foods to the school lunch

Ms. WILSON. It is part of the entire food service fund, but we
can—and that is why I started a la carte in the district I am in.

Chairman HARKIN. Dr. Bartlett, when I read your testimony, it
seemed to indicate that actually the school lunch Federal reim-
bursements are subsidizing the a la carte lines. I am trying to
wrestle with this.

Ms. BARTLETT. Right. I do think that the main difference has to
do with the allocation of the overhead kind of costs. We certainly
recognize the SFA director, things like that, how that gets allocated
to the different meals. Our methodology which we applied this
study and which we applied—we did a similar study—the same
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study 14 years ago—found the same results of a cross-subsidiza-
tion. And it is these sort of overhead costs that get allocated to
lunch, breakfast, and competitive foods, arguing that those pro-
grams, those products should bear some of those kind of overhead
costs. As I said, we had the same finding before and the practice
that we follow are generally accepted accounting practices, to allo-
catelthose kind of costs that come up with the average costs of
meals.

And in terms of the districts, it was a nationally representative
sample. I think it is sort of—it is not due to peculiarities in the dis-
tricts that we studied.

Chairman HARKIN. I will have to think about that. I will have
to think about that. I think I understand what you are saying, is
that if you have the set-up for the School Lunch Program, School
Breakfast Program, then you introduce a la carte lines, they are
utilizing the space and the overhead and all that kind of stuff, so
that really does subsidize the a la carte line, not in kind of a money
flow, it is just that you are saying that the whole arrangement
then covers any costs of the a la carte line——

Ms. BARTLETT. Right.

Chairman HARKIN [continuing]. Is my way of thinking about it,
anyway.

Ms. BARTLETT. Exactly.

Chairman HARKIN. But again, if a la carte lines have to meet di-
etary guidelines and meet all the dietary guidelines and stuff, well,
I guess I am not so worried about it then. It is just the problem
there are a lot of the a la carte lines that don’t do that right now.
%‘ dgn’t much care how that food gets out there as long as it is good

ood.

Well, that is really all I have. Senator Chambliss, do you have
any follow-ups at all?

Senator CHAMBLISS. Thanks, ladies.

Chairman HARKIN. Great panel. Thank you all very much. Thank
you, Dr. Wilson and Dr. Bartlett. Thank you, Connie. Thanks for
what you did in Knoxville. It is a great example.

We will call our second panel up. That is Dr. David Paige, Mr.
Kenneth Hecht, and Ms. Lucy Nolan.

[Pause.]

Chairman HARKIN. We welcome our panel. Dr. David Paige, Pro-
fessor of Population and Family Health, with a joint appointment
in International Health and Human Nutrition at the Johns Hop-
kins Bloomberg School of Public Health, and a joint appointment
in pediatrics at the School of Medicine. Dr. Paige is a recognized
expert in the area of community health and maternal and child nu-
trition. His groundbreaking studies of lactose intolerance in chil-
dren, his pioneering effort in establishing a Supplemental Feeding
Program for Disadvantaged Women, Infants, and Children, and his
design and implementation of community-based programs define
the scope of his interest.

Mr. Kenneth Hecht is Executive Director and one of the co-
founders of California Food Policy Advocates. Begun in 1992, CFPA
is California’s State-wide nutrition policy and advocacy organiza-
tion whose mission is to improve the health and well-being of low-
income Californians by increasing their access to nutritious, afford-
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able food. Upon completion of law school, Mr. Hecht worked for 15
years as a public interest attorney, first at San Francisco Neighbor-
hood Legal Assistance Foundation and then as Executive Director
of the San Francisco Legal Aid Society. Right away, you are a
friend of mine. That is how I started my whole career, is as a legal
aid attorney, Mr. Hecht. We are glad you are here.

And Lucy Nolan, the Executive Director of End Hunger Con-
necticut, a nonprofit organization dedicated to ending hunger in
Connecticut. Their goal is to raise awareness of hunger in the State
of Connecticut, promote funding for and access to nutrition assist-
ance programs, and to speak out to help eliminate the root causes
of hunger. She received her B.A. from Ohio Wesleyan University
and her Juris Doctorate from the University of Connecticut School
of Law.

We welcome you all here to this discussion on the reauthoriza-
tion of the child nutrition bill. Your testimony will be made a part
of the record in its entirety and if you would just summarize in sev-
eral minutes, we would appreciate it.

Dr. Paige?

STATEMENT OF DAVID PAIGE, M.D., PROFESSOR, JOHNS
HOPKINS MEDICAL SCHOOL, BALTIMORE, MARYLAND

Mr. PAIGE. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Casey, other
members of the committee. As you noted, I am at the Johns Hop-
kins School of Public Health and in the School of Medicine. I am
a member of the Maryland State WIC Advisory Panel and direct
a WIC Program out of Johns Hopkins and I am also testifying
today on behalf of the National WIC Association and a copy of their
testimony will be appended, and I acknowledge my good colleague,
Reverend Douglas Greenaway, who is the Executive Director of
that fine association.

My comments this morning will focus on the critical role of the
WIC Program, the role that it plays in securing the nation’s health.
The past 36 years with respect to the program has demonstrated
that it is a potent force in improving the health, nutrition, and
well-being of women, infants, and children living in poverty. And
it is really poverty that we are talking about with respect to the
problems of under nutrition and poor nutrition.

Today, over 13 million children below 18 years of age, 18 percent
of the population, is living below the Federal poverty level, which
for 2009 is set at $22,000, and the number rises to 21 percent when
we look at children below 5 years of age, the population that WIC
serves, and even higher in the African-American population, His-
panics, and children living in female-headed households. So we
have a considerably large number of children and families at risk.

Moreover, between 2000 and 2007, the number has risen consid-
erably, a 15 percent increase, another 1.7 million children that we
are dealing with. The Census Bureau estimates that over 12 mil-
lion children are food insecure as measured by generally accepted
standards. Of course, we know the number will escalate in the cur-
rent economic situation.

WIC is very effective in reaching this population. Seventy-five
percent of all of the WIC enrollees are below 100 percent of poverty
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level, with about 35 percent below 50 percent of poverty and an-
other 35 to 40 percent between 50 to 100 percent of poverty.

I would like to focus briefly, if I can, on some of the risks that
exist within this population and the role that WIC plays. I will try
to do this briefly. Poverty in general, the overarching issue, results
in poor health. Among pregnant women, 60 percent who enter the
WIC Program have a clinical or medical condition at certification.
Thirty-eight percent have obstetrical problems, 27 percent are ane-
mic, and about the same number have low weight gain during
pregnancy. These are critical issues, critical determinants with re-
spect to low birthweight and pre-term birth.

The WIC Program is very effective in reversing these conditions,
these negative outcomes. There have been multiple studies, inde-
pendent studies, that show clearly that WIC has been very success-
ful in increasing birthweight as well as reducing pre-term birth. I
won’t go into all of the specifics. They are in the testimony.

There is supporting all this a comprehensive review by GAO
which clearly indicates that WIC is effective in lowering the inci-
dence of low birthweight and pre-term birth, and also at the same
time extraordinarily cost effective. There have been multiple stud-
ies showing the cost effectiveness of the program. Even a simple re-
duction of one or two nights in the neonatal intensive care unit or
1 day in terms of a woman’s extra stay in the hospital will more
than compensate for the WIC benefits. So this has been an extraor-
dinary accomplishment on the part of the program.

I would like to identify one other risk factor and that is infant
mortality. Infant mortality in the U.S., as we all know, is lam-
entably very high and is among the highest among industrialized
countries, even the highest, depending on some parameters that
may be used. Reducing low birthweight and reducing pre-term
birth is an effective way of reducing infant mortality. A number of
studies validated by the GAO speak to the reduction of infant mor-
tality. Our own work in the mid-1990’s further reinforces that par-
ticular issue with reduction to infant mortality.

I would like to briefly discuss the preschool population, and that
indicates that there are more subtle problems that exist in this
population and we need to be very clear and we need to reach out
to increase the enrollment of this population at risk.

I also want to mention that the Centers for Disease Control has
done multiple studies in this area which show the effectiveness of
the program regarding improved weight gain, improved overall
health, as well as a sharp reduction in anemia in the preschool
population.

I would like to address two other areas briefly, obesity, which I
know is an interest of the committee and of yours, Senator Harkin.
We need to think of obesity as poverty induced, resulting in food
insecurity and obesity as part of this continuing spectrum of issues
that we are dealing with in populations in poverty. Of course, obe-
sity is not limited to only the population in poverty. Nevertheless,
this is a very important population group that is suffering from the
epidemic of obesity as a result of the inadequate food purchasing,
calorie-dense foods that are available, inadequate numbers of su-
permarkets and other choices that exist in many of our poor com-
munities, both urban as well as rural throughout our country. And



29

we need to do a great deal in this area and perhaps a question and
answer can address this even more fully.

Breastfeeding is another crtical area that I would like to speak
to very briefly. When we talk about addressing obesity, we need to
start pre-conceptionally, peri-conceptionally and during the concep-
tional period. But the first time we can really introduce a remedy
is postnatally providing breastfeeding. Human milk is the most im-
portant nutritional head start that we can provide to our newborns.
Human milk is species-specific. It is a living tissue that provides
both the anti-infectious agents, the antibodies, the other elements
that we need to improve the well-being, and WIC is very dedicated,
as you well know, to trying to improve the number of individuals
who do elect to breastfeed. Nevertheless, in the lower economic
tiers, this has become very difficult. Socio-economic factors are the
major impediment in this population and we need to do a great
deal, and perhaps we can explore this further in question and an-
swer.

I would just like to move to some recommendations very quickly
with regard to the administration of the WIC Program. I would
argue that we enroll all infants, women, and children below 185
percent of the poverty level. This is cost effective, it is smart policy,
and we will set the tone and the health infrastructure to help this
population move out of poverty, become well educated, and move
forward in eliminating this problem.

Enroll all Medicaid recipients. I think this makes sense and is
comparable with enrolling everyone below 185.

I would like to argue the fact that we give the States the option
to certify children up to 1 year, which this will maximize program
effectiveness. This is also a very smart, cost-effective measure that
combines remediation and prevention, because we need to be more
efficient and clever about integrating the remediation arm and the
preventive arm that is implicit in the WIC Program.

I would also argue that we establish linkages with the social
services community, more direct linkages, in a coordinated and col-
laborative manner, and this will improve communication and better
target nutrition.
| Streamline uniform qualifying application, as we addressed ear-
ier.

Expansion of the WIC for electronic benefits, MIS and EBT fund-
ing.
I would like to point out one area that doesn’t get attention, if
I may, and that is the military families who an individual of that
family serving in the combat zone gets extra pay, but that then
counts against them in terms of the WIC. And it is a small matter,
but for that subgroup of individuals, they really deserve to not be
thrown off the WIC Program. And since this has been brought to
my attention, I thought that I would bring it to a higher authority
with respect to improving on that.

The other issues, I will leave for discussion, and they are in the
written testimony, but we also need to address the obesity epidemic
and move forward on this, and I thank you very much for the op-
portunity to testify before you today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Paige can be found on page 92
in the appendix.]
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Chairman HARKIN. Thank you very much, Dr. Paige.
Mr. Hecht?

STATEMENT OF KENNETH HECHT, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
CALIFORNIA FOOD POLICY ADVOCATES, OAKLAND, CALI-
FORNIA

Mr. HECHT. Good morning. Thank you, Chairman Harkin and
other members of the committee for this opportunity. I am from
California Food Policy Advocates, a State-wide nutrition policy or-
ganization where we work to increase access for low-income Cali-
fornians to nutritious, affordable food.

As with much of the conversation this morning, our focus has
been on school programs, but we have recently come to realize that
by the time kids come to school, it may be too late to stop them
from becoming obese. And as the studies show, obesity is exceed-
ingly difficult to reverse, so that an obese preschooler is very likely
to go on to be an obese adolescent and then an obese adult, with
all of the disastrous consequences that that holds for the individual
and really for the country. It seems to us absolutely indispensable
to health care reform that we get it right when the kids are first
starting out in our preschools and our schools.

We had the opportunity at California Food Policy Advocates to
participate in two studies, which has taught me all I know as a
lawyer about nutrition. One was in Los Angeles, where we did ob-
servations in child care homes and centers, and another was done
by mail to about 500 randomly sampled centers and homes
throughout the State of California. The results were remarkably
consistent and each fortified the other, and I would like to talk
about those results.

We have also had an opportunity to participate in two State-con-
vened panels on child care nutrition generally and on the Child
Care Food Program specifically and our recommendations come
allso from those two panels and are consistent with those two pan-
els.

First, just a moment on obesity. One in four children in the two
to five age bracket is obese or overweight before ever reaching kin-
dergarten—one in four. And as I said, this is exceedingly difficult
to reverse, so it is the beginning of a long, long problem.

At the same time, we still have concern for hunger and food inse-
curity. I think the number mentioned so far was 12 million chil-
dren in that preschool bracket, and that turns out to be almost 20
percent, almost one in five, children is living in a household that
is deemed by the government to be either food insecure or hungry.

A few moments on the Child Care Food Program. It is a big pro-
gram. It is serving three million children throughout the country.
About a third of them are in family child care homes, very small
operations, and about two-thirds are in child care centers, which
tend to be a bit larger. The program is now spending about $2 bil-
lion a year.

In addition to providing reimbursement, which, of course, is crit-
ical to the agencies, the Child Care Food Program also provides
three monitoring visits every year, which is more than licensed
child care homes and centers will receive in any State, I believe.
It provides nutrition education, training, technical assistance, or at
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least it used to until the reimbursement went away and the money
had to be focused on other things and away from these important
services.

The Child Care Food Program is based on a very simple concept
of meal patterns, which are really the food groups. There is milk,
fruit and vegetables, grains, proteins, and that sets—there are a
minimum which set the quantity of those foods so that children
should get enough nutrients, but what it doesn’t address at all is
the quality of those foods and it doesn’t limit the numbers of cal-
ories. In other words, the Child Care Food Program set-up at the
moment is not responsive to obesity. The meal patterns were set
in place before we were aware of the obesity epidemic and they
have not been changed since.

USDA has commissioned a study from the Institute of Medicine,
which is to start next year, and I think it is a safe estimate that
the results of that study will not be implemented for another 4
years, 5 years, and our recommendations are what we believe are
sort of consensus, unarguable changes to the program that don’t
interfere with but actually work well with meal patterns.

A moment on our studies. Our two studies found that the child
care facilities that participated in the Child Care Food Program
had better nutrition than the facilities that did not. We found that
Head Start was at the top of the pack and that food brought from
home—I am glad there are no mothers left on the panel at the mo-
ment—was the worst. It had the least good nutrition to it. But
within that, there was a range of nutrition that was better in the
Child Care Food Program than not.

Even in the Child Care Food Program, there are problems, which
is what my recommendations will go to. For example, whole milk
is being served in 50 percent of the Child Care Food Program sites,
and I think it is absolute consensus scientifically that from the age
of two on, children should not be receiving whole milk. They should
be receiving either non-fat or low-fat milk. Similarly, only 27 per-
cent, about a quarter, of the homes and centers that were on the
Child Care Food Program were serving any whole wheat at all. So
there is room for improvement.

Our recommendations follow the following principles. One, we
want it to be consistent with the WIC Program, which is serving
roughly the same population. The WIC Food Program, as you
know, has recently experienced a real transformation in its food
package and it is terrific, based on lots of study, lots of input from
scientists and nutritionists all over the place, and we really try to
borrow from that.

Second, we are trying to make the recommendations simple, be-
cause in the homes particularly, there is not much time to fuss
with complicated nutrition requirements.

Third, we are trying to make it inexpensive so that the nutrition
reimbursement goes as far as possible.

Some recommendations on the nutrition. First, we urge that the
reimbursement be increased. As we heard in the first panel, really,
the costs have run away from all of the nutrition programs, and in
the Child Care Food Program, where there is intensive paperwork,
the reimbursement has been lost.
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But with the increase in reimbursement we are asking that nu-
trition improvements within the meal patterns be linked, and we
are asking for the things that we all know are good, and I think
there is plenty of science to back it up—Ilow-fat milk, more fresh
fruits and vegetables, more whole grains, less sodium, less sugar,
less fats. Not rocket science.

Second, as I mentioned, we would like the nutrition as well as
the messages, the nutrition education, to be absolutely consistent
with the WIC Program, which is doing a great job and we ought
to grab onto it.

Third, we are proposing that there be some changes in the health
environment in these facilities in order to maximize the benefit of
the Federal reimbursement. Every program ought to have water
easily accessible to the kids. We ought to have limits on screen
time. We ought to get those kids outside and moving, and if it is
bad weather, they ought to be moving inside. So physical activity
is important.

In the school programs, we have a concept called foods of mini-
mal nutritional value. We would import some of that into child care
to be sure that the kids aren’t having sodas, candies, the things
that we all know they shouldn’t be having. And finally, we need to
devise some strategies to work with the moms and dads who are
sending food from home and don’t know better.

In order to have these benefits make any difference at all, we
need to grow these programs. There are two ways in which we
would recommend opportunities for growth. One has to do with ac-
cess and participation. There ought to be categorical eligibility into
these programs so it is easy to get in for the kids who have already
been means tested or their families have been means tested.

Second, there are areas of our State, I suspect other States,
where there cannot be family child care homes because there is no
sponsoring organization in that portion of the State, and we would
recommend that where there is no sponsoring organization that the
State be the sponsor of last resort, or the State might delegate that
responsibility, so that children won’t be deprived of a family child
care home on CACFP simply because there is not a sponsor in the
neighborhood.

Finally, there are ways to simplify and streamline this program.
When the Child Care Food Program operates on a school campus,
it ought to operate under the school lunch rules and regulations.
We ought to defeat these kinds of silos that make administration
complicated and expensive.

Finally, we need money to train. The Federal money to train, the
State money to train has really dried up and is not coming back
any time soon at the State level. I think it has to be Federal reim-
bursement so that the sponsors are trained, the providers are
trained, the providers are in a position to provide indispensable nu-
trition education to the kids and to their families so that we really
spread the right obesity prevention strategies throughout our com-
munities.

Thanks a lot.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hecht can be found on page 76
in the appendix.]

Chairman HARKIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Hecht.
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And now we will turn to Ms. Nolan.

STATEMENT OF LUCY NOLAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, END
HUNGER CONNECTICUT, HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT

Ms. NOLAN. Good morning. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers of the committee, for inviting me to present testimony today
on behalf of meals served to children out of the school day. These
meals are one of the best ways to improve nutrition for America’s
children in tough economic times, as you all know.

I am here today to talk specifically about the After-School Pro-
grams and Summer Nutrition Programs. These programs are de-
signed to provide nutritious meals and snacks to children when
school is out. We know that when children participate in Federal
food programs that they do better with their weight, and that chil-
dren when they are out of school gain weight. We have science be-
hind that.

We really need to make sure that we can provide these children
with these meals and snacks that are nutritious, and sponsors are
trying to increase the quality of the food that they served. We have
worked with a community in Middletown where they really worked
hard to have better food that the kids will eat, but also increase
their fresh fruits and vegetables. They need funds to do this. They
can’t do it with the funds that they have now.

I just very quickly would like to say, in Connecticut with our
School Nutrition Program, we have schools that certify as healthy
schools, and when they certify as a healthy school, they are given
ten cents extra per meal served from the prior year. I suggest this
would be a great way to incentivize other Summer Nutrition or
After-School Nutrition Programs, as well, and give them the funds
to be able to get the healthier foods.

These programs are really great because they combine food with
activity. We see a lot of kids that go in and they swimming because
they can get a meal, or they can do arts or after school they can
do their homework, they can play basketball. They get some of the
physical activity that they might not get if they are sitting at
home.

So it is key to us. We really feel that it is really imperative that
we keep these programs as activity-based, as well, because as you
say, it helps us look at the whole child and look at the future of
our children and look at them as both health and as psychological
health of our kids and getting them food and activity.

I would suggest that we need to increase access to these pro-
grams. Right now, the Summer Nutrition Program nationally
serves one in five eligible children. In Connecticut, we served one
in four. We are No. 8 in the country. I mean, that is pretty terrible.
It is great because we are No. 8, but it is really pretty terrible.

So right now, the area eligibility is at 50 percent. We suggest
that we go to before 1981 standards of 33 percent, and at the very
least, we use the current and non-food Federal funding for pro-
grams such as the 21st Century Learning Grants of 40 percent so
that we have at least the same basis in that way and we can grab
more children.

I also think that we can create partnerships with farmers and
farms on these programs. Again, in Middletown, we had a partner-
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ship with a CSA, Long Lane Farm that is part of Wesleyan Univer-
sity, and they came in every week and taught the kids. They plant-
ed something with the kids. They taught them about farming. They
taught them where their food came from. They brought them foods
that they could try. As anyone with kids knows, if other kids are
going to eat something, they might try it, whereas they might not
at home if it is their siblings or their mother goading them.

Nutrition education is key. The expanded Food and Nutrition
Education Program, we can work with them, FNEP. Again, using
the healthy food incentives would be really helpful as a way we
can—we have these programs. Let us use the nutrition and the
program together to increase nutrition.

Outreach is absolutely necessary. We have found in Connecticut,
we give out in End Hunger Connecticut five grants of $750 to com-
munities, to sponsors, as a way to buy things that are non-food re-
lated. So maybe they raffle off bikes. A kid would come every day,
and every time they get a raffle ticket. At the end of the summer
session, they would raffle it off and somebody would win the bike.
It would have them come. They would want to come. They would
tell their friends. They would have smoothie days, things like that.
We increased last summer alone, with those, just those five sites,
we served an 18,000 additional meals and over 400 kids daily in
those sites, and that is a $3,000 investment.

We really do need to get people out there and do outreach be-
cause we can get to families. We can hang door knockers. We can
get out flyers to schools before school is over. But it is really key
that we let people know that these programs are happening. We
fa‘dsc;l need funding for startup and expansion and transportation
unds.

And finally, the summer meals and also the after-school snacks
and breakfast should receive commodity support, and in the rural
areas perhaps cash in lieu of commodities because it is more cost
effective.

After-school snacks, there is really not enough food for an after-
school snack. I have a son who eats lunch at 10:30 in the morning
and then goes off and plays football. I know he is not in an after-
school program, but I worry about him practicing football until 6.
Kids need something in between, particularly if they are eating
early.

You guys last year, excuse me, with the Economic Stimulus Plan,
we added two more States to the supper programs and we would
like to see that all over the country because they are really just key
programs. We can feed kids all year long. They can feed them dur-
ing the weekends. They can feed them after school, families who
get home late. It is just enough food for our children. We need to
feed them what they really need. And then we can also do that
through the National School Lunch Program, which would be great.

The final thing that I would like to add is that we would really,
really like to see this as a year-round seamless program, the Child
Nutrition Programs. When you have a sponsor doing Summer Nu-
trition and them somebody else doing After-School, the rules are all
different, CACFP, they are all different. People don’t do they be-
cause they are just so difficult to navigate. We would put all the
out-of-school meal programs together, create one program with
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identical eligibility procedures, identical reimbursement, and ad-
ministration. It could really streamline these programs, save
money, and feed kids at the same time. We don’t need a mishmash
of programs right now. We need one whole program that will do
the best thing and would be the best economically, as well.

So those are my recommendations. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Nolan can be found on page 84
in the appendix.]

Chairman HARKIN. Thank you very much, Ms. Nolan.

Let me pick up on what you were just saying there. You are say-
ing that we ought to put together the Summer Feeding Program,
After-School Programs, the supper programs—what else am I miss-
ing here——

Ms. NorLaN. CACFP.

Chairman HARKIN. Right, the Adult and Child Care Programs,
put them all together sort of under one guideline, one operational
kind of a program. Is that what you are saying, that they should
all be together?

Ms. NoOLAN. I am saying that we are at a position now where
kids aren’t eating on weekends. They are not eating during school
vacations. And so if we can put them all together and have one
common program where kids can then get these meals during the
year and everything is—right now, we have sponsors who—with
the After-School Program, and I know in CACFP with shelters, I
have talked with people in homeless shelters and it is just too dif-
ficult for them to keep all the—to make sure that they have all the
little things that they need to have to give to our State Department
of Education to get the funding. And so if we can have something
that is just everybody could have it together, I think the adminis-
tration would be easier, kids would eat, and more people would be
sponsors.

Mr. HECHT. May I add an example to that?

Chairman HARKIN. Sure.

Mr. HECHT. We have a private program in California that has
operated since the last reauthorization in which sponsors of sum-
mer food are permitted to go on serving snacks during the school
year to children under the summer food rules so they don’t have
to grapple with two sets of rules and regulations and reimburse-
ments. The numbers of sponsors has gone up enormously. The
number of kids participating has gone up enormously. If we had a
community-based program and a school-based program, just two
programs instead of as many as we have, it would be enormously
better and cheaper with money that could then get poured into nu-
trition.

Chairman HARKIN. Hmm.

Mr. HECHT. It was a recommendation that was made several ad-
ministrations ago but didn’t go anywhere, but it is terrific.

Chairman HARKIN. I will take a look at that. Also, you men-
tioned about in the Summer Feeding Program that a lot of times,
what attracts kids is not the food, it is the other ancillary activi-
ties, swimming and games and things like that. I am sure you are
not saying that the food doesn’t have some part of it, but there is
another aspect to this. If that is so, then what kind of suggestions
would you have that we might institute that would draw kids in
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for the Summer Feeding Programs? I mean, we have the Ys, for ex-
ample, YMCAs all over the country that are really involved in
wellness programs. They have embarked on this several years ago.
So would that be something that could be a part of this? Maybe
churches could be involved in this, too? I am just kind of searching.
How do you promote all these activities that then you can get food
to these kids?

Ms. NOLAN. Our grant program is called “Operation Participa-
tion” as a way—because we want kids to participate, and what we
found is that if you get this little—something to get them, they will
tell their friends who will then come. And simple things like in one
community, we had police officers and firefighters come every Fri-
day and read to them, and there was this big trunk and it was the
mystery of what was in the trunk. And at the last day, they would
read some clues as to what was going on and the kids would have
to guess. And at the last day of the feeding program, they opened
up the trunk and they all got T-shirts that said, “I participated in
the Summer Feeding Program.”

The raffle that I talked about, we got kids who came because
they wanted that bike so badly. There were two bikes and they
wanted them so badly that they came to make sure that their
names were in the raffle.

We have had art supplies that have come, and so we have really
been able to—kids will come and do art because they know that
that is there. And we can streamline eligibility with the Federal
funding for the summer programs using the 21st Century, you
know, doing the 21st Century Program. So we can use that as a
way to get kids.

But what we found is, and I think you are right, the food is cer-
tainly a pull, but they want a whole experience, and this is a way
we—what we have done is been able to build the community into
these summer sites, so we have the police officers come, the fire-
fighters. We have had raffles where kids come and they are able
to do a raffle.

Chairman HARKIN. I guess what is on my mind is I am thinking
that since we are limited in what we can do here, we can provide
the funding and we should increase the funding for the Summer
Feeding Program, the Child and Adult Care Program, After-School
Programs, but should we somehow link it to certain activities that
the local community has to engage in to be able to participate, in
other words, providing those kinds of sports, activities, things like
that for kids rather than just setting up, as I have seen in some
places where they just go to a park and they bring a lot of food and
kids come to the park and they can have a lunch or something,
which I don’t think works very well. In other words, encouraging
local communities to think about how they do the things you are
talking about, getting the local firefighters, police, and stuff like
that involved.

Mr. HECHT. Let me sharpen the question just a minute. In Cali-
fornia, over 80 percent of the children who eat summer food meals
eat them at school, during summer school generally, and we are
starting to see that beleaguered school districts aren’t going to be
able to offer as much summer school as they have in the past, so
there are going to be more children unanchored to a program or a
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school that gives them a summer food meal. So there is a serious
problem, I think increasing this coming summer, at least in Cali-
fornia, of children who are not going to be close by some activity,
either academic or recreational, where we can plop a Summer Food
Program.

Ms. NoLAN. I also—I think that if we could do—if there is some
kind of a pilot that we could do to try this out, maybe State by
State and having where they are connected, it would be helpful. I
think that it would be something that you would see some more
significant usage of the program.

Chairman HARKIN. And I also want to see what role we have for
the Ys around the country, because they are really into wellness
and promoting wellness, and perhaps this is something that we
ought to be looking at as part of this.

Ms. NoOLAN. Boys and Girls Clubs, I think.

Chairman HARKIN. And Boys and Girls Clubs, too. Yes, Boys and
Girls Clubs, too.

Senator Chambliss?

Senator CHAMBLISS. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

I like your idea, Ms. Nolan, of trying to create some sort of um-
brella out there. What we tend to do as policymakers here in Wash-
ington all too often is that we create these programs and they are
all great programs. You all have talked about your individual ones.
All of a sudden, somebody comes in with another idea and we cre-
ate a fourth panelist on this panel all of a sudden who has a great
program and we throw money at it.

Mr. Hecht, you make a great point that throwing money at it is
not necessarily the answer to it. Certainly everybody can use more
funding, but if you had them all under one umbrella and you re-
structured the programs so you don’t have the overlap, you are
going to wind up saving a lot of money to be able to be spent on
additional meals and what not. So I think are some very good ideas
that you all have tossed out there.

Ms. Nolan, it is pretty obvious that what you are doing with kids
in your program is you are letting them have fun. If kids have fun,
they are going to show up.

Ms. NoLAN. Right.

Senator CHAMBLISS. There is probably a lot of peer pressure
bringing in other kids, too, if they know they are having fun. So
obviously you are doing a lot of the right things.

Dr. Paige, I was curious about in your statement that everybody
at 185 percent of poverty level ought to be automatically enrolled.
What you are saying there is that all of those folks are eligible
now. They are just not enrolling. And you are not talking about an
expansion, you are just talking about making sure that folks that
are eligible do get enrolled again, which I am sure there are prob-
ably some of those parents who, when they leave the hospital,
maybe they don’t know about the program or some of them want
to do it on their own rather than depending on the government.
But that is an interesting concept you throw out there, that it will
save us money in the long run if you do have more families partici-
pating in the program.

Mr. PAIGE. Currently, Senator Chambliss, there is not a suffi-
cient appropriation to meet the entire need were we to be success-
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ful through our outreach efforts to bring all of the eligibles into the
program. So my own view is that not only will the nutritional risks
be addressed, but we will have the opportunity to develop a more
comprehensive preventive program. It is hard to measure the pre-
vention, but when we are talking about newborns and we are talk-
ing about pregnant women, there is a strong, compelling case to be
made that prevention is as important as the remediation that we
attempt to do by identifying nutritional risk.

So it is from that perspective, that broad-based public health pre-
ventive perspective, and it is not simply empty rhetoric. We know
through the data that when we can begin to provide a nutritional
infrastructure, we can start with a comprehensive program pre-
natally. We can deal with the range of obstetrical and behavioral
problems. We can start this nutrition education. We are talking
about obesity and we are talking about where to start, as I men-
tioned quickly in my prepared comments.

But my own view is that we need a vertical, comprehensive, inte-
grated, coherent program of all of the nutritional programs, not
just WIC. What we have now is a fractured system. It is a good
system. WIC is a wonderful system. But it needs to be integrated
with Head Start and it has to have a linkage into the schools. We
have to have, as was mentioned earlier, a standard, unified ap-
proach with regards to qualifying as well as reducing the burden
on the client to continue to qualify for many of these programs. We
can be much smarter about it. We can integrate it. We can move
to a streamlined approach.

We can locate these programs with health programs so that we
are dealing in a more comprehensive, unified approach to deal with
the nutritional risks that exist within the population that we are
serving. We can make effective use and economical use of the per-
sonnel back and forth between this, an electronic system that
would communicate back and forth in terms of immunizations, in
terms of social services.

We have complex problems here. We have poverty that feeds, if
you will take the metaphor, the malnutrition that exists and we
have to be clever about it. It was mentioned by my colleagues here
that we must have a more comprehensive, effective system, par-
ticularly as money becomes less available, we have to be smarter
about the way we run these programs. We have to start pre-
conceptionally in the schools with our young women and young
men in terms of health issues, and we have to address the—obesity
is not an isolate. Low birthweight is not an isolate. These are part
of a continuum that exists within the community and we keep look-
ing at it.

We are the best country in the world. We really have the best
programs in the world. But we are not clever about the way we
apply them in our lower-tier population that needs a consistent, co-
ordinated message that moves over time, because after two or 3
years, we have our children graduating from WIC and they are
going into school and they get a different message, and they get a
different message in every State and in every community with re-
spect to good nutrition. It is a more amorphous concept than simply
saying good nutrition.
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So we need Federal standards and guidance with regard to a uni-
fied message. We need a streamlined, integrated approach. We
need a vertical, coherent, logical approach that is built on sound
nutrition science with a core that is, I would say, federally sug-
gested with the embroidery around it in terms of the expression of
the communities and the States that we are dealing with and we
have not been clever enough to accomplish that, and it is very cost
inefficient. We are losing tremendous amounts of money.

The client burden—forget even the client burden. Going from one
doctor to get a hematocrit and then going to—a blood count, and
then going to another place to get another blood count, and then
having to carry that information, that is not an efficient system
and it doesn’t lead to good care, either.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Mr. Hecht, your comment about one in four
children are obese before entering kindergarten is an interesting
statistic, because child obesity obviously is a problem that all of us
are concerned about now, and the fact that it does go up rather
than going down is also pretty alarming. Is there a direct correla-
tion between that statistic and the economic strata which those
children come out of?

Mr. HECHT. Yes and no. I wish I could give you a simpler an-
swer. There is no question but that it costs more to have healthier
food and that the families with less money are having a hard time
helping their children have healthy diets. On the other hand, as
Dr. Paige mentioned, there is obesity at every income stratum and
it is not isolated to the low-income areas, but the causes of it seem
clearer at lower incomes and the consequences seem much more se-
vere.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Last, Mr. Hecht, you mentioned in your tes-
timony and in your written statement that this paperwork in your
program is a real problem. Is there any way for your providers to
go online to do this versus having all this paperwork to complete?
And second, what can we do to eliminate that paperwork? I have
no idea what it is or what all the requirements are, but what can
we do about it?

Mr. HEcHT. That is a very welcome question. Yes, there are ways
that our providers can begin to use computers to go online to file
some of the information that they need to. The next group up, the
sponsoring organizations, are doing that much more. Some of the
providers, particularly if they are in the family child care homes,
have difficulty either owning or being adept at some of the com-
puter technology.

The paperwork is extremely burdensome in the family child care
homes and in the centers. There has been a Paperwork Reduction
Task Force meeting. Some of those recommendations have been
met, some have not. It ought to be carried on. There are some ques-
tions that are asked of providers, if they serve the same number
of children day after day, is that real or are they making that up,
which is sort of a blunt instrument for trying to make sure that
there are no fraudulent claims being made in child care. But the
paperwork requirements that have been put in place to try to stop
that are really very blunt and are burdensome to the providers and
to the sponsors and not very adept at catching any problem if there
is a problem.
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Senator CHAMBLISS. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HARKIN. Thank you very much.

Senator Casey?

Senator CASEY. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much, and I want
to thank Senator Klobuchar for letting me jump the line here. I am
grateful for that.

I was looking at some of the particulars, Dr. Paige, of your testi-
mony as well as both of our other witnesses and some of the num-
bers in here are just staggering and worthy of repetition many,
many times, even though it is bad news, because we need this in-
formation to focus us on the urgency of this.

The 13 million American children below the age of 18 living in
families with incomes below the poverty level is a stunning number
in and of itself. The percent of children in poverty increases to 21
percent in children below the age of five. The section on low birth-
weight, where you are highlighting that problem, but you also have
some good news there. Based upon the data, the WIC Program re-
verses many of the negative outcomes that we are talking about.

And then, of course, under the section on infant mortality, this
line I have never seen before and it really—we know it is true, but
we don’t see this very often, that the disease burden among the
survivors is lifelong.

Mr. PAIGE. Yes.

Senator CASEY. And it is just staggering what our challenge is.
So it leads to my question on the WIC Program. We have, as we
know, we are in the midst, I should say, of a terrible economic cri-
sis, a lot of families living through that trauma and we have lim-
ited budgets and limited resources. But I guess I would ask you,
Doctor, if you could, and I know it is difficult to do this, but to rank
some of the recommendations that you make in terms of the three
most urgent or the few that are most urgent in light of the need
and the gravity of the problem, but also in the context of the budg-
et realities we have.

Mr. PAIGE. Thank you, Senator Casey. Thank you for high-
lighting those very significant numbers. I might add that those
numbers that you have just read escalate dramatically in our mi-
nority populations. In female-headed households in Baltimore or in
Washington, we are looking at 60 percent poverty. So these are ex-
traordinary problems that we are dealing with nationally.

I would also like to comment briefly, if I may, and I will be very
brief, regarding the lifelong burden. Over the last eight to 10 years,
the research has been prolific in the area of fetal growth restriction
and low birthweight, the result thereof, and adult disease burden.
The adult disease burden is in terms of shifts in the internal physi-
ology—anatomy and physiology of the fetally growth restricted that
results in heart disease at age 50 and 60 and results in diabetes
and results in a number of disease burdens that up until very re-
cently we thought were very isolated, circumscribed, age-specific
problems, and we are much wiser now.

So when we quote statistics regarding the dollars saved in the
neonatal intensive care unit, that really is just the beginning. We
have the disease burden just moving through time. And underpin-
ning that are the congenital anomalies that exist as a result of the
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inadequate nutrition and environmental hardships that exist that
are continuing.

So now to your question. I really can’t answer the question en-
tirely. I can just say philosophically, my own view is to start at the
beginning to try to maximize and optimize the embryo, where we
have many, many problems. We don’t think of the embryo. We
think of the fetus and we think of 30 weeks and 34 weeks, where
there is a more tangible human experience. But the embryo is un-
dergoing enormous development and requires the best nutrition. So
we have to get our women into the program very early.

We have to increase education, not just for our poor women, but
for our population in general. These are not problems unique to
this population, they are just escalated in this population.

So my own view is to start peri-conceptionally, move through
pregnancy and infancy into childhood. But you note in my testi-
mony, I try to make the point that in the one-to 4—year-old, these
are youngsters who are already walking. They are cute, but they
no longer have that intense position in the household as a new-
born, so it is easy to forget them and the risks that they face in
terms of the nutritional factors that are required for interaction, for
cognitive development. So we pay a penalty if we sacrifice our one-
to 4-year-olds and only concentrate.

So it is a complex question. There is a hierarchy. My own view
is to maximize, optimize fetal growth, pregnancy, and the early in-
fant period, and I think we need to address the preventive ele-
ments of the WIC Program in this in terms of now only the food,
which is absolutely critical, it is the substrate that makes it all
work, but the education and the continuing education that exists,
and you heard in my earlier response, I see it as a vertical issue.
I see that we have to protect this newborn right through the one-
to 4—year age, right through Head Start, right into school. We need
it in a coherent manner and that would be an attempt at answer-
ing your question, Senator.

Senator CASEY. Thank you, and I know I am over time, so I will
just present this to Ms. Nolan as something we will be sending to
you. I have worked hard on the Summer Food Program. In our
State, we have a large portion of our State which is rural, and I
will ask you a question for the record that I will preview now. I
just ask for your recommendations about how to make that pro-
gram more effective in rural areas, the Summer Food Program in
rural areas. But we are about a minute-and-a-half over, so we will
submit that for the record. Thank you very much.

Chairman HARKIN. Thank you.

Senator Klobuchar?

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Thank you very much.

Thank you to all of you for your good work. I was very interested,
Mr. Hecht, and kind of shocked at the statistic that you put out
there on the two-to 5-year-olds with 25 percent of them being
obese or overweight. Could you explain, and I know you talked a
little bit demographically earlier, but could you explain, just take
a little time to explain why you think this is happening?

Mr. HECcHT. Well, I think there are two parts to it. One is cal-
ories in and one is calories out. I think it is as simple as that, that
the children are not getting movement either at child care or at
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home. There is a tremendous amount of screen time, as I am sure
you know, and every reputable body says there shouldn’t be any be-
fore a child is one, one or two, and then there should be perhaps
an hour of limited quality education type of TV if there is any. But
in so many homes, the TV is just on all day.

And on the food side, as we all know, Adam Jernowski [ph.] has
done good studies, others, as well, that show that healthier food is
more expensive to purchase, and so it is—and in some cases, less
accessible. So it is both access and affordability that makes it very
difficult for low-income families to feed their children the kinds of
food they would like or for child care providers to have the kinds
of food they like.

On the other hand, we found a very interesting thing which we
are still developing, but I think it is solid, is that the families that
paid more for child care got less in terms of nutrition because they
weren’t always going to the programs that had the Child Care Food
Program with the Federal reimbursement. So for all the bashing,
the Child Care Food Program is a good program. It needs to get
better, but it is a good program.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Very good. Thank you. You know, speaking
of that program, are you recommending that we change the law to
mandate that—because you were talking about some of the issues
with it—that the changes for child care sites, that these changes
for child care sites you have suggested, that it should be a mandate
in terms of receiving the nutrition dollars?

Mr. HECHT. Yes, I do.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. And what do you think would be the best
recommendations to try to change the program?

Mr. HEcHT. I would go in two directions. One are the, what I
think are modest recommendations with regard to the quality of
food, that we really borrow from the WIC food package change and
increase fresh fruits and vegetables, whole grains, get water into
those kids, low-fat milk, and limit sodium, salt—sodium and sugar
and fats. And then the surrounding environment, which includes
some of the screen time, physical activity, not having certain kinds
of food around where the children are, what we now referring to
as foods of minimal nutrition value in the schools. There are just
some things everybody knows kids shouldn’t have and those ought
not be there. I think those are practical, implementable sugges-
tions, in addition to increased reimbursement, of course.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. On the other thing, when you were talking
about the early childhood on and the mothers and whether or not
some of these kids are just preprogrammed, which is a scary
thought, based on the nutrition they have received before they
were born, I listened to that because I think that is an issue that
we see that just makes it so hard for these little kids.

Dr. Paige, you wanted to

Mr. PAIGE. I was just going to jump in and say, paradoxically,
many of the low birthweight infants are at risk for obesity because
given their reduced size, organ size and shifts in hormones and so
on—I have lectures here that I won’t bore you with—given those
shifts, when they are born into a calorie-abundant environment,
they tend to increase weight more quickly and their feedback sys-
tems with respect to satiety and control are also in many ways
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interfered with. And as a result, we have this paradox of low birth-
weight, and it may account—the question was asked earlier why
demographically would we see a tilt perhaps in this population of
economically disadvantaged, and this is arguably an important
issue that is being pursued scientifically. But there is enough evi-
dence at the moment to at least underpin the logic of it, yes.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. When you talked, Dr. Paige, about how you
can make it easier for people, and clearly how we do a better job
here is to get this nutrition information and get it out there and
make it easily as accessible as possible to low-income families from
the very beginning, so you talked about how difficult it is to access
the information and trying to do it on a site basis. Could you just
elaborate a little on that in terms of making it—what would be
your dream of how to make this accessible to low-income mothers?

Mr. PAIGE. Well, we have been very clever about doing this inter-
nationally in terms of providing star power and other agents of
change within a community with regard to musicals and other ele-
ments that are quickly identifiable by many of us in the popu-
lation. We need also that for attention. But then a consistent mes-
sage, as well. We have a very fractured message across the spec-
trum of services that we provide.

So we need that reinforcement, and then my dream—I am com-
ing back to the same theme, though—is that we are working in a
cooperative, integrated manner with the food programs that are out
there, with the school program, in a consistent message, as well.
There are conflicting information. We see in the newspaper fre-
quently, even for us on an upper-tier, maybe, suddenly the sci-
entific information or the food information has changed and the
sands have shifted under us. It is both proper, but this is hap-
pening on a continuing basis in terms of the, I will say it again,
the fractured message that exists out there.

I think I will stop there and get your response.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. OK. Well, I am out of time to do my re-
sponse. Could I just ask one more question, Senator Harkin? It was
actually the question that Senator Casey was going to ask you, Ms.
Nolan, about how you would replicate this idea on a rural basis.

Ms. NOLAN. Well, there—one wouldn’t believe it, but we do actu-
ally have a fair amount of rural poverty in Eastern Connecticut
and one of the things that has been an issue is the transportation.
I think that if there is a way that we can increase transportation
to those places, some people say that we can increase the time in
which—or lessen the time that the food has to be there so that
maybe somebody can drop it off and then have the kids come in,
or have it for a longer time. There are a number of things. There
are a number of people who have worked on this and I will be
happy to get you something really written up that explains it fully.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Thank you very much.

Ms. NOLAN. You are welcome.

Mr. PAIGE. May I just add, Reverend Greenaway reminds me
that the National WIC Association is launching on Tuesday a part-
nership with Sesame Workshop, which is specific to my general
comment regarding utilizing the various outlets of communication
and advertising and
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Senator KLOBUCHAR. So how are they doing that? Are they show-
ing Sesame characters eating spinach?

Mr. PAIGE. Well, we will both watch on March 10.

[Laughter.]

Senator KLOBUCHAR. That is good.

Mr. PAIGE. But whether that is or is not successful, we need an
approach that addresses it in the language, in the venue that peo-
ple are comfortable and operate with.

Reverend, do you want to answer? Are they going to eat spinach?

Rev. Greenaway. Well, we have a partnership with Sesame
Workshop which will provide Healthy Habits for Life kits, which
are a combined video and reading material, educational tool for
WIC families that emphasizes “eat a rainbow,” so all of the fruits
and vegetables. Talking Broccoli will be there and Cookie Monster
tomorrow. Cookie Monster will be talking about sometime and any-
time food. And those who have little children know that when they
go to the grocery store, they go, “Oh, no, Mommy, that is sometime
food, but carrots are anytime food.”

It is that kind of nutrition message that we are trying to rein-
force with Sesame Workshop that we have been communicating
within the WIC clinic all along, but now we have a great collabo-
rative partnership to do that. We are putting in the hands of WIC
families already five million of these Healthy Habit kits, which in-
clude a DVD that they can play at home and they are already a
big hit.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. OK.

Mr. PAIGE. I would add that within the WIC Program, as well,
we are looking for ways to use internet-based education and other
efficient methods that use modern technology to reinforce the mes-
sage, provide DVDs and a range of information so that there can
be an interactive chat room on the internet. These are—each one
will not solve the problem, but in a coordinated effort that provides
this broad-based approach, we can make progress.

And as I said, we have been very successful, the U.S. has, in
achieving this internationally, but we haven’t been clever enough
to apply it consistently here in our own homes and our own coun-
try.

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Thank you very much.

Chairman HARKIN. Thank you all. I just have one other area that
I would like to cover with you, Dr. Paige, and that is the area of
breastfeeding. Twenty-eight years ago this year, when I was a
member of the House, I was one of the honorary co-chairs of the
National Breastfeeding Coalition. That group had formed to protest
the activities then of the Nestle Corporation in terms of their provi-
sions of infant formula to not only poor families around the world,
but also how they were providing it to mothers in hospitals. As
soon as they gave birth, they got a nice package of infant formula.

That coalition was, I think, fairly successful at that time in
terms of the boycott and Nestle agreed to change a lot of its prac-
tices at that time, in the mid-1980’s, although I understand that
now it has crept back in, that there are still these packages given
to mothers in hospitals as soon as the child is born. They get these
packages of infant formula and things like that. I don’t know how
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extensive that is, but I have heard that it has kind of crept back
in.
And since that time, even in my own family, we have been heav-
ily involved in promoting breastfeeding. But we found, as you kind
of alluded to, I think, and that is among low-income women, the
incidence of breastfeeding is the lowest. Among higher-income
women, it is the highest. So what are the barriers? What are the
barriers getting low-income women focused more on breastfeeding?

Mr. PAIGE. What is interesting is that if you look at the data in
the 1960’s and 1970’s—and let me also say I have not only been
aware but a strong supporter of yours at arm’s length in terms of
everything you have done in this regard. In the 1960’s and 1970’s,
through the early 1970’s, the level of breastfeeding among the low-
income population was quite high. In the course of a generation, a
generation and a half, we have reversed this.

It is the attraction of formula, and this attraction starts in the
hospital when there is a discharge pack. Our colleagues in the in-
fant formula business are clever about this. They say, yes, breast
is best, but when you need to go out for an evening or so, and slow-
ly both the commitment as well as the lactation begins to erode
and you have a quick move to formula.

Yes, in the hospitals they are now giving out infant formula
packs. Our own data shows clearly that there is a marked dif-
ference between those who receive the pack versus those who do
not in terms of the rapid decrement in breastfeeding. This is a
problem that has resurfaced.

I am all for enterprise and entrepreneurial activity, but I do
think we have a responsibility here to our newborns to eliminate
that practice.

Chairman HARKIN. You talked about peer counseling. I think
that is extremely important—extremely important.

Mr. PAIGE. We have been—thank you for raising that, Senator
Harkin. We at Hopkins have been working aggressively in this
area and the data shows clearly that the—not just the individuals,
but the clinics that have peer counselors present do much better
in terms of initiation and duration.

Chairman HARKIN. Yes.

Mr. PAIGE. This program is an extraordinarily strong program.

Chairman HARKIN. The other thing, Dr. Paige, is that there has
been a shift. In the 1960’s and 1970’s, fewer women in the lower
economic strata were employed. They were at home. That shifted
because of the erosions of the economy and their husbands’ pay,
things like that. There are more and more women in the workforce.
And what has happened is—let me take an example.

My oldest daughter has a very nice job in California. Her com-
pany provides all kinds of benefits for breastfeeding. They have a
room. They have refrigeration. You can pump. They just provide all
that kind of stuff. But she doesn’t have a minimum-wage job. See,
most of the low-income women, they go to work at 7-Eleven or
Casey’s or in a department store, things like that. They just don’t
provide that kind of help, so they are caught. They may want to
breastfeed, but they don’t have the ability to do so.

Mr. PAIGE. Yes.
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Chairman HARKIN. So what I am hoping is that we would—I
hope this administration, I hope the Obama administration and I
hope others will start talking about a national effort to provide
support for new mothers in the workplace so that they are able to
breastfeed their children. We just don’t have that at all in this
country and we need that national effort. It is also the workplace
that we have got to start looking at. So there are a lot of areas.
I hope you will start looking at that, too, of how we change that
attitude, that mindset that we have in this country.

Mr. PAIGE. Yes.

Chairman HARKIN. I mean, I have seen personally and I have
heard many stories of women who take their children someplace,
maybe a restaurant, they are breastfeeding, and they are told to
stop.

Mr. PAIGE. Let me just jump in on that. My doctoral student,
who is now my colleague, Dr. Gross, was at Toys 'R Us. This is in
the State of Maryland about eight or 9 years ago. She was
breastfeeding in Toys 'R Us, of all places, and she was asked to
leave. She then went on a tear. She was angry and educated and
she got the law changed in the State of Maryland that someone can
discretely or appropriately breastfeed in appropriate establish-
ments.

You have raised the points that have been at the center of my
concern for many, many, many years in terms of how we begin to
change the culture, the workplace culture and even the community
culture, because there is a lack of receptivity to breastfeeding,
whether it is on a train or at home. Some of the strongest nega-
tives exist within the family itself. So we have a great deal of work
to do in this particular area.

The peer counselors have been very effective in breastfeeding and
I think they can also work in other areas of WIC in terms of even
the issue of obesity, in terms—our communities tend to respond
more immediately to the exhortations of folks from the community.
They are a powerful force.

Chairman HARKIN. We have got to focus on this, because Presi-
dent Obama has suggested and has supported this visiting nurse
program and put it into his budget, by the way, for next year,
which is laudable, and that is visiting nurses to go to homes, low-
income, poverty homes where we have pregnant mothers-to-be and
to work with them on their nutrition and stopping smoking and
don’t drink alcohol and that kind of peer counseling. All of that is
well and good. Hopefully, we can try to expand that beyond that
to also as an encouragement for them to breastfeed, at least for the
initial stages of the baby’s life.

Mr. PAIGE. The decision to breastfeed is really made prenatally,
usually, the data suggests, in the seventh or eighth month, as the
realization, recognition of a new life to be born and a responsibility,
and we need to bring in our obstetrical community, our nursing
community. As I said several times, we need to be clever about it
and we need to shape this in a way that is also consistent.

I would add, not a polemic but just a fact that many of the WIC
women, while they initiate, the numbers begin to approach Healthy
People 2010 goals, many—a large number abandon breastfeeding
within the first three or 4 weeks. So those who do elect do not have
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a—we do not have the structure either in our health system or in
WIC or in any of the social services to reinforce that decision on
the part of the mother and she becomes quickly discouraged. There
is no support internally or externally and there is abandonment.

Chairman HARKIN. Well, listen, thank you all very much. This
has been a great panel and I thank you for your leadership in this
area, all of you, in this whole area. We invite your continued input
and advice to us as we develop this reauthorization of the child nu-
trition bill.

I thought the two panels were very good. We focused on the
school-based programs and we focused on the non-school-based pro-
grams, Child and Adult Care, WIC Programs, After-School, Sum-
mer Feeding Programs, and we have to think about how we
streamline them, make them more effective. And one word I would
add is how we leverage, leveraging money. In other words, if we
are putting things out there, what can we get communities then to
add on to in terms of leveraging those dollars a little bit better out
there.

But thank you all very much and the committee will stand ad-
journed until the call of the Chair.

[Whereupon, at 12:07 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]
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Statement of Chairman Tom Harkin (D-IA)
Hearing on Improving Nutrition for America’s Children in Difficult Economic
Times
As Prepared for Delivery

“Today’s hearing continues this committee’s ongoing efforts to address issues of child nutrition
and health. In our first hearing in December of last year, I spoke bluntly about the very real and
damaging long-term health problems that we face in this country. Overweight and obesity, even
among our children, have reached epidemic levels in America, raising the specter that our
children will not live as long as their parents.

“Compounding these problems is a health care system that is ill-equipped to prevent disecase. We
must reorient our health care system so that it focuses on preventing diet-related illnesses and
promoting good nutrition and wellness. As the witnesses in our last hearing outlined very
clearly, USDA’s child nutrition programs are a tremendous opportunity to make a lasting impact
on the nutrition and eating habits of our children. A stronger, targeted investment in those
programs must be a part of a comprehensive federal response to poor nutrition among our
children.

“Our witnesses today will present us with some of the particular challenges and opportunities
that we face in improving child nutrition, both when kids are in school and when they are not.

“We must start early. The WIC Program has long been one of our nation’s most effective public
health programs and has proven itself time and time again. Our child care settings also present
us with a unique and often overlooked opportunity to reach children before they enter
kindergarten and expose them to the right kind of foods and eating habits.

“With over 30 million kids eating federally assisted lunches, the National School Lunch Program
is perhaps our best opportunity to improve child nutrition and health. Research has shown that
children who eat school lunches have higher intakes of a range of essential vitamins and minerals
than children who consume lunches from other sources.

“However, while the quality of school meals has gradually improved over the years, much work

remains to be done to bring them in line with the Dietary Guidelines. We know for example that
two-thirds of elementary schools offer meals that exceed the standards for saturated fat, which is
strongly linked to heart disease.

“One of the solutions is to improve school meals: offering foods that have more of the good stuff
(vitamins and minerals) and less of the bad (added sugar, sodium, and fat). That means more
low- and no-fat milk, leaner meats, whole grain products, and fruits and vegetables, particularly
fresh. While that may seem like an easy recommendation in principle, many school districts will
tell you it is much more difficult to put into practice for a variety of reasons, particularly cost.

“Fresh fruits and vegetables and whole grains tend to cost more than less healthful alternatives,
so it is not surprising that some school food service directors find it difficult to offer these foods
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given their limited budgets — budgets which are stretched even further during an economic
downturn.

“That being said, there are school districts out there that are working within their current budget
and still going the extra mile for their kids by creating an overall nutrition environment that
teaches kids the importance of eating healthy, provides more healthful meals for them to eat, and
encourages healthy living by requiring regular physical education and activity. We will hear
testimony today from one of those districts, located in the city of Knoxville in my home state of
Iowa.

“To be sure, we should not assume that every school district’s budget allows them to replicate
the success of school districts like Knoxville. Perhaps the most important question it raises for
this committee is how Congress can best help places like Knoxville continue their good work
and also help other school districts meet the challenge of offering more healthful meals.

“One welcome sign of help came in the President’s recently released budget, in which the
President proposed $1 billion per year in additional funding for child nutrition. This is a strong
indication of how serious the new administration is about ending childhood hunger and teaching
healthy eating habits at an early age so that kids are more likely to grow up to be healthy adults.
Now Congress must make good on this proposal by dedicating real resources in our budget.

“A significant investment in the child nutrition reauthorization by Congress would be its own
down payment on comprehensive health care reform that would acknowledge the very real
budget difficulties that school districts, day care centers and other providers face while also
ensuring that kids are getting the most balanced, nutritious meals possible. I1look forward to
working with the other members of the committee and hearing from our witnesses today about
how we can address the challenges and opportunities we face to doing just that.”
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Senator Michael F. Bennet
Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry
Improving Nutrition for America’s Children in Difficult Economic Times
Wednesday March 4, 2009

Chairman Harkin, I am pleased to be a new member of this Committee, because I have a
genuine interest in many of the farming, natural resource, food, and nutrition issues that you all
deal with every day. Iam eager to learn and expect to spend a lot of time in the coming months
traveling around Colorado, listening and learning from Coloradans and from my colleagues who
have years of experience on this Committee.

No issue that you deal with day to day strikes me as more important to our future than
child nutrition. Also, as a former school superintendent and father of three school-aged children,
1 know that children learn better when they have had enough to eat. No child can be expected to
learn multiplication tables when they’re hungry. Poor nutrition impairs cognitive development.
And if there’s one thing this financial crisis teaches us, it’s that we adults don’t have all the
answers. We need our young people to develop into innovative, creative world-leaders.
Nutrition and overall wellness are essential components of education reform, healthcare reform,
and building a brighter future for generations to come.

Educators spend too much time filling out paperwork so kids can receive free and
reduced-price school breakfasts and lunches. If we can streamline and automate administration
and participation then our teachers can teach and our students can learn. We also have to make it
easier for kids to make healthy choices, both at lunch time and in between meals by making sure
schools are environments that foster wellness in the classroom, in the lunchroom and in the
hallways.

Proper nutrition outside the school setting is just as important. If we expect children to
come to school ready to learn, then they must be nourished during their first few years in day-
care, during the summer months, and after school too.

Everyone in this room would like to see improvements in the overall wellness of our
children. In a time of tight budgets and a childhood obesity epidemic, this will require creative
thinking as we strive to improve participation, and improve meal quality simultaneously.

1 look forward to embarking on this challenge with you, Mr. Chairman.
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Statement by Senator Pat Roberts

Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry
"Improving Nutrition for America’s Children in Difficult Economic
Times"

March 4, 2009

Mr. Chairman, | thank you for holding this hearing today on
"Improving Nutrition for America’s Children in Difficult Economic
Times." This year we are charged with the task of reauthorizing
the Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and
Children (WIC); the School Breakfast and National School Lunch
Programs; the Food Summer Service Program; and the Child and
Adult Care Food Program. The School Breakfast and National
Lunch Programs are vital in enabling our children to learn and
succeed. Studies have shown time and again that students
perform better in school when they eat balanced meals. | look
forward to addressing the nutritional concerns of our children to
ensure that they eat balanced meals.



54

Abt AssociatesIne.

TESTIMONY TO THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
NUTRITION AND FORESTRY

SUSAN BARTLEIT
ABT ASSOCIATES INC.

MARCH 4, 2009

55 Wheeler Street ® Cambridge, Massachusetts USA ® 02138-1168 * 617 492-7100 weiphone ® 617 492-5219 facsimite



55

USD United States  Food and April 2008
= wmee=  Department of  Nutrition Special Nutrition Programs
‘ Agriculture Service Report No. CN-08-MCII

School Lunch and Breakfast
Cost Study — 11

Executive Summary

Authors:

Susan Bartlett

Frederic Glantz

Christopher Logan

Submitted by: Submitted to:

Abt Associates Inc. Office of Research, Nutrition and Analysis

55 Wheeler Street USDA, Food and Nutrition Service

Cambridge, MA 02138-1168 3101 Park Center Drive
Alexandria, VA 22302-1500

Project Director: Project Officers:

Susan Bartlett Patricia McKinney

John R, Endahl

This study was conducted under FNS Contract Number AG-3198-D-05-0069 ($3,738,354)

Suggested Citation:

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service, Office of Research, Nutrition and Analysis,
School Lunch and Breakfast Cost Study-II, Executive Summary, by Susan Bartlett, et al. Project Officer:
Patricia McKinney and John R. Endahl. Alexandria, VA: 2008.



56
Executive Summary

Study Background

The School Lunch and Breakfast Cost Study-II (SLBCS-II) was carried out by Abt Associates Inc. of
Cambridge, Massachusetts, under contract to the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS), US Department
of Agriculture. The study provides a detailed examination of the cost of producing reimbursable
meals in the National School Lunch Program (NSLP) and the School Breakfast Program (SBP)
during school year (S8Y) 2005-06. Information was collected from a nationally representative sample
of 120 School Food Authorities (SFAs). In each SFA, data were collected in a representative sample
of schools and kitchens. In total, data were collected in a sample of 353 schools.

FNS has conducted several studies to examine meal production costs in the NSLP and the SBP. The
last study, the School Lunch and Breakfast Cost Study (SLBCS-I), used a direct measurement
methodology to develop national average meal production cost estimates for reimbursable NSLP and
SBP meals. SLBCS-I was completed in 1994 and used data collected during the 1992-1993 school
year. Reimbursement rates provided to States for lunches and breakfasts served in the NSLP and the
SBP have been adjusted annually since SLBCS-I to reflect changes in the Food Away From Home
series of the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers.

Much has changed in school foodservice since SLBCS-I was conducted, and although reimbursement
rates in the NSLP and SBP have been adjusted to account for inflation, there is concern that the
current reimbursement rates do not adequately reflect the current cost of producing school funches
and breakfasts. Information from SLBCS-II will allow FNS to assess the adequacy of current meal
reimbursement rates in these programs.

The study examined the costs charged to SFAs (reported costs) as well as those incurred by the school
district in support of SFA operations, but not charged to the SFA (unreported costs). Together, the
reported costs plus unreported costs are the full cost of meal production.

Reported Cost of Producing Reimbursable Meals

Reported costs include only those costs that are charged to SFA budgets. From the SFA’s
perspective, reported costs are the costs of running the NSLP and SBP and are the costs that they are
expected to cover. In addition, NSLP and SBP subsidies for free meals are, on average, expected to
cover costs. Food costs (including the value of donated commodities) accounted for about 46 percent
of reported costs, while labor costs accounted for slightly less than 45 percent of reported costs. All
other costs, including supplies, contract services, indirect charges by school districts, etc. represented
slightly less than 10 percent of reported costs.

The average costs of producing reimbursable meals in the NSLP and SBP are examined from two
perspectives. Costs are first examined using the SFA as the unit of analysis. The SFA-level analysis
weights the sample so as to count each SFA nationwide equally, regardless of size. From this
perspective, estimated costs represent the average cost for a “typical” SFA.
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Costs are also examined using the meal as the unit of analysis. This analysis gives equal weight to
each reimbursable meal, and since most reimbursable meals are produced in large SFAs, the results
are dominated by the costs incurred in large SFAs. From this perspective, estimates represent the cost
of an average reimbursable meal.

Reported Cost per Reimbursable Lunch

In 8Y 2005-06 the mean reported cost per reimbursable lunch was $2.36 when the unit of analvsis is
the S8FA (Exhibit ES.1). The mean reported cost of producing a reimbursable lunch was $2.28 when
the unit of analysis is the NSLP meal (Exhibit ES.2). The difference reflects the fact that reported
costs are somewhat lower in the small number of very large SFAs that produce a large share of total
NSLP lunches. The mean reported cost of producing a reimbursable lunch in 8Y 2005-06 was
considerably less than the prevailing USDA subsidy for a free lunch of $2.51." In 78 percent of
SFAs, the reported cost of a reimbursable funch was less than the USDA subsidy for a free tunch.
Similarly, when the unit of analysis is the NSLP meal, 76 percent of all lunches served in SY 2005-06
were produced at a reported cost that was less than the reimbursable rate for a free lunch.

Exhibit £5.1
Distribution of 8FAs by Reported Cost per Reimbursable Lunch

Mean .
$2.36 Reimbursement
Rate
30.0
2 §2.81

5.0~

20,0

158.0

Porcent of 5FAs

0.0

54

0.0 skt
$0.00t0 $1.40t0 $1.80¢0 $1.80to $2.00¢c $2.20tc $240%tc $2.80¢0 $2.80% $3.00ov
<4.40 <1.80 <4.80 <2.00 <220 <2.40 <2.80 <280 <3.80 more

' This figure represents the midpoint between the lower ($2.495) and higher {82.515) subsidy rates; schools
qualify for the higher rate if a specified percentage of their lunches are provided free or at a reduced rate.

The rates include $2.32 or $2.34 in cash reimbursements plus $.175 in entitlement commodities,
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Exhibit ES.2
Distribution of Lunches by Reported Cost per Reimbursable Lunch

Mean
$2.28
Reimbursement
30,0 Rate
$2.81

Parcent of Lunches

§0.00tc $1.40tc $160tc $1.80tc $2.00to $220tp $240tc $2.80tc $280%0 Fa00or
<140 =1.60 <180 <200 <2.20 <2.40 <2.80 «2.80 <3.00 more

Reported Costs per Reimbursable Breakfast

In 8Y 20035-06, when the unit of analysis is the SFA, the mean reported co% of producing a
reimbursable breakfast was $1.92 (Exhibit ES.3), When the unit of analysis is the SBP meal, the
mean reported cost of producing a reimbursable breakfast was only $1. 46 (Exhibit ES.4). Again, this
reflects the much lower unit costs in SFAs serving large numbers of reimbursable breakfasts. These
large SFAs serve a larger proportion of total breakfasts than total lunches, accounting for the larger
difference between the SFA-level and meal-level mean reported costs for breakfasts compared to the
difference observed for lunches.

The regular reimbursement rate for a free breakfast in SY 2005-06 was $1.27, with a “severe need”
rate of $1.51.7 In contrast to lunch costs, where the reported cost of producing a reimbursable lunch
tended to be less than the Federal subsidy for free lunches, in most SFAs the reported cost of
producing reimbursable breakfasts exceeded the reimbursement rates. In 64 percent of SFAs the

SFAs receive reimbursement at the higher severe need level for free and reduced price breakfasts which are
served in schools in which at least 40 percent of lunches were free or reduced price in the second preceding
school year.
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Exhibit ES.3

Distribution of SFAs by Reported Cost per Reimbursable Breakfast
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Exhibit ES 4

Distribution of Breakfasts by Reported Cost per Reimbursable Breakfast

38.0

30.0

28.0+

20.0

8.0+

Percent of Broakiasts

$0.00 10
=1.00

$1.00t0
<1.20

Relmbursement
HRate
$1.27

$1.20 10
<1.40

Mean
$1.48

Severe Need
Reimbursemant
Rate

$1.81

$1.40to  $160t  $1B0to  $2.00t  $2200r
<1.50 <180 <200 <2.30 maore

Executive Summary



60

' reported cost of producing a reimbursable breakfast was greater than the applicable reimbursement
rate for a free breakfast.’ Even when the unit of analysis is the SBP meal so that larger SFAs are
counted more heavily than smaller SFAs, 42 percent of all breakfasts served in SY 2005-06 were
produced at a reported cost that exceeded the reimbursement rate for a free breakfast.

Meal Production Systems

The study examined meal production costs by the types of meal production system used by SFAs, as
defined by the mix of the various types of kitchens used by schools in the SFA. Meal production
systems included: a) on-site kitchens only; b) base/central kitchens only; ¢) mostly on-site kitchens;
and d) mostly satellite kitchens.*

There were no significant differences in the reported cost of producing reimbursable lunches based on
the type of meal production system used by SFAs. However, the mean reported cost of producing
reimbursable breakfasts varied by the type of meal production system used, with SFAs using mostly
on-site school kitchens having the lowest average cost per reimbursable breakfast ($1.38) and SFAs
using only base/central kitchens having the highest average cost per reimbursable breakfast ($2.1 0).}

Reported Administrative Labor Costs

A major research objective for SLBCS-II was to examine the proportion of foodservice labor costs
that were atiributable to foodservice administration. This study broadly defined foodservice
administration to include regular administrative activities such as planning, budgeting and
management for the foodservice program and other non-production activities such as maintenance of
foodservice equipment and warehousing of food and supplies. Across SFAs, administrative labor
costs accounted for an average of 19 percent of total reported labor costs (Exhibit ES.5), and 8
percent of total reported costs (Exhibit ES.6).

The severe-need reimbursement rate was used for all schools in SFAs in which at least 40 percent of the
lunches were reimbursed at the free or reduced-price rates because data to determine severe need status of
individual schools were not available to this study. In fact, SFAs receive the higher severe need rate for
breakfasts served in individual schools in which at least 40 percent of lunches were free or reduced price.
According to FNS program data, in SY 2005-06, 89 percent of all free breakfasts served in the School
Breakfast Program were reimbursed at the severe need rate. The study assumption that all breakfasts in an
SFA were reimbursed at the same rate has only a small effect on the estimate that in 64 percent of SFAs the
reported cost of producing a reimbursable breakfast was above the applicable reimbursement rate. The
reported cost of producing a reimbursable breakfast was above the regular free reimbursement rate in 70
percent of all SFAs and was above the severe need reimbursement rate in 57 percent of all SFAs.

Central kitchens are not located in a school; on-site, or independent, school kitchens prepare all of the food
served in the school in which they are located; base school kitchen prepare food for other schools in
addition to the one in which they are located; and satellite school kitchens receive some or all of the food
served in the school in which they are located from a base or central kitchen.

These are the average costs using the SFA as the unit of analysis. There were no significant differences in
the average cost of producing a reimbursable breakfast across meal production systems when the SBP
breakfast is the unit of analysis.
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Exhibit ES.8

Administrative Labor Costs as a Percentage of Reported Labor Costs
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Exhibit ES.8

Administrative Labor Costs as a Percentage of Total Reported Costs
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Full Cost of Producing Reimbursable Meals

While reported costs include only those costs that are charged to SFA budgets, and are the costs that
they are expected to cover, the full cost of producing reimbursable meals also includes those costs
incurred by the school district in support of SFA operations that are not charged to the SFA
(unreported costs).

Full Cost per Reimbursable Lunch

In SY 2005-06 full costs per reimbursable lunch ranged from less than $2.00 to over $3.40, with a
mean of $2.91 when the unit of analysis is the SFA (Exhibit ES.7). The mean reported cost of
producing a reimbursable lunch was $2.79 when the unit of analysis is the NSLP meal (Exhibit ES.8).
The difference reflects the fact that (as with reported costs) full costs are relatively low in the small
number of very large SFAs that produce a large share of total NSLP lunches. The mean full cost of
producing a reimbursable lunch in SY 2005-06 was considerably more than the prevailing USDA
subsidy for a free lunch of $2.51. In 68 percent of SFAs, the full cost of a reimbursable lunch was
more than the USDA subsidy for a free lunch. Similarly, 72 percent of reimbursable lunches were
produced at a full cost that was greater than the USDA subsidy for a free lunch.

Full Costs per Reimbursable Breakfast

In SY 2005-06, when the unit of analysis is the SFA, the mean full cost of producing a reimbursable
breakfast ranged from less than $1.20 to more than $2.60 with a mean of $2.50 (Exhibit ES.9). When
the unit of analysis is the SBP meal, the mean full cost of producing a reimbursable breakfast was
only $1.81 (Exhibit ES.10). Again, this reflects the much lower unit costs in SFAs serving large
numbers of reimbursable breakfasts, In 82 percent of SFAs the full cost of producing a reimbursable
breakfast was greater than the applicable reimbursement rate for a free breakfast. When the unit of
analysis is the SBP meal, 67 percent of all breakfasts served in SY 2005-06 were produced at a full
cost that exceeded the applicable reimbursement rate for a free breakfast.

Meal Production Systems

As with reported costs, there were no significant differences in the full cost of producing
reimbursable lunches based on the type of meal production system used by SFAs. However, the
mean full cost of producing reimbursable breakfasts varied by the type of meal production system
used, with SFAs using mostly on-site school kitchens having the lowest average cost per
reimbursable breakfast ($1.79) and SFAs using only base/central kitchens having the highest average
cost per reimbursable breakfast ($2.75).°

Full Administrative Labor Costs

On a full-cost basis, administrative labor accounted for an average of 20 percent of total labor costs,
and 10 percent of total full costs.

These are the average full costs using the SFA as the unit of analysis. There were no significant differences

in the average full cost of producing a reimbursable breakfast when the SBP breakfast is the unit of
analysis.
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Exhibit ES.7

Distribution of SFAs by Full Cost per Reimbursable Lunch
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Exhibit ES.8

Distribution of Lunches by Full Cost per Reimbursable Lunch
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Exhibit ES.9
Distribution of SFAs by Fuli Cost per Reimbursabie Breakfast
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Exhibit £E8.10
Distribution of Breakfasts by Full Cost per Reimbursable Breakfasts
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Unreported Costs

Most school districts incur some costs in support of their foodservice operations that are not charged
to the SFA budget. In some cases, school districts chose to bear these costs as a way to subsidize the
SFA, while in other cases districts carried the costs because the SFA had insufficient funds to cover
all expected costs. In SY 2005-06, these unreported costs accounted for an average of 19 percent of
the full cost of foodservice. Three categories of unreported costs account for nearly all unreported
costs (Exhibit ES.11). Unreported labor (which includes salaries and fringe benefits) represented 61
percent of total unreported costs, unreported indirect costs represented 26 percent, and unreported
equipment depreciation represented 10 percent.

Indirect Costs

SFAs (and other school district grants and programs) often use a variety of resources that are
provided or purchased by the school district, including:

» administrative or support functions performed by school district personnel, (such as
accounting, data processing, payroll, personnel, purchasing, storage, and transportation);

» facilities, equipment, supplies, and services (such as energy, communications and
transportation) provided or purchased by the school district; and

» employee benefits, payroll taxes and insurance.

There are several ways in which a schoot district may account for these costs. First, costs which the
school district can and wants to identify as costs related to foodservice are treated as direct
Jfoodservice costs. Alternatively such costs may be treated as indirect costs. Indirect costs represent
overhead-type expenses; they are expenses incurred by the school district that are not practical to
identify with specific functions or activities (such as foodservice), but are necessary for the general
operation of the organization and the conduct of activities it performs.

Many school districts use indirect cost rates to distribute such costs to benefiting activities.” An
indirect cost rate is the ratio of an organization’s (in this case the school district’s) indirect costs to its
direct costs, computed for the purpose of allocating indirect costs to grants and programs operated by
the organization.®

While nearly all SFAs (95 percent) had an indirect cost rate that could be applied to foodservice, most
SFAs (79 percent) did not report any indirect costs on the SFA’s expense statement. Only 9 percent

The Office of Management and Budget Circular A-87 sets guidelines for which indirect costs are allowable
to be allocated to grants and programs receiving Federal funds; individual programs may have additional
restrictions. State and local governments may use methods other than indirect cost rates, such as allocation
of costs in proportion to staff hours, to allocate indirect costs. In this study, no schoo} district used an
indirect cost allocation method other than indirect cost rates.

U.S. Department of Education regulates the allocation of indirect costs pool by school districts to its grants
and oversees the role of State Education Agencies (SEAs) in setting the methods by which school districts
compute and use indirect cost rates. SEAs generally specify the types of indirect and direct costs included
in the computation of school district indirect cost rates.
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Exhibit ES. 11
Composition of Unreported Costs

. Other Direct Costs
Equipment  Utilities 0.5%
Depreciation 25% o

89.9%

indirect Costs
28.8%
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81.3%

of all SFAs reported all of the indirect costs aftributable to foodservice, and 7 percent reported some
but pot all, of the indirect costs attribuitable to food service,

It is important to distinguish between reporting indirect costs and recovering indirect costs, When a
school district charges an SFA for (all or part of) the indirect costs attributable to SFA operations
these indirect costs are reported on the SFA’s expense statement. However, payment or recovery of
these reported indirect costs requires that funds be actually transferred from the SFA account to the
school district’s general fund. It is quite rare for such transfers to take place. Among the 16 percent
of school districts that had at least some reported indirect costs, about one-quarter (4 percent of all
districts) recovered all of the reported indirect costs from the foodservice account, The most common
reason for not recovering all reported indirect costs from foodservice was that the district did not
charge indirect costs for any grant or program. For the average SFA, unreported indirect costs
accounted for 26 percent of all unreported costs.

Revenues

Revenues derived from reimbursable meals, including Federal, State, and local subsidies tied to
reimbursable meals, other State and local funds, and student payments for reimbursable meals
accounted for an average of 84 percent of SFA revenues in SY 2005-06 {Exhibit ES.12). USDA
subsidies accounted for an average of 51 percent of total SFA revenues—45 percent from meal
reimbursements and § percent from donated commodities, Student payments for reimbursable meals
accounted for an average of 24 percent of total SFA revenues, and state and local revenues accounted
for 9 percent of total SFA revenues. 4 la carte sales, adult meals, and other nonreimbursable food
sales represented only 16 percent of the average SFA’s total revenues.
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Exhibit ES 12
Composition of SFA Revenues
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Comparison of Costs and Revenues

Reported Costs

SFAs are required to operate the school foodservice on a nonprofit basis. Program regulations define
a nonprofit foodservice as one operated primarily for the benefit of enrolled children, all revenus
from which is used solely to operate or improve the foodservice. An SFA must limit the net cash
resources of its nonprofit foodservice to three months’ average expenditures. Usually SFAs operate
at the break-even level, i.e,, costs equal revenues from all sources. Nonprofit status is determined by
the financial status of the school foodservice as @ whele rather than the financial status of each
Federal program separately. SFAs must accrue all revenues from the school foodservice to a
nonprofit foodservice account, including Federal lunch, breakfast, and snack payments; all funds from
this account must be used to support the nonprofit school foodservice, which can include other parts
of their foodservice operations such as  la carte and adult food sales. SFAs are not required to
maintain separate cost and revenue records for the NSLP, SBP, or other programs within the
nonprofit school foodservice account.

In 8Y 20035-06, across SFAs, revenues from reimbursable meals exceeded the reported cost of
producing those meals by an average of 15 percent. By contrast, revenues from nonreimbursable
meals fell short of the cost of producing those meals by an average of 29 percent (Exhibit ES.13).
The average SFA used revenuss from reimbursable meals to offset the cost of producing a Ia carte
and other nonreimbursable food items. Combining reimbursable and nonreimbursable meals,
reported costs were essentially equal to revenues (101 percent), indicating that SFAs typically
operated at a break-even level,
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Exhibit 8,13
Ratio of Revenue to Reported Cost for Reimbursable and Nonrelmbursable Meals
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While reimbursable lunches and breakfasts taken together generated a surplus, this is due entirely to
the surplus revenues generated by reimbursable lunches. Revenues from reimbursable lunches
exceeded the costs of producing those meals by an average of 16 percent, while revenues from
reimbursable breakfasts fell short of the cost of producing those meals by an average of 4 percent
(Exhibit ES.14). This is consistent with the relationship of Federal subsidy rates (meal
reimbursements plus entitlement commodities) to reported meal costs. Tn 8Y 2005-06 the Federal
subsidy for a free lunch covered or exceeded the reported cost of producing reimbursable lunches in
78 percent of 8FAs. Based on the applicable reimbursement rates as determined for this study, the
regular Federal subsidy for a free breakfast coverad or exceeded the reported costs of producing
reimbursable breakfasts in only 36 percent of SFAs. The regular Federal subsidy for a free breakfast
covered or exceeded reported costs for breakfast in 30 percent of SFAs, and the severe need subsidy
covered or exceeded reported costs in 43 percent of SFAs {Exhibit ES.15),

Full Costs

From an 8FA’s perspective, reported costs are the costs that they are expected to cover from the
revenues that accrue o the nonprofit school foodservice account. However, as noted above, reported
costs do not reflect all of the costs of foodservice operations. Given that, on average, SFA revenues
Jjust covered their reported costs, SFA revenues fell considerably short of covering their full costs. On
average, SFA revenues covered only 82 percent of their full costs. Revenues from reimbursable
meals also fell short of covering the full cost of producing these meals, with a revenue to cost ratio of
92 percent. Similarly, revenues from nonreimbursable meals fell short of the full cost of producing
these meals, with a revenue to cost ratio of 61 percent.
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Exhibit ES.14

Ratio of Revenue to Reported Cost for Reimbursable Lunches and Reimbursable Breakfasts
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Percent of SFAs with Reported Costs Greater Than the Subsidy Rate and Percent Less Than
or Equal to the Subsidy Rate for a Free Meal
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Comparisons to SLBCS-I

One key finding is that, when the SFA is the unit of analysis, there was no statistically significant
difference in the real (inflation-adjusted) reported cost of producing reimbursable meals over the 14
years that elapsed between SLBCS-I and SLBCS-II, even though the nutritional standards have
changed. However, there was a statistically significant difference in inflation-adjusted unreported
costs for the average SFA, when measured on the same basis as for SLBCS-1. ° As a result, the full
costs for producing reimbursable meals were below the real (inflation-adjusted) full costs in SY 1992-
93. Unreported costs as a percentage of full costs decreased from 19 percent SY 1992-93 to 12 per
cent in SY 2005-2006. In 2006 dollars, for the average SFA, the SY 2005-06 full cost of producing a
reimbursable lunch was $2.72, compared to $2.97 for SY 1992-93 (though this observed difference is
not statistically significant). For reimbursable breakfasts, for the average SFA, the full cost in 2006
dollars was $2.25 in SY 2005-06, compared to $2.32 in SY 1992-93 (not a statistically significant
difference).

Using the meal as the unit of analysis, the inflation-adjusted full cost of producing lunches was
significantly lower in SY 2005-06 than in SY 1992-93.

Exhibit ES.16 shows the comparison of inflation-adjusted mean reported and full costs between
SLBCS-I and SLBCS-IL

This comparison uses full costs as defined for SLBCS-1, not the more inclusive definition of full costs used
in SLBCS-1I. The difference in methodology reflects the treatment of school supervisory staff in the
cafeteria during mealtime. These staff were not included in unreported costs in SLBCS-1, but were
included in SLBCS-I1. The figures presented in Chapter Four include school supervisory staff in
unreported costs. These staff were removed from unreported costs for the comparison to SLBCS-I
presented in Chapter Nine.
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Exhibit ES.16

Comparison of the Mean Reported and Full Cost per Relmbursable Meal: SLBCS-vs.
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Connie K. Boldt
Food Service Director, Knoxville Community Schools
Testimony to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition & Forestry
United States Senate

March 4, 2009

Chairman Harkin, Senator Chambliss, Members of the Committee and other guests, thank
you for giving me the opportunity to tell you about the Knoxville Community School District’s
experience with the HealthierUS School Challenge. Knoxville’s elementary schools, East, West,
and Northstar each have received the HealthierUS School Challenge Gold Award. I am Connie
Boldt, MS, the food service director for the Knoxville Community Schools in Knoxville, Iowa.
Knoxville is located in south central Iowa with a population of approximately 10,000. The school
district has 5 buildings and serves about 1,600 lunches daily.

The Knoxville Community School District, supported by the board of education and
administration, promotes healthy lifestyles for students, staff and families. This includes good
nutrition, regular physical activity and wellness education. The Knoxville district feels this is a
part of the total learning environment and will contribute to academic achievement as well as
positive lifestyles. Serving healthy meals that students will eat isn’t the easiest thing to do. It
requires money and time, but the benefits for classroom achievement and healthy lifestyles are
more than enough reason to make the effort.

When mandated, the district developed a wellness policy by convening a committee with
strong convictions to improve student’s lifestyle. The policy developed by the wellness
committee addressed many areas

e nutrition education
physical education
support for parents’ efforts toward healthy lifestyles
staff health and wellness
National School Lunch and School Breakfast programs
Competitive foods

Written into the wellness policy were specific requirements for all food in all grades
Kindergarten through 12th, including a la carte, breakfast and lunch, sold by the Food Service
Program. The wellness committees’ requirements for school meals included, but were not limited
to:

1. offer a variety of fruits and vegetables, with an emphasis on fresh and

2. serve whole grains whenever possible, with at least half being whole grain by 2008-2009.
Even though I was a member of the committee, as the Food Service Director, I was concerned
that these requirements were challenging and too vague. I was also concerned about the overall
cost to the program and how [ was going do this.

The wellness policy went into effect for the 2006-2007 school year. Implementation of
the wellness requirements was phased in. We started by adding one fresh fruit or vegetable to
every lunch menu. The fresh items were in addition to the current hot vegetable and canned fruit
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or occasional fresh produce. We started with the most common fruits and vegetables, like
apples, oranges, carrots, and lettuce. Popularity of the fresh foods increased over time, which
was evident because I had to purchase more produce every week. We have now increased the
variety and include more seasonal produce, such as melons, kiwi, green peppers, cucumbers, and
celery. The addition of fresh fruits and vegetables was welcomed by our kids. In some cases, we
had to identify foods for students. The staff often encourages them to try something that is new
and whenever possible we try to follow up to get their feedback. For example, one elementary
boy asked what a kiwi was. The foodservice employee, Carmilla, explained that it was a green
fruit with black spots and brown fuzzy skin that will tickle when you eat it. Carmilla suggested
the student try one section to see if he would like it. He tried it.

During our Schools Meals Initiative review in December 2006, our Department of
Education consultant, Jane Hiekenen introduced me to the HealthierUS School Challenge. This
certification program recognizes elementary schools that take a leadership role in helping
students learn to make healthy eating and active lifestyle choices. Given our district’s
commitment to health and nutrition, we decided to go for the gold certification. This would help
ensure the health of our students. To achieve the gold standards a number of criteria must be met,
including:

» School lunches that demonstrate healthy menu planning practices and principles of the
Dietary Guidelines for Americans
Nutrition education activities in at least two grades
Physical activity opportunities at every grade level
Student Average Daily Participation of 70% or greater
Competitive foods could not be sold on the elementary campus during the school day

VVVY

The HealthierUS School Challenge guidelines appeared to be the missing link to clarify
our Wellness policy. So in early 2007, we started working toward the guidelines by testing
whole-grain recipes that our bakery could make and investigating whole-grain products to
purchase. First, we had to understand what 51% whole-grain meant. Jane came to our rescue.
She supplied definitions and examples of recipe modifications that would increase whole grain.
Secondly, we modified our current school made hot roll, bun, banana cake, sunshine bar, apple
crisp, and brownie recipes to include more whole grain. These changes were well accepted. 1
have had no negative comments by the kids. During the past two years, we also found that we
must handle the whole-grain product differently. These products do not have a long shelf life and
quickly become stale. Thus, we have encountered more waste and increased costs if not
monitored carefully. However, the cookies were a different story. They were just not acceptable.
In fact, Mr. Crawford, the High School principal still jokes about the whole-grain cookies. Since
we only need one whole-grain product daily, we opted to keep the original cookie recipes and
find another sources for the menus. By the start of the 2007-2008 school year, we were able to
offer at least one whole-grain product on every menu. In fact, our whole-grain hot roll is such 2
hit that we sell them by the dozen for weddings and family gatherings through our catering
department.

Another learning experience was to read and interpret labels of products to purchase,
such as pasta, breaded meat entrees, commercially baked sliced bread, flour, and rice. Since I
purchase these items, it was my responsibility to investigate and find acceptable whole-grain
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products. I am now the district’s self-proclaimed chief label reader and spend many hours with
the fine print. It is very detailed work and takes considerable time.

Starting in the Fall of 2007 we looked at increasing legume menu items. In other words,
we serve more beans! We now offer baked beans, refried beans, kidney beans in chili, and
commodity pinto beans in taco meat at least once a week. We had low expectations for student
consumption, yet we were pleasantly surprised. We started with about 5% of the customers
eating legumes. We now have about 15 to 20% choosing legumes. In addition, we have made
other minor tweaks to our 6 week cycle menu to meet all HealthierUS School Challenge criteria.

While Food Service was working on foods served, the principals and elementary teachers
worked on the physical and nutrition education requirements. I was pleased to learn that
Knoxville Community Schools met the requirements without modifications. This was not justa
food service project and everything had to fit together.

The final criterion to be met was 70% average daily participation. In October 2007, the
Knoxville elementary average daily participation was over 81% for all elementary schools.

We did it! In July 2008 we learned we had achieved the Gold Award. Now the District is
proud to publicize our accomplishment of implementing our Wellness policy that promotes
quality meals, a healthy school environment, and positive lifestyles.

Even though we have a Gold Award, we continually look for new ways to incorporate
foods that support the HealthierUS School Challenge into our menus, curriculum, and daily life
activities of our students. However, increased food costs and the new 2009 criteria will make
reapplying for the HealthierUS School Challenge more difficult in the future.

In fact, the implementation of the HealthierUS School Challenge criteria came with an increased
cost to our school meals programs.
o Flour cost increased 12% for whole wheat and 53% for whole grain more than all
purpose flour
Whole-grain pasta costs 76% more than enriched pasta
Brown rice costs 20% more than white rice
‘Whole-grain, low-fat corndog costs 22% more than the traditional corndog
Whole-grain, commercially-prepared bread costs 20% more than enriched white bread

In addition, not only has the cost of fruits and vegetables increased with more fresh items,
the labor to prepare has also increased. I now figure about an additional 10 to 20 cents per
serving for fruits and vegetables.

I do have one concern about the relevance of the average daily participation requirement
for the HealthierUS School Challenge. If our goal is to serve healthy food to students, should it
matter what portion of the student population is eating on a dail