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How Gocd Are School Lunches?

The Department of Agriculture has specitic
food requiremiants for funches served under
the national school lunch crogram. Through
these requirements, the Departinent seeks 1y
provid: students with luncnes that, over time,
coutain one-third of the recommended daily
dietary aHlowances of specified nutrients.

However, results ot laboratory tests sponsored
by GAO from C'eveland, Los Angeles, and
New York showea that tive Department’s goal
is not being met. Lunches in these cities were
significantly short in as many as 8 of the 13
nutrients tested.

Separate tests in Nzw York showed that at
least 40 percent of the 'unches did not meet
the Department’s requirermerits as o guanti-
ties servec. Department officials acknowl-
edged this is 4 nationwide problem.

Microbiological tests sponsored by GAO show-
ed that the lunches were safe to eat but that
local testing varied considerab'y. Als, a ot of
food was being thrown away becasuse the stu
dents did not like it.

Improved meal standards and better monitor.
ing of meal services are needed.

CtD.7822 FEBRUARY 3, 1978



COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON. OC 10848

B-178564

The Honorable Frederick W. Richmond
House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Richmend:

As you reguested we reviewed various nutritional and
food quality and quaatity aspects of the national school
lunch program. We issued a report to the Secretary of
Agriculture on June 15, 1977, on one aspect of our review.
(See app. II1.) Also, we summarized the results of our re-
view in testimony befor2 the Senate Select Ccamittee on
Nutrition and Human Needs on September !0, 1977. (See
app. I.) This report summarizes our findings and contains
recommendations to the Secretary of Agriculture to irprove
the program, Oral comments were obtained from the Departmert
of Agriculture and are recoginized in the report as appro-
priate.

The National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1758) orovides"
that lunches served by participating schools must meet
standards prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture. These
standards require that, as a minimum, the lunches contain
specific guantities of various food types. The type of lunch
thus required is commonly called a Type A lunch. The
Secretary's goal in reguiring Type A lunches, although not
promulgated as a formal requirement, is to provide students,
over time, one-third of the recommended dietary allowances
published by the National /:ademy of Sciences.

Independent laboratory tests we sponsored showed that
compliance with Type A requirement« did not insure the
achievement of one~third of the recommended dietary allow-
ances, The tests showed that sample lunches from three
cities--New York, Cleveland, and Los Angeies~-were signifi-
cantly short in as many as 8 of the 13 nutrients tested.

The Department recerntly proposed changes to the Type A
lunch requirements, but the only relevant change for 10- to
l2-year olds is that three additional slices of bread would
be reguired cach week, and alternatives to bread, such as
rice or macaroni, would be permitted. We do not believe
these changes, if adopted, wiil overcome the nutritional
shortages we found.
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We also sponsored tests of the microbioleogical safety
and quality of lunches served in the three cities. Al*nough
the tests showed that the lunches were safe to eat, we noted
that the testing and standards used by the local authorities
varied considerably and that there were no Federal procedures
or standards for microbiological testing in the p.ogram other
than for milk. various experts told us that mancatory minimum
Federal proceduces and standards are not warran*ed because
food contamination is not a serious problem. We find it dif-
ficult to argue with this logic; however, if localities are
going to continue voluntary testing, it might be more effective
for them to use consistent procedures and compare the results
against uniform standards.

In another phase of our reviev, we selected a cvandom
sample of lunches seived in New Yor . City during a 6-week
test period and 1:d them tezted for compliance with Type A
requirements. At least 40 pearcent Jid ot contain the types
or guantities of foods required. In a March 1977 briefing
of Department officials ard again in our June 15, 1977, Teport
to the Secretary (see app. II), we racormended that the
Department determine the extent to which such noncomplianne
is a nationwide problem. The Department has acknotvledged
that compliance with Type A requirements is a nationwide
problem and plans to make changes in its requlations to deal
vith this problem. The changes would, among other things,
require States to develop stzndard vendor contracts; reguire
contract specifications, ircluding grade, style, weight,
and ingredients, of meal conoonents: and require that no
Federal payment be made for meals not meeting centract re-
quirements. The Department also plans to require States to
develcp, implement, and monitor plans to insure compliance
with Type A requirements under certain conditions. These
plans need to be translated into oncrete and effective
tequirements with related oversight procedures to insure
compliance. Also, additionai measures need to be *aken,
as recommended beiow.

Food waste has lcng been a recognized problem in the
school leach program and has been discussed in several
earlier reports by our Office. Our recent observations
of meals served in New York City confirm our earlier
findings. A number of differcat factors contribute to
food waste--as discussed in chapter 4 of our report to the
Congress, "The Impact of Feda»ral Comnodity Donations on
tae Scnool Lunch Program® (CED~77-32, Jan. 31, 1977).
Although the factors in New York City were in line with those
discussed in that report, the most important one seemed to
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be that the stud-ats did not like the food that was served.
The Department is currently studying waste in the school lunch
program &nd expects the results to be availaple in several
months.

RECOMMENDAYIONS TC THE
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

If the goal of providing one-ttird of the recommended
dietary allow2nces is to be achieved, we recommend that
the Department modify the requirements for school lunches
beyord the changes recantly provosed. Increasing the
quentities of fcod reguired may not be a satisfactory sol .-
tion because children frequently do not eat all ot the food
served to them in school lunches now. New approaches may
be needed, and we rescommend that consideration be given to
other alternatives as discurssed in appendix I. (See p. 10
of this report.)

We also recommend that the Department consider the
possibility and feasibility of publishing unifcrm pro-
cedures #nd standards for those localities conductiny
microbjological testing in the school lunch pcogram. Other
Federal agencies, such as the Food and Drug Aiministration,
would need to be corsulited in the development of such p-o-
cedures and standards.

To achieve compliance with Federal school lunzh meal
reguirements, we recommend that the vepartment

--develop explicit instructions on how and whun
Federal, State, and local monitoring ¢f this com-
pliance is to be perf{ormed (Department officials
said they plan to develop such instructions);

--cneck to see trat the instructions are being
followed anu determine if thc Federal reqguire-
ments are hbeing met both by vencors anu schools
which prepare their own meals; and

~-stop Federal reimbur.ement in cases where non-
comwliance with Federai requirements is not
promptly corrected.

In our January 31, 19/7, repor. (CED-77-32,, we
recommended that the Dcpartment
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=-undertake greater promotion of nutrition

education as a part of school health programs
in an effort to reduce Plate waste,

~-make greater efforts to encourage State apd
local school authorities to improve school lunch
facilities and atmosphere, and

--include a nut:ient standard as an ootion to the
Type A lunch pattern to pProvide menu planners
with greater flexibility in using Federal
commodities.

All of these measures should help reduce food waste.
Some jinitial steps have been taker on these reccmmendations,
as described below, but implementation has not been completed.
A

~—Recent legislation provides for more nutrition
education.

~--The Depar*ment has proposed that schools be rejuired
to involve students in efforts to enhance the
school 1lunch eating environment and has taken other
Steps to encourace tLhe improvement of schonl lunch
facilities.

==An alternate nutrient standard has not been proposed
but, in conjunction with the Department's priposed
changes to schoel lunch requirements, it has regquested
public comments on this agproach to menu planning. 1t
pPlans to consider these comments in determining 1f
such an approach is feasible.

Our most recent review of the school lunch program
has reinforced our view that these measures are needed to
‘help reduce food waste and we again recommend that they
be implemented. 1In addition, we recommend that the
Department encourace local school authorities to use
d2centraljzed menu Planning to meet the tastes of children
from various cultural and ethnic backgrounds and Mfer a
widc selection of foods that are highly preferred and
palatable,
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As arranged with your office, we are sending copies of
this report to the Secratary of Agriculture and to varijous
interested parties. Copies will be furnished to others
uvpon request. .

Sincerely yours,

ﬁu /f. /ﬂ‘m

Comptroller General
of the United States
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

OWITED SNHESCENEU“.Ad&MbHTNG(FFI(E FOR RELEASF ~n DELIVERY
WASHINGION, D.C. 20548 EXPECTED AT 11:00 A.4. DT
FRIDAY, SEPTEMICR 30, 1977

STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD “YRING HEATISS
3EFIRE THE
SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON
NUTRITION AND HUMAN NEED3
Od NUTRITIONAL AND FOOD QUALITY ASPECTS OF
THE NATIONAL 3SCHIJOL LUNCY PROGRAM
MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEM3ERS OF THES COMAITTEE:

4E ARE MERZ TODAY AT THE REQUEST Of THE COMMITICE 1)
OISCUSS rIHE SC4I0L LUNCH PROGRAM~-~THE LARGEST OFf THE SEVERAL
FEDERALLY FUNLED CHILO-FERDING PROGRAMS, THE 29D AND
NUTRITION SERVICE, DEPARTHENT OF AGRICULTURE, AD4INISTERS THFf
PROGRAM THYROUSH STATE EDUCATION ACENCIES. OUR OFFICE IS ¢)«-
PLETING A REVIEN OF CERTAIW NUTRITIONAL AND FOOD QUALITY
ASPECTS OF TIHZ PROGRAM PURSUAJT fO A REQUEST 13Y
CONGRESSMA4 FREDERICK W. RICHMuND. GAO'S ZTATEMEND TODAY WILL
SOMMARIZE JUR FINUIIGS AND OUR SUGSESTIONS £33 IMPIOVINI P4AE
SCHOOL LUICH ©30Q3RAM.

THE STHIOL LUNCA PRIGIAM OPERAPES IN FE 50 3rATE3, THS
DISTRITT OF COLUM43TA, PUERTY RICI, 3UAM, THE VIRSIN ISLANDOS,
A4AERICAK 3AMOA, ANO TMC TRUST PERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLAYCS.
IN TISCAL YEAR 1976, VB« 4.1 3ILLIO LUNCHES w#EREZ SERVEUL I
NEARLY 30,000 SCHOJL5 PARTICIPATING T4 THE PROCZIAM. DURINTG |HE
FEAS 10NTH (HOVEM3ER) I 3CHOOL YRAQ 1976-77. A3OUT 25.3 “IL-
LIDd CAILIREN WNSRE SERVED LUISHES DALLY. T8 VALUT OF [Edeanl
CASH AND CO4MONITIES PROVIDRD 'O e 3CHIOL LUNCH PROGRAY <43

A3OUT 31.3 3ILLIDN IN FI3ZAL YEAR 1976,
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NUTRITION PROVIDED BY LUNCHES

THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNZTH ACT (42 U.S.C. 1758) REQUIRES
THAT LUNCHES SERVED 3V PARTICIPATING SNHOOLS MEET MYUTRITIONAL
STANDARLCS PRESCRIBED BY THE SECRETARY OF ACRICULTUKE. THE
SECRETARY HAS DETERMINED THAT, AS A GOAL, SCHOOL LUNCHES
SHOULD, OVER TIME, PROVIDE ONE-THIRD OF THE NUTRITION CALLED
FOR 8Y THE RECOMMENDED DIETARY A'LT<3ICFT (3pA) DEVELOPLD 3Y
THE NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES. TO ACHIEVE THI3 GCAL, THE
SECRETARY REQUIRES THAT SCHOCL LUNCHES CONTAIN 23ESCRI3ED
QUANTITICS OF VARIOUS TIYPES OF ™000S. TH" REQUIRZL MEAL PAT-
TERY 135 3ASED OWN THE NUTRITIONAL NEEJS OF 10-7C~12 YEAR ILD
CHILUREN AND 15 COMMONLY CALLED THE TYPE A LUNCH.

TYPE A LUNCHES AREZ REQUIRED TO CONTAIN TWO OUNCES OF MEAT
O Ord43rR HIGA PrROTEIN FOUD, THREE~QUARTERS CUP OF TwO O MORE
FRUITS AVD/OR VEGETAILES, OWE SLICE OF ENRICHED 3READ, AND ONE
HALF PIIT OF FLUID MILK. ADJUSTMENTS IN THE QUANTIPISS RE--
QUIRED 3Y TdE TYPE A :ATTERW ARE PERMITTED FOR YOUNGER AND
OLOER CTHILDREN,

ALT4OUGH SCHOOL LUNC::3 ARE ~NOT SPECIFICALLY REQUIRIED TO
PROVIDE ONE-THIRD DA, (4t TYPE A PATTERN WAS DN3IGHED TO
ACHIEVE THE GOAL JF OWT-THID DA OVER TI4E, EXCEPT rOR CALO-
RIES. HOWEVER, INDEPENDENT LASORAIORY TESP3 VE SPONSORED
SHOWED THAT ADHERI VG TO [HE TYPS A PATTERJ DIES NIT SN3URZ
THAT T+HI3 GOAL WILL 8SE ACHISVED.

WE CONTRACTED WIMH THE WARF INSTITUTE IN TADTS N,

NISCONSIN--NAPIOJALLY RECOGNIZED EXPERDS @4 NUTRIPIDIAL
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TESTING~—TO TEST 60 SCHOOL LUNCHES WE (BTAINED F<OM 12 ELAMEN-
FARY SCHOOLS IN THREE CITIES--NEA YORK, CLEVELANY, AND

LOS ANGELES. ALTHOUGH IT WAS NOT FeASISLI FOR US TO SELECT A
SCIENTIFIC RANDOM SAMPLE OF LUNCHES FOR THIS PHASE OF OQOUR AOR",
WE SELECTED SCHOOLS SERVING TIYPES OF MEALS COMMINLY SEIVED IO
10-TO-12 YEAR OLD ZTHILDREN IN THE RESPECTIVE CITIES.

FOR PIVE CONSECUTIVE DAYS IN EACH OF IH4E 12 SIHIIL3, WE
PURCHASED SCHOOL LUNCHES JUST LIKE THE ONES REING SERVED TO
THE CHILOREN. WE MEASURED THE LUNCHES AND SUPPLEMENTED THE™
IF NECESSARY IO YAKE SURE THEY 4E[ Tye REQUIREMENTS OF THE
TYPE A LUNCH PATPE<N. IN ACCORDANCE W&ITH DETAILES INSTRUCTPIONS
PRCVIDEO 3Y WARF, WNE PACKED AND FRO2ZE THE LUNCHES AlD SHIPOED
TAEM TO WARF IN DRY ICE; THEY ARIIVED AT WARF STILL FROZEN 2ND
IN EXCELLEIT CONOITION. WARF RAN TESTS O DETERMINZ TYE
QUANTITIES OF 13 DIFPERENT NUTRIENTS CONTAINED IN THE LUNCHES.
TRE RESULIS WAERE AQALYZED TO SEE WHETHER EACA SCHOOL'S LUNCHES
PROVIDED ONE-THIRD OF THE RDA FOR 10-TO=-12 YEAQ OLD CHILDREN
OVER THE 5 DAY PERIOD.

THZ CURRENT TYPS A PATTERN IS BSASED ON THE 1968 JERSION
OF RDA 44IC* INCLUDED 17 NUTRIENTS. +. TESTED FOR 12 OF THESE
NUTRIENIS PLOS ZINC, WHICH WAS ADDED TO IHE kDA IN 1974, on
THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF PROFESSIONAL NUTRITIONISTS, WS DID NOT
RUIY TESTS ON THE OTHCR FIVE NUTRISWTS IN THE ROA 3ECAUSE RE-
LIAILE TESTING TECHNIQIES WERE NOT AVAILABLE OR 3ECAUSE IT AAS

VERY UJNLIKELY THAT THERE wOU!.D 3E SHORTAGES.
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THE TESTS SHOWED THAD, OVER THE 5 DAYS, THE LUNCHES PROM
EA ' SCHOCL PROVIDED THE RECOMMEND.D AMOUNTS OF S OF THE 13
NUTRIENTS-~PROTEIN, PHOSPHORUS, NIACIN, ICDINE, AND VITAMIN C.
HONEVER, THERE WERE SIGNIFICANT SHORTAGES (MORE THAN 5 PERCENT
OF RDA) AT EACH 0% THE 12 SCHOOLS IN ONE QR MDO2 OF DTHE OTHER
8 NUTRIENTS. FOR EXAMPLE, LUNCHES FROM 7 OF THE 12 STHOOLS
HAD CEFICIENCIES OF 19 TO S0 PERCENT IN VITAMIN &; 9 SCHOOLS
HAD DEFICIENCIES OF 13 T0O 42 PERCENT IN IRON; AND ALL 12
CTHOOL® 4AC DEFICIENCIES OF 5 79 35 PERCENT IN MAGNS3IyM,
LUNCHES 3OM ALL 12 SCHOOLS ALSO HAD DEFICIENCIES OF 7 T2 42
PERCENT IN ZINC. THERE ALSO WERE LESSEX DEFICIENCIES IN CALO-
RIES, TH1A4:NEg, CALCIUM, AND VITAMIN 36.

' WE 3IELIAVE PHESE TESTS INDICATE THAT THE PYPE A PATTERN

IS NCT ADEQUAPE TO ENSURE ACAISVEMENT OF THE PROGRAM'S NUPRI-
TIONAL 3O0AL. TH:E DEPARTMENT ICCENTLY PROPOSED A VEW LUNCH
PATTERN GIVINS SCHOOLS MORE FLEXIBILITY IN ACHIEVING (INE-THIRD
RDA FOR DIFFEIENT AGE GROUPS, 3UT THE ONLY RELEVANT CHANGE FOR
10-TO 12-YEAR OLDS I3 THAT EISUT SLICSS OF 9READ WILL 3E RE-
QUIRED EACH WEEK INSTEZAD OF “IVE. AL3Q, ALTERNATIVES TO 3READ,
SUCH AS RICE OR MACARONI, 4OULD 3E PERAITTED. EXCEPT #OR CAL-
ORIE3, THESEL CHANGES DU NOT APPEAR SUFFICIENT TO OVERCOME THE
NUTRITIOMAL 3HORTAGES INDICATED 3Y OUR CONTRACTOR 'S TESTS.

THE DEPARTMENT NEEODS TO FURTHER MODIFY PHE 3CHOOL LUNCH
REQUIREMENT3S IF THE GUAL OF PROVIODING ONE~-THIRD 2DA IS TO 58
ACHISVED. [INCREASING THE SUANTIIIZS OF FOOD RE“UIRED 3Y THE

TYPE A PATTERN MAY NOT 8E A SATISFACTORY SOLUTIIN 3ECAUSE 30v%
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FOODS MIGHT BC IJCREASED TO EXCESSIVE QUAWTITIES AND 3ECAUSE,
AS DISCUSSED LATZIR IN THIS STATSMENT, CHILDREN FREQUENLLY DO
NOT EAT ALL OFf THE FOOD SERVED TO THEM IN SCHOGL LUNCHES. NEW
APPROACNES MAY ou NEEDED; CONSIDERATION SHOULD 3E SIVEN TO OP-
TIONAL USE OF A STANDA&ED REQUIRING SPECIFIC NUTRIENT CONTESNT
(AS DISCUSSED LATER TN THIS STATEMENT), CAREFUL EXPANSION OF
THE USE OF ENRITHED FOOD3, MORE DECENTRALIZED ANC #ORZ PLEX-
IBLE 4ENU PLANNING, OR OTHER INNOVATIVE TECHWNIQUES.
4ICRI3IOLOGICAL QUALITY AND SAFETY OF LUNCHES

TO J3ITAIN AN INDICATICON OF ANHEYTHER SCHOOL LUANCHES ARE OF
GOUD QUALITY AND SAFE TO EAT ACCORODING TO MITRIIIILOGIZAL
TESTS, A2 CONTRACTED W1TH PRIVATE LA3ORATORIE3 IN THE THRER
CITISS TO O5TAIN SAMPLE LUNCHES AND CONDOCT 3ACTERIA TESTS.
JHE LA30RA. JRTLS PICKED UP 60 ADDITIONAL LUNCHES FRO4 THE
SCdOVLS AMD TESTED THEM FOR RECOGNIZED INDICATOR3 OF QUALITY
AND SAFETY--TCTAL S3ACTERIA PLATE COUNT, FECAL COLIFORM,
E.COLI, STAPYHYLOCOCCUS, SALMONILLA, SHISELLA, AND CLOSTRIDIUM
PERFINGEXNS.

TRFRE ARE NI NATIONAL 3TANDPARDS FOR 3JACTERIAL CONTENT IN
SCHOOL LUNCHES O FOR TE3STING PRACTICE3 OTHER THAN FOR 4ILK.
ACCORDINGLY, THE LA3ORATIRIES TESTED LUNCHES IN ALL THREE
CITIES AGAINST TdE NEA4 YORK CITY HEALTH CODE STANDARD FOR
3ACTERIAL CO*TENT SO THAT ALL IOF OUR TEST RESULTS WOULD 3E
3ASED ON THE SAME STANDAROD.

A FOOD ANO DRUG ADMINISIMRATION (FDA) OFFICIAL AND AN IAN-

DEPENDENI MICRO3IOLUGIST EXPLAINFD THAT THE NEW YORK CITY

10
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STANDARDS CONTAIN SAFETY MARGINS. THEY QEVIEWED IHE RESULTIS
OF THE TESTS WE HAD CONOUCTED ANO, ALTHOUGH 20 OF THE 420 3AC-
TERIAL READINGS EXCEENED NEW YORK CITY STANDARDS 3Y SMALL
AMOUNTS, THEY CCNCLUDED THAT ALL THE LUNCHES WERE SAFE TO EAT
BECAUSZ EACH OF THE READINGS EXCEEDING THE STAJDARDS WAS AITH-
IN THE SAFETY MARGINS.

STATE AND LOCAL STANDARDS FOR -3ACTERIA IN SCHOOL LUNCHES
VARY CONSIDERABLY. 1IN i975, FDA ESTIMATED THAT ONLY HALF OF
THE STATES HAD OR YERE IN PHE PROCESS OF ESTASLISHING 3ACTERI-
AL STAVDAROS OR GUIDELINES FOR P0OODS. ACCORDING TO AN FDA
ANALYSIS, STATE STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES VARY 3Y FO0D3 COVEREL,
TYPES OF 3ACTERIA, AND PERMISSISLE LEVELS OF THE 3ACTERIA.
SOME STATES apPoLY STANDARD3 FOR 3ACTERIAL LEVELS EQUALLY TO
ALL FfOODS. OTHER STATES HAVE LEVELS FOR ONLY ONE O) TWQ 3PE~-
CIFIC FOOD ITEMS.

ALTHOUGH SOME LOCAL 3ACTERIAL TE3TING WAS 3EIANG PERFORMED
IN EACH OF THE THREE CITIES 4E VISITED, TAT TESTING FIACPICRS
VARIED GREATLY. POR INSIANCE, ONE CIIY REGULARLY TESTED #£RO-
ZEN ITEAS FOR EACH OF THE 3ACTERIA FOR WHICH UE HAD TESTS CON-
OUCTED. GENZRALLY, ITES4S PURCHASED EITYER FRE3Y 7R CANNED WERZ
TESTED FOR BACTERIA ONLY wHKON SOMETHING APPEARED JRONS WITH
FHSM OR AHEN SOMEONE COMPLAINED A30UT THEN4,

IN ANOTHER CITY WO 3ACTERIAL REAJINGS #ERZ TAKEN OURING
THE INITIAL COOKING OF RAA FOOD5--TOTAL 3IATTERIA PLAPK COYUNT
AND COLIFDIR4. IF ZITHIX COUNT 4AS EXCESSIVE, THE LA3ORATORY

COANDUCTED OTHER TESLS A3 NESNED. THIS PROCEDURE WAS ALSO

11

-
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APPLIED IO FROZEN FOODS AND CAWNNED GOOD3 IF SOMETHING SEEMED
WRONG WITH THEM.

IN THE THIRD CITY FROZEN FOUJI5 WERE TE3TED FOR YEAST,
MOLD, COLIFORM, 2AND TOT}L PLATE COUNT. ALL FJ005 WNEREZ TE3TED
Bf KITCHEN STAFFS FOR FRESHNESS, TEMPERATURE, AND TASTE, AND
THE EQUIPMENT USED IN PREPARING THE FOOD WAS TESTED FOR 3AC-
TERIA, =

DESPITE THE INCONSISTEJNCIES IN LOCAL PESTING PrACTICES
AND STANDARDS, VARIOUS EXPERTS IJd 3ACTERIA TES[ING TOLO U3
THAT MINIMUM NATIONAL STANDARDS FOR SCHOOL LUNCHES, ALTHOYGH
THEORETICALLY OESIRA3LE, ARE NOT PRACTICAL OR ARE NOT JUSTI-
FIED 8Y PHE 3MALL NUM3ER] OF CASE3 OF ILLNES3 CAUSED 3Y COnN-
TAMINATED FOODS. WE FIND IT DIFFICULT TO ARGUE AITH TYIS LOSG-
IC. IF LOCALITISS ARE GOING TO CONTINUE CONDUCTING 3ACTERIAL
TE3TS, HONEVER, IT MIGHT 3E 4OITHAHILE FOX THE DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTIJRE TO GIVE r4E IDEA OF UNIFOR4 TESTING PRACTICES AND
STANDARDE S0ME FURTHER THOUGHT.

MEETING TYPE A LUNCH REQUIREAENTS

IN A SEPARATE SERIES OF TESTS, WAE USEC STATISPICAL 3A%-
PLING TECHNIQUES TO ESTIMATE THI NUM3ER OF 3CHOOL LUNCHES
3ERVED IN NEW YORL CITY SCHOOLS THAT FAILED O MEET TYPE A RE-
QUIREMENTS FO« QUANTITY AND TYPE OF FOOD SERVED ODURING A 6-WEEK
PERICO IJd JANUARY AND FE3RUARY 1977.

WE HAD TESTS MADE OF EACH TIYPE OF LUNCH SERVICIZ IN
NEW YORK CITY SCHOOLS--CAFETERIA STYLE, MEAL PACK, BASIC (30UP

AND SANOWICH), AND 3ULK (PREPARED-FROZEN COMPOWENTS). WE

12
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PICKED UP THE LUNCHES ANO DELIVEREC THEM TO DIETITIANS AT A
VETERANS ADMINISTRATION HOSPITAL IN NEWN YORK C1TY WHO TESTED
THE LUNCHES POR COMPLIANCE WITH TYPE A REQUIREMENTS.

FROM OUWR SAMPLE WE ESTIMATE, WITH 90 PERCENT CERTAINTY,
THAT AT LEAST 40 PERCENT OF THE SCHUOL LUNCHES SERVED IN
NEAd YORK CITY DURING dUR TEST PERIDC DID NOT MESI TYPE A RZE-
QUIREMENT3; FEDERAL REIM3URSEMENT FOR THESE NONCOMPLYING
LUNCHES WOULD 3E AT LEAST $3.7 MILLION. FACTORS CONTRISUTING
TO THIS STTUATION WERE THAT ABOUT 20 PERCENT OF NEW YORK CITY
SCdAOOLS DID NOT HAVE SCALES TO WEIGH MEAL COMPONENTS AND 16
PERCENT DID NOT HAVE PRE-PORTIONED SERVING UTENSILS TO ENSURE
THAT QUANTITIES REQUIRED BY THE TYPZ A PATTERN WERE BEING
SERVED. THE RESULTS OF THESE TESTS ARE DESCRISED IN MORE DE-
TALL IN OWR JUNE 1%, 1977, REPORT IO THE SECKRETARY OF AGRICYL~-
TURE (CED-77-89), A COPY OF WHICH IS ATTACHED TO [HIS STATE-
MENT,

THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE HAS DELEGATID RESPONSI-
SILITY FOR MONITORINS THE SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM T THE NEW YORK
STATS DEPARTMENT OFf EDUCATION. ALTHOUGd AGRICULIURE REQUIRES
COMOLIANCE WITH THE TYPE A PATTERN, IT DOES NOT SPECIFY HOW
COMPLIANCE IS TD 3E TESTED. THE STATE'S REVIEWS HAVE 3REN
CONCERNED PRIMARILY WITH TYILOREN'3S ELISIBILITY TO RECEIVE
FREE OR REDUCED PRICE LUNCAES ANO WILH PROGRAM ACZTOUNTAIILITY,
AND ONLY LIMITED ATTENTION HA3 3EEN 3SIVEN TO COMPLIAWCE WITH
TYPE A REQUIREMENTS. THE STATE HAD EVER WITHHRLD PROGRAM

FUNDS PROM NEW YORK CITY SECAUSE OF JYPE A NONCOYPLIANCE.

13



APPENDIX 1 APPENDIX I

IN MARCH 1977, WE BRIEFED THE DEPARTMENT, THE STATE, CITY
SCHOOL OFFPICIALS, AND CONGRESSMAN RICHMOND ON THE RF3SULTS OFfF
OUR TESTS. AT THE CONGRESSMAN'S IEQUEST, A JOINT FEDERAL,
STATE, AND CITY TASK FORCE EVALUATED NZW YORK CITY'S SCHOOL
LUNCH PROGRAM AND MADE RECOMMENDATIONS TO CORRECT IDENTIFIED
PROBLEMS. TESTING AND MONITORING OF TYPE A LUNCH REQUIREMENTS
IS TO BE EXPANDED AND EMPHASIZED 8Y THE DEPARTMENT AND THE
STATE IN THE 1977-78 SCHOOL YEAR.

FAILURE TO MEET THE TYPE A REQUIREMENTS RE3SULTS I SCHOOL
CHILDREN BEING FURTHER SHORT-CHANGED IN RECEIVING THE NUTRI-
ENTS WHICY (HE FEDERALLY SUBSIDIZED LUNCH IS DESIGNED TO PRO-
VIDE. WE FIRST RCCOMMENDED B8ACK IN MARCH THAT THE DEPARTMENT
DETERMINE THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE PRCILEM OF NONCOMPLIANCE
WIT4 THE TYPE A LUNCH REQUIREMENTS FOUND IN NEW YORK CITY IS A
NATIONWIDE PROBLEM. THE DEPARTHENT HAS ACKNOWLEDGED THIS TO

BE A NATIONWIDE PROBLEM AND HAS TAKEN INITIAL STEPS TOWARD RE-~
QUYRING BETTER MONITORING OF COMPLIANCE WITH THE TVPE A RE-
QUIREMENTS. HOWEVER, MUCH MORE NEEDS TO B3E DONE; THE DEPART-
MENT SHOULD DEVELOP SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS ON HOW FEDERAL,
STATE, A&ND LOCAL MONITORING IS TD B8E PERFORMED. DEPARTMENT
OFFICIALS TOLD US THEY PLAN TO DCVELOP SUCH INSTRUCTIONS.

FOOD WASTE

FOOD WA3TE HAS LONG BEEN A RECOGNIZED PRO3LEM IN THE
SCHOOL LUNCH PRJ/OGRAM AND HAS BEEN DISCUSSED IN SEVERAL EARLIER
REPORTS 3Y OUR OFFICE. OUR RECENT OBSERVATIONS OF MEALS

SERVED IN NEW YORK CITY 3CHCOLS CONFIRMED OUR EARLIER FINDLINGS.
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WE FOUND THAT CHILDREN CONSISTENTLY REJECTED VEGETABLZ ITEMS
AS WELL AS FRUITS AND MILK.
SCHOUL LUNCH PROGRAM PERSONNEL MENTIONED THE FOLLOWING
FACTORS AS CONTRIBUTING TO PLATE WASTE:
==LACK OF MUTRITION EDUCATION AMONG THE CHLLDREN AT HOME
AND UNFAMILIARITY WITH MANY VEGETASLE ITEMS DUE TO CUL-
TURAL AND ETHNIC DIFFERENCES IN NEW YORK cITY.
=—-POOR LUNCHROOM ATMOSPHERE AND CONDITIONS, SUCH AS SHORT
AND HURRIED LUNCH PERIODS AND LACK OF ADEQUATE SUPER-
VISION OF STUSENTS.
=-PEER GROUP PRESSURES NOT TO EAT CERTAIN FOODS.
~~THE CHILDREN TIi'2 OF EATING THE SAME FOOD ITEMS OVER
AND OVER AGAIN.
THESE ARE IN LINE WITH THE REASONS CITED IN OUR JANUARY 31,
1977, REPORT ENTITLED "THE IMPACT 7F FEDERAL 7TOMMODITY DO-
NATIONS ON THE 3CHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM" (CED=-T77-32).
ALTHOUGH THESE FACTORS MAY IMPACT UN FOOD CONSUMPTION,
IT APPEARED TO US THAT FOOD WASTE wA5 MOST OFTEN CAUSED 3V
STUDENTS SIMPLY NOT LIKING THE ITEMS BEING SERVED. IN ONE
SCHOOL, FOR EXAMFLE, SEVERAL CHILOREN SPECIPICALLY REQUESTED
THAT GREEN ZEANS NOT SE ADDED TO THEIR LUNCHES. WHEN THEIR
REQUESTS WERE NENIED THEY THREW THE ITEM AWAY UNTOUCHED., WE
£LSO FOUND THAT THE SAME ITEMS WERE NOT CONSISTENTLY ACCEPTED
OR REJECTED. FOR EXAMPLE, TUNA FISH WAS WELL RECEIVED IN ONE

SCHOOL, 3UT 30 PERCENT OF IT WAS WASTED IN ANOTHER SCHOOL.
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ALTHOUGH COMPRFHENSIVE STUDIES ARE NOT AVAILABLE ON THE
EFPECTIVENESS OF NUTRITION EDUCATION IN IMPROVING CHILDREN'S
DIETS, THERE ARE SOME INDICATIONS THAT WELL-DESIGNED AND IM~
PLEMENTED NUTRITION EDUCATION PROGRAMS HAVE A FAVORASLE IMPACT,
INCLUDING SIGNIFICANT REDUCTIONS IN PLATE WASTE., HOWEVER,
NUTRITION EDUCATION HAS A LOW PRIORITY WITH SCHOOL ADMINISTRA-
TORS RESPONSISLE FOR CURRICULUM PLANNING,

THE DEPART4ENT IS CURRENTLY STUDYING PLATE WASTE IN THE
SCHOOL LUNCH if.OGRAM ON A NAPIOWAL SCALE AND EXPECTS THE
RESULTS TO BE AVAILABLE IN LATE 1977.

WE BELIEVE THAT 7O REDUCE FOOD WASTE THE OEPARTMENT
SHOULD:

--ENCOURAGE HMORE NUTRITION EDUCATION IN 3CHOOL HEALTH PRO-

GRAMS TO DEVELOP PROPER EATING HABITS AT AN EARLY AGE.
WE dOTE THAT THE DEPARTMENT'S PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE
SCAOOL LUNCH REGULATIONS ENCOURAGE NUTRITION EDJTATION
AND THAT LEGISLATION PRESENTLY BEFORE A HOUSE-SENATE
CONPERENCE COMMITTEE CALLS FUR EXPANDED NUTRITION ED-
UCATION. WE SUPPORT THESE CHA IGES.

=-ENCOURAGE LOCAL SCHOOL AUTHORITIES ™0 USE OECENTRALIZED

MENU PLANWING TO MEET THE TASTES OF CHILDREN FROM VARI-
00S CULTURAL AND ETH:TIC 3ACKGROUNDS AND OFFER A WIDE
SELECTION OF FOODS THAT ARE HIGHLY PREFERRED AND PALA-
TASLE. THE DEPARTMENT'S PROPOSED RREGULATIONS WOULD
REQUIRE STUDENT INVOLVEMENT IN MENU PLANNING AND EN-

COLAAGE PARENT INVOLVEMENT IN SCHOOL LUNCH ACTIVITIES.
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WE SUPPORT THIS PROPOSAL, BUT WE BELIEVZ PARENT IN~
VOLVEMENT IN MEN!. PLANNING COULD HAVE SUSSTANTIAL PO-
TENTIAL FOR REDUCING PLATE WASTE AND SHOULD 3E SPECIf-
ICALLY REQUIRED.

==ENCOURAGE LOCAL SCHOOL AUTHORITIES TO IMPROVE LUNCHRGOM
ATMOSPHERE AND COUDITIONS.

~~CONSIDER THE USE OF A NUTRIENT STANDARD AS AN OPTION TC
THE TYPE A PATTERN TO PROVIDE GREATER PLEXISILITY IN
MENU PLANNING. THE PROPOSED RESULATIONS STATE THAT THE
DEPARTMENT IS CONTINUING TO EXPLORE ALTERNATIVES TO THE
TRADITIONAL MENU PLANNING APPROACH AN REQUESTS PUBLJIC

COMMENT ON THE USE OF A NUTRIENT STANDARD.
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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 203548

B-178564

June 15, 1977

The Honorable
The Secretary of Agriculture

Daar Mr. Secretary:

At the request of Congressman Frederick W. Richmrond,
we are reviewing various food aspects of the school lunch
program in New York City. Although our work is not com-
Plete, we note one aspert of the program requiring
irmeliate attentics and action by the Department of
Agriculture. We will include additional informaticn on
the :esults of our review in a gubsequent report.

The Department's miniwam Type A lunch requirements
provide the framework for nutritionally adequate school
lunches and consist of specified amounts of proteain-rich
foods, vegcotables and fruits, bread, and milk. (See enc.
1.} We ectimate, with 90-paicent certainty, that during
our test period at least 40 percent of the lunches served
to children in New York City schools did not meat these
nutritional requirements. Department .nd New Yock State
school lunch officials need to take imnediate sSteps to
assuze that lunches served in New York City, and else-
where, meet minimum Type A requirements.

In March 1977 we briefed Depaztment, State, and
City school lunch officials and Congressman Richmonc's
office on the results of this aspect of our review in
New York City, City officials were given access to the
details supporting our findings. Details on our tests
and the results follow.

CED-77-89
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8-178564

PROGALM AUMINISTRATION

Under the schonl lunch program, Pedera! subsidies are
Proviled through the State to school districts on the pasis
of the numper of Type A iunches raported as gerved to
Children =2 participating schools. In New York City about
96 million school lunches were served during the 197t5-7¢
sthool year at a total cost of over $79.4 million. Paderal
reimbursements were $62 aillion (78 percent), State
reimbursements were $2.3 million (4 percent), and the City
Provided the balance of $14.6 million {13 percent).

The school lunch program is administered by the
Decartment's Food and Nutrition Service at the Federal
level, the New York State Education Dapartment's Bureau
of School Focd Managerment at the State level, and tae
Hew York City Board of Edication's Bureau of 3chool Lunches
at the City schoocls. HMHany of tne lunch components—-
especially for meal pack style lunches--are purchased from
Vendors and assembled into coamplete lunches by local school
employees. In such cases, it ma’ be possible for the
City to obtain refunds from venéors thzt supplied meal
components not meeting Type A requirementrc.

IESTING METHCDOLOGY ARD RESULTS

He used statistical sampling techniques to estimate
the number of school lunches served ir New York City
schools that met or failed t5> meet Type A requiredents
during our test periods. We tested each of the four types
of lunches served--cafeteria style, meal pack, basic
(Primarily soup and sandwiches), and bulk (prepared fcods
frozen i bulk). The first two types ware tested between
January 10 and February 9, 1977; the othe.. two, between
February 10 and 22, 1977. Of the lunches served, about
57 percent were cafeteria sty'e, 30 percent were meal
Pack, 7 percent were bulk, and 6 percent were basic.

Each type of lunch was tested as a separate sampiing
universe which enabled us to project the results to all
lunches of that type served Suring the respective test
periods.

We scientifically selected and sampled {0 cafeteria
style, 40 meal pack, 16 bulk, 2nd 16 basic lunches.
Respective scnool lunch managers told us that each s3aple
lunch we obtained was a Type A lunch.
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Dietitians at a Veterans Administratior Hospital
laboratery in Nzw ‘ork City tested the lunches for com-
pliance with Type . requirements basically using a weight
and measures test. The results are chown in the following
table,

Results c? Tests tor Tvoe A :.*h Compliance
“in New YOrKk Cltvy .. .OLlS

Area fal.iing short of recuirements

Lunch Tectal Heat ana
gtvlie sampled Passed Failed Meat Vegetable vegetable Bread “ilk
Cafeteria

style 49 20 20 6 9 4 0 1
Meal pack 40 18 22 7 8 7 0 0
Bulk 16 6 10 6 1 0 ]
Basic 16 9 7 1 4 2 0 0

As noted above, some of the neals had two components failing

to meet minimum requirements. The amounts by which the lunches
failed varied from a smail part of one minimum component
(vegetable), to almost twc-thirés of another (meat), and to

all of a thire (milk).

The sample results, when projected to all lunches served
during the test periods, show that:

-=-At least 40 percent of all c.feteria sty.e lunches
and 45 percent of all meal pack lunches served in
New York City schools during tiie period January 10
through Fepruary 9 did not meet Type A requirements.l/

-~At least 45 percent of all bulk lunches and 27
percent of all basic lunches served in New York
City schools during the pecriod February 10
through 22 did not meet the Type A requirements.l/

I7TEetc 1s Ju~-percent certainty that a test of every lunch
served would show a failure rate at least as nmuch asg our
sample results.
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-=-Federal teimbursement for lunches not neeting the
Tyve A fequirements ouring the test Periods could
be at least $3,718,000, (See encs. II and IIX.)

The Service has delegated fesponsibility of school lunch
Program monitoring to New York State, The State makas
aéministrative reviews of Program operations to see whether
school districts are conplying with program regulations.

lunch participant eligibility and prograns Accountability. on
6ccasion, the reviews have uncovered¢ some noncompliances with
the Type A lunch requirements dye to one or more missing
lanch components. In sych cases, Servics r*qulations require
that Seyee agencies assure Corrective action, According to a
New York State school lunech official, the Stat- assuyred that
COrfective action was takern through followuyz reviews. The
came State official sajg that program funds have never been
withheld frem New ¥ork City becausge of noncomplianca with
TYpPe A lunch reguirements,

During a March 28, 1977, meeting held by Congressman
Richmond on New York City's School lunch Program, the
congressman suggested that a jeint Departaent/State task
force be formed to correct Program problenms.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Because our projections showed that a sianificant
numbes of gchool 1

of <eeting the Department's Type A requirements, we fecommend
that ycu direct the Administrator, Food and Nutrition
Service, i

=~Determine the extent to which the prodlem of
noncompliance with the Type A lunch fequiremenss
found in New Yorx City is a nhational problem
tequiring broad, major corrective measures,

~=See that State o
action to establish and collect claims against
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%8 you know, section 236 of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1970 requires the head of a Federal agency to submit a
written statement on actions taken on our tecommendations
to the House Committee on Goverrment Operaticns and the Senate
Committee on Governmental Affzirs not later than 60 davs after
the date 0f the report and to the jouse anrd Seratc Committees
on Appropriations with the agency's first recues: for
appropriations made more than 60 days after the date of the
report.

We are sending copies of :this report to the above
Committees' the House Committee or Education and Labor and
the Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry;
other interested Committees and Members of Congress, including
Congressman Richmond; the Director, Office of Manajenent and
Budget; the Administrator, Fcod and Nutrition Service; and
the Director, Office of Audit.

Sincerely yours,

e *;wfmvye/

Henry g;chwege
Director

Enclosures - 3
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(ENCLOSURE 1)

The Type A Lanch Pattern...

mnuwmllmuhmlluxhautohmkhulanoum:ddh
Recommended Daily Dietary Aliowasces of the Nauoeal Research Council for
children of vanous age groups. The Type A lunch 1 :qurements provivie the
framework for utnuocoally 12equate school lunches. The kinds asd amaunts of
foads isted in the Type A lunch panern are based on the 1968 Recommended
Daily Dietary Allowances for 10- 1o 12-year old voy: any girls,

MthhNWWL&hW:T}:.A!MM

mﬁnunmmuﬁdhloﬂwughﬁmmuu'm
indicated:

MEAT AND M¥A ™ ALTERNATE
Tnm(“.mum;ofhunmﬁyw&twnm
ddu-c;orovu;u”ull:updcmddnh:mudnmwhwusw
wdpmvmu-wauoluymumammm;
Tahc-inmnmwmtm“h“-nmm
o 10 4 WA dud and one ouer maw wem.
VEGETABLES AND FRUITS
Mwmwwalolmwmng ibles or fruis ar 1oahy,
Aw(kmumsdmw«mwnwhmmm,hmﬂw
WU 20U mors (848 e cup of cus | urement
SREAD
Onﬂmﬂ-m-m\vcmbdbnu;mamdmmwu
mmvmmmolm-puwcmwnw.
FLUID MK
o»w“dmmnam

A&OMFoodsmpmdthlmhnquhmmswbmplm
kmmhclphpmwupuwnqmdwprovmmdhodmgud
other gutrients.

TobclpunnummeAlwxhnmntth:nuﬁwgmLithm
mend2d that lusches include:
. 8 VITAMIN A vegeusbis or fruit at least twice 3 week,
P aVﬂAM!NCveg:ubkorfmtm.;lunqn'uh
-+ + several {oods for [IRON each day.

It 8 also recommended thar:

PN Fuintbe'!‘ypeo\lun:hhk:pnnmodmukvd.
ce Iodiudsmbeuudumuuxh-.

Shayounmchﬂdreamud“ysahkwuuhem"upedﬁedhm
Type A lunch. the regulauces permit senving these children lesser amounts of
selected foods thaa are specifed above. /See CAO note telow?,

To meet the gutniuceal needs of teeuagers, the reguations eadone eocouraging
nnun'mgwolderbnyswdp’rhol!umamounuu(sda:ted(wdsthum
specified o the Tvpe A luoch requiremests.

GAO Note: For 6~ to l0-year-old boys and girls, only 1/3 cup of cooked dry
beans or peas, or 3 tablespuoss of peanu: buzter 4re required.

Source: Food snd Nutritisa Serviece
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(ENCLOSURE Il)
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(ENCLOSURE III)

ESTIMATE OF TSE WEIGHTED AVERAGE OF

ZEDERAL REIMBURSEMENT FOR EACB LUNCE

Lunch Average daily Reimbursement
reimbursement number of cate Average daily
category lunches (note a) (note b) reimbursement
‘ {cents)

(1) (2) (1) =z (2)

Paid 37,985 13.25 $ 5,033

Reduced 18,078 63.25 11,434

Free 509,751 73.25% 373,391

Total 565,814 c/68.90 $389,860

a/Average daily number of lunches served in November 1976.
b/Reimburcement rates for the period January to June 1977,

c/Weig'..ed average reimbursement rate:

Total daily reimbursement s $389,860 = 68.90 cents
Total average numder Of lunches §A5,814 per lunch

(02392)
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