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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Sixty-Nine.

R esolve  p r o v id in g  f o r  a n  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  a n d  s t u d y  b y  a  s p e c i a l  c o m m i s s i o n

RELATIVE TO HUNGER AND M ALNUTRITION I N  TH E COM M ONW EALTH AND
CERTAIN RELATED MATTERS.

Resolved, That a special commission, to consist of three members of the 
senate, five members of the house of representatives, the commissioner of 
public health or his designee, the commissioner of public welfare or his 
designee, the commissioner o f agriculture or his designee, the director of 
the office of school lunches in the department of education or his designee, 
the deputy commissioner of the department of community affairs, division 
of social and economic opportunity, or his designee, and four persons ap
pointed by the governor is hereby established for the purpose of making 
an investigation and study relative to hunger and malnutrition in the 
commonwealth. Said commission shall specifically, but without limiting 
the generality of the foregoing, consider the extent and degree of hunger 
and malnutrition existing in the commonwealth, the impact and effects of 
existing federal, state, local and private programs upon the alleviation of 
hunger and malnutrition in the commonwealth, the conduct, operation, and 
effectiveness of the commodity distribution program, the food stamp pro
gram, the school lunch program, the school breakfast program and the 
hot lunch program for the elderly, the adequacy of existing training pro
grams and counseling on nutrition and food preparation, particularly 
for low-income families, the conduct, operation and effectiveness of existing 
maternal care and infant nutritional programs, both public and private, 
in the commonwealth, the adequacy of the dietary situation, the needs of 
preschool children, school age children, expectant mothers, welfare recipi
ents and elderly citizens who live alone and have no working facilities in 
their living quarters, and any other related matters.



By Mr. Donahue, a petition of Maurice A. Donahue that provision be 
made to revive and continue the special commission relative to hunger 
and malnutrition in the Commonwealth and certain related matters and 
authorizing said commission to report from time to time. Rules (Joint).
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Seventy.

R esolve reviving  an d  c o n t in u in g  t h e  special comm ission  es
tablished  TO MAKE AN INVESTIGATION AND STUDY RELATIVE TO 
HUNGER AND MALNUTRITION IN THE COMMONWEALTH AND CER
TAIN RELATED MATTERS.

1 Resolved, That the special commission established by chap-
2 ter sixty-four of the resolves of nineteen hundred and sixty-
3 nine is hereby revived and continued. Said commission may
4 report to the general court from time to time.
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THE SPECIAL COMMISSION ON HUNGER AND 
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Special Commission on Hunger and Malnutrition established 
by Chapter 64 of the Resolves of 1969 and revived and continued by 
Chapter 2 of the Resolves of 1970, has held ten public hearings 
throughout the state in New Bedford, Lowell, Boston, Roxbury, 
Springfield, Pittsfield, Cambridge, and Worcester and in addition 
devoted a special hearing to the nutrition problems of the elderly 
and one to President Nixon’s Special Consultant on Nutrition, Dr. 
Jean Mayer.

After six months of hearings at which approximately three hun
dred witnesses offered testimony to the Commission, after intensive 
research and investigation by the Commission staff, and after care
ful consideration and discussion by the members of the Com
mission, the Special Commission on Hunger and Malnutrition is 
herewith submitting its findings and recommendations to date in 
this interim report.

This report discusses at length the food problems of the elderly, 
the administration of the commodity and food stamp programs and 
the operation of child nutrition programs. In addition it seeks to 
demonstrate the vital link between poverty or inadequate income 
and hunger and malnutrition.

The Commission in future studies will concern itself with the 
food problems of the pre-school age children, with nutrition educa
tion and the role of the Public Health Department in this area, 
and with the role of private industry in meeting the nutritional 
needs of the people of Massachusetts.

The central focus of the Commission’s study, as embodied in 
this Report, has been the adequacy and administration of 
existing state food programs. The Commission has not endeavored 
to develop or refine clinically-precise definitions of hunger and 
malnutrition, nor to gather statistics on the full dimension and 
magnitude of these problems in Massachusetts. These concerns 
fall more properly within the competence and purview of the



medical profession where even today these are matters of consider
able controversy.

The members of this Commission, however, have seen and heard 
enough to recognize and acknowledge that even in an affluent in
dustrial state such as Massachusetts, far too many of our fellow 
citizens suffer from a lack of food and from inadequate nutritional 
diets. We have seen and heard enough to recognize and acknowl
edge that these problems in all of their many manifestations are 
deep-rooted and pervasive and are far more serious than many of 
us had originally suspected or believed. And we have seen and 
heard enough to recognize and to acknowledge that indifference, 
neglect and maladministration are intolerable and inexcusable con
ditions which only serve to foster discontent and ill-will. They 
must not be permitted to continue. Food programs should be de
signed and operated for those people who need them or else they 
exist without substance and meaning.

The Special Commission respectfully submits its findings and 
recommendations in the earnest hope that they will prove to be 
essential catalysts to long-overdue constructive action.

H. COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION PROGRAMS
Since its inception, the commodity distribution program has 

had a dual purpose: to provide an outlet for surplus farm products 
by supplying them directly to needy families. Thus, in theory at 
least, farmers dispose of their surplus and the poor receive a free 
supplement to their diets. In practice, however, this double pur
pose has proved deceptive and served to check the effectiveness 
of the program, at least with regard to helping the poor, for the 
availability of donated commodities depends upon the availability 
of farm surplus. If there is no surplus, then the products are not 
available to those who need them. Beyond this, by gearing the 
commodity program to surplus available, the emphasis is placed 
on disposing of surplus rather than providing an adequate diet for 
those who cannot afford to buy enough of their own food.

THE CURRENT COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM IS 
NOT DOING AN EFFECTIVE JOB OF SUPPLEMENTING THE 
DIETS OF THE POOR. In November 1969 the Welfare Depart



ment estimated that 143,323 Massachusetts citizens were eligible 
to receive surplus commodities. Of these, however, only 75,540 
people actually participated in the program. (66,843 of these par
ticipants were on public assistance; 8,697 did not receive public 
assistance but were eligible because their incomes fall below pov
erty level.)

The participation figures clearly illustrate the failure of the 
program. One must ask why only 50% of those considered eligible 
actually participated in the program. The Commission has heard 
many reasons in numerous hearings around the state, but they 
can be categorized under three main headings:
1. Problems related to the centers, including the unhealthy condi
tions and inaccessibility of the centers, the inconvenience of pick
ing up the goods, and transportation difficulties encountered by 
the recipients.
2. Problems related to the commodities themselves, including the 
poor quality of the foods, difficulties in obtaining certain com
modities, and inadequate storage facilities.
3. Problems related to features of the Commodity program that 
contribute to feelings of humiliation and degradation on the part 
of the recipients.

PROBLEMS RELATED TO THE DISTRIBUTION CENTERS
A. The Commission has heard again and again the complaint 
that the centers are inaccessible to the people who need them: 
too few centers exist to effectively reach the poor in all parts 
of this state. There are 22 centers and 10 warehouses presently 
in Massachusetts. Centers are located in: Amherst, Boston (7 
centers), Bernardston, Buckland, Cambridge, Deerfield, Easthamp- 
ton, Lowell, Malden, Northampton, Springfield, West Springfield, 
Whitman, Winchendon, Chicopee and New Bedford. Service Ware
houses are located in Lynn, Worcester, Fall River, Gardner, Green
field, Quincy, Holyoke, Brockton, Dalton, and Adams. Only the 
centers in Cambridge, Lynn, Lowell, and Springfield and three of 
the Boston stores remain open on a full-time basis, however.

The following table lists location and hours of operation for the 
seven centers that serve the city of Boston:



BOSTON COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION CENTERS

D o r c h e s t e r  63 3  D u d l e y  S tr e e t F u l l -T i m e * 10-4

R o x b u r y  11 95  T r e m o n t  S t r e e t  F u l l -T im e  10-4  

J a m a ic a  P l a i n  31 37  W a s h i n g t o n  S t r e e t  F u l l -T i m e  10-4  

E a s t  B o s t o n  123  L o n d o n  S t r e e t  F ir s t  W e e k  o f  1F ir s t  W e e k  o f  t h e  M o n t h  10-4 

L a s t  T w o  W e e k s  of  M o n t h  10-4 

S e c o n d  W e e k  o f  t h e  M o n t h  10-4 

T h ir d  W e e k  a n d  E v e r y  T uesday,

S o u t h  B o s t o n  347  B r o a d w a y

C h a r l e s t o w n  2 7  W i n t h r o p  S t r e e t

N o r t h  E n d  332  H a n o v e r  S t r e e t

W e d n e s d a y  a n d  T h u r s d a y  10-4

* Testimony indicates that many of the centers close for lunch between 
12-1. Recipients who arrive at 1 1 :4 5  have been refused access to stores 
because employees are leaving for lunch.

B. Another obstacle is presented by the vans that carry com
modities from the central warehouses to the distribution centers 
several times a month. Some stores do not have adequate facilities 
for unloading the supplies — in Lowell for example the store is 
located in the basement of a church which has only one entrance. 
Therefore, recipients are not permitted to enter the store while 
the trucks unload. The Commission has heard the same complaint 
with regard to the Jamaica Plain center.

C. Even when the stores are open, there are many problems as
sociated with transportation to and from the center. Because so 
few centers exist, recipients must travel long distances to reach 
them: residents of Brighton-Allston for example must travel six 
miles to the Roxbury center. This represents considerable hard
ship; despite the myth of the welfare recipient who loads his 
commodities into a Cadillac, many poor people do not own auto
mobiles and must resort to increasingly expensive public trans
portation which they cannot afford. ONE REASON FOR THE 
LOW RATE OF PARTICIPATION IN THE PROGRAM IS 
SURELY THE NECESSITY TO TRAVEL LONG DISTANCES AT 
A COST THAT IS PROHIBITIVE. A WITNESS FROM LOWELL 
TESTIFIED “I DON’T SAVE ANY MONEY GOING DOWN 
THERE TO THE CENTER.”

D. Since participants are expected to collect an entire month’s 
supply at one time, the problems of carrying the food home are



also immense. A family’s allotment can easily weigh over 40 
pounds. In Springfield, witnesses testified that a single person’s 
allotment ordinarily weighs 31 pounds. For the elderly, the ill or 
handicapped, and for pregnant women, transportation problems 
often preclude participation in the program.

Thus the low rate of participation in the program can be partial
ly accounted for by problems related to the centers. Many of 
these problems could be solved by some fairly simple changes in 
the program’s administration and they persist only because of 
neglect and inaction. One obvious goal is to open additional centers 
and to extend or change the hours of operation for all the centers. 
Centers should be open at night and on Saturdays so that working 
people can pick up commodity goods without absence from their 
jobs. This would not necessarily require keeping centers open ad
ditional hours but rather making the hours more realistic for those 
people the program purports to help. (In a few cases, non-state 
agencies have established supplementary centers to increase avail
ability of commodities to people who live in areas remote from 
presently operating centers. In Boston, Action for Boston Com
munity Development operates six such “drop-off points” under a 
grant from OEO. The agency currently serves about 300 people 
and plans to expand the program in the near future) Efforts should 
be made to provide centers with delivery doors so that stores can 
remain open while delivery trucks unload.

Opening more centers and keeping longer or different hours 
may require additional staff. Staff members should be recruited 
from the ranks of the poor and wherever possible, commodity 
recipients themselves should be employed in the centers. If stores 
were better staffed, perhaps participants in the program could 
be allowed to pick up allotments more often. This would result 
in smaller packages and would increase the convenience of trans
porting the goods to the recipients homes.

Every effort must be made to ease the transportation problem. 
The donated commodity program is self-defeating when recipients 
are forced to spend money ordinarily budgeted for food on trans
portation. In Cambridge, college students have volunteered to help 
with transportation. In Lynn, local initiative established a trans
portation service for the elderly through the cooperation of the



distribution center, a senior citizens’ service group, and a neigh
borhood multi-service center. The point is, efforts can be made 
with proper state and local leadership. To date the efforts have 
been poor. It is only with viable action that the program 
can effectively serve those it is intended to benefit.

PROBLEMS RELATED TO THE COMMODITIES
A. The second major category of problems consists of com

plaints regarding the commodities themselves. Because only those 
commodities of which there is an agricultural surplus are avail
able, recipients find a limited number of items available at the 
distribution centers. A man from Lowell told the Commission 
that visiting the center was "a kind of roulette — you ready don’t 
know what you are going to get.”  An elderly man from Jamaica 
Plain likes peanut butter, but he hasn’t been able to get it for the 
last four months. Situations also arise in which one center is over
stocked with an item, while a neighboring center has none at all. 
This problem stems in part from the fact that people are some
times coerced to accept food they do not want. Several witnesses 
have told of being threatened that they will be dropped from the 
program unless they accept all available commodities.

B. As for quality, flour seems to have been singled out as the 
target of those who are dissatisfied by the program. For one thing, 
many people do not understand how to use it; certain ethnic groups, 
such as Puerto Ricans apparently are not accustomed to baking 
with raw flour. Even if they were, many of these people speak 
only Spanish and cannot read recipes and instructions written in 
English. Therefore, many Spanish-speaking people are forced to 
shop at the Spanish markets, where they can understand package 
labels, where they can find foods they know how to use — and 
where prices are relatively very high.

C. The Commission has also heard complaints that the flour 
and other goods are infested with insects or spoiled. Both this 
problem and the lack of perishable goods — cheese and butter, for 
example — are related to the lack of adequate storage and re
frigeration facilities. The Lowell center, for example has six 
large refrigerators, but two of them have damaged doors and are



unusable. Because of this, the Lowell center is unable to stock 
cheese, an item rich in nutrients.

D. Again solutions can be sought on the local level and through 
adequate administrative monitoring by the Department of Public 
Welfare without resorting to legislation. Simply, recipes and in
formation on the commodities could be printed in both English and 
Spanish — or in any other language relevant to the recipients. In 
this way, the program could serve to provide nutrition education 
as well as food for the recipients.

E. Of course, programs that aid recipients in making better 
use of the surplus commodity program should be encouraged. One 
such program is that directed by the Cooperative Extension Service 
of the University of Massachusetts. Under a grant from the Uni
ted States Department of Agriculture, the Extension Service in
stituted a program that trains “Extension Technicians” recruited 
from low-income families. These technicians teach other low-in- 
come families how to plan nutritious meals, buy food economi
cally, and utilize surplus commodities to the best advantage. The 
program operates in several communities at the present time. The 
Service estimates that 15 professionals and 150 specially trained 
extension technicians are currently involved with 2,000 families in 
those communities.

PROBLEMS RELATED TO RECIPIENTS’ 
REACTIONS TO THE PROGRAMS

In testimony before a hearing in Cambridge, a staff member of 
a senior citizens organization described the feelings of the elderly 
toward the commodity program. In doing so, he unfortunately sum
marized the attitude of a great many people whom the program 
is intended to benefit. He said:

Programs such as the surplus food distribution . . . are in fact 
profoundly insulting, degrading, and humiliating. They are part 
and parcel of the outmoded 19th century idea of public assistance.
To become eligible, you must first declare that you are unable to 
take care of yourself, that you have failed to attain the status 
of an Elect . . . 
of an Elect . . . .

Recipients are forced to wait in long lines at the centers and are 
sometimes subjected to insults and abuse by center personnel.



Furthermore, both the stores and the packages in which surplus 
goods are carried home are clearly labeled “SURPLUS,” so that 
the stigma is inescapable. Whether he is queued up in front of 
the “SURPLUS” store or carrying his “SURPLUS” bundles home 
on the bus, the participant is branded as a welfare recipient. 
Therefore, another improvement must be implemented on the local 
level is to remove the offending signs and relabel the packages.

Too often the recipient is the hapless victim of a system — ori
ginally intended to benefit him — in which he has no say and 
from which he receives little good. Too often, such programs are 
imposed from without rather than growing out of the actual needs 
of the poor. To guard against this tendency, a few local centers 
have established advisory boards which include program directors, 
community leaders, and low-income recipients. (The Lynn center, 
for example, has such a board.) Thus problems can be identified 
and worked out before they become insurmountable, and the needy 
are given a voice in decisions that affect their lives and families.

One of the major sources of humiliation to recipients is the certi
fication procedure, a process that requires the applicant to fill out 
forms and answer a number of questions concerning income and 
assets. The Commission believes that more people would partici
pate in the program if this process were simplified. We, there
fore, recommend that the requisite state and local administrative 
changes be made to permit certification by a simple declaration 
of need by the recipient.

In addition to these administrative changes, the Commission 
recommends the following change, which requires federal legisla
tion. As it currently stands, the program serves only those who 
have cooking facilities (including hot plates.) But even people with
out such facilities can benefit from some of the surplus products, 
such as fruit, juices, peanut butter, and dry milk. These people 
should not be penalized because they lack facilities. The Commis
sion recommends that federal legislation be altered to permit eli
gible recipients without cooking facilities to receive goods that re
quire no cooking and that do not pose a storage problem.



MONITORING
IT IS IMPERATIVE THAT THESE CHANGES 

BE ACCOMPLISHED IMMEDIATELY.

The administrative inadequacies that have been demonstrated 
in the operation of the Commonwealth’s food programs of necessity 
require some better mechanism for maintaining control and sur
veillance of these programs. The Commission finds the present 
administrative handling of Massachusetts food programs unaccept
able. The Commission, therefore, recommends the creation of the 
position of a Deputy Commissioner of Food and Nutrition within 
the Department of Administration and Finance whose express 
purpose is:

To coordinate the various food and nutrition programs operating 
in the Commonwealth to effectuate their optimum operation.

To make recommendations to the Governor as to how to effect
uate better administration and more prompt implementation of 
existing and new food programs.

To report to the Governor and to the General Court from time 
to time on the adequacy of food program administration in the 
Commonwealth.

To review the adequacy of existing food program budgets in 
Massachusetts and to make recommendations based on his findings.

To conduct continuing studies on the effectiveness of food pro
grams, policies and regulations in Massachusetts.

To provide continuing surveillance of the food program in 
Massachusetts by acting as a liaison for these programs by main
taining contact and working in cooperation with local neighbor
hood and community groups and advisory boards including low 
income people active and interested in food supply programs.

CONCLUSIONS
Hearings over the past six months have made it clear to the 

Commission that the commodity distribution program is marred 
by flaws. THE FLAWS ARE, IN MANY CASES, AN OUT
GROWTH OF IMPROPER AND INADEQUATE ADMINISTRA
TION ON THE PART OF RESPONSIBLE STATE AND LOCAL



OFFICIALS. THE TIME HAS COME WHEN PATIENCE AND 
PROMISES ARE NO LONGER THE ANSWER. ACTION IS 
NEEDED. REMEDIES ARE NEEDED. FOR AS LONG AS THE 
COMMODITY PROGRAM REMAINS AN ACTIVE PART OF 
THIS STATE’S OVERALL HUNGER PROGRAMS, CHANGES 
SUCH AS THESE RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMISSION 
ARE ESSENTIAL.

If asked to choose between the commodity program and the 
food stamp program, many recipients express a preference for the 
stamp program (on the condition that the price schedule be low
ered) . Dr. Jean Mayer, Chairman of the recent White House Con
ference on Food, Nutrition, and Health, stated before the Com
mission that the stamp program rather than the commodity pro
gram will receive increasing federal emphasis. President Nixon 
has also indicated this.

In light of these opinions, the Special Commission recommends 
that Massachusetts take advantage of increased federal funding for 
food stamp programs and begin to shift the emphasis within the 
state to these programs.

m . COMMODITY-FOOD STAMP TRANSITION
The Commodity Food Program is the major operative food 

program in Massachusetts at present. Judging from the response 
of the Nixon Administration and the current Congressional ef
forts in Washington, it appears that the food stamp program is 
the food program scheduled for federal funding and expansion in 
the future. Both practically and programmatically the food stamp 
program has less inherent administrative problems than the com
modity program. With both these things in mind and with the food 
stamp changes expected to emerge from congressional legislation 
this year, it seems only logical and moreover necessary for Massa
chusetts to ready itself for food stamp program implementation 
and expansion. As Dr. Jean Mayer, Special Assistant to President 
Nixon on Nutrition, remarked at one of the hearings held by the 
Commission, “Massachusetts is alone in embracing a system every
one else is abandoning,” namely surplus commodity distribution.



The increased attention in Massachusetts needed for food stamps 
is not mutually exclusive of commodity program improvements 
but it does concern a shift of emphasis in Massachusetts, that is, 
a shift from reliance on one food program — namely commodity 
distribution — to utilization of both commodity and food stamp 
programs.

IV. FOOD STAMP PROGRAM
Massachusetts appears to have ignored the availability of food 

stamp funds in the past. In this fiscal year, the federal govern
ment has appropriated an additional 610 million to be spent be
tween December, 1969 and June, 1970 for the expansion of the 
federal food stamp program. This money has been distributed on 
a “first-come, first-serve” basis. Executive and administrative ac
tion was needed to take advantage of these funds and it was not 
forthcoming in Massachusetts. A substantial segment of this money 
has already been absorbed by states other than Massachusetts — 
Connecticut and New York, for example. According to officials from 
the regional office of the U. S. Department of Agriculture, if Mass
achusetts was to obtain a share of the federal food stamp money 
for its needy citizens in fiscal year 1970, a request and a plan for 
use of the money should have been submitted by early March 1970. 
Massachusetts failed to do this. THE COMMISSION STRONGLY 
QUESTIONS THIS FAILURE ON THE PART OF THE DE
PARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFORE TO APPLY FOR THESE 
FUNDS AND URGES IN THE STRONGEST TERMS THAT 
FEDERAL MONEY FOR FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS NOT BE 
IGNORED IN THE FUTURE. There are communities in the 
Commonwealth that want and need this program — that more
over are scheduled for participation — and the State Department 
of Public Welfare has as its duty to make all facts available re
lating to food stamps and to advertise the availability of this pro
gram as well as commodity distribution.

The food stamp plan began in pilot form in the United States 
in 1939-1943 with its raisons d’etre as increasing the purchasing 
power of the low income families, enabling them to buy better 
food, and as a July 1962 USDA Food Stamp booklet cites, “ex
panding farm markets.” This constant gearing of our food pro



grams to farm production has increasingly kept our food pro
grams from being most responsive to the people who need them 
most — the poor and the ill-fed.

The food stamp program operates in the following manner at 
present: a food stamp schedule (the most recent schedule was re
leased in December 1969 after the impetus of the White House 
Conference on Food, Nutrition and Health) based on the num
ber of persons living in a household and the monthly net income 
of the household decides how much the purchase requirement for 
stamps will be. For example, in a 4 person household where the 
monthly net income is $90-99, the monthly purchase requirement 
is $22 with a bonus return in stamps of $106; for the same four 
person household, where income is $210-229.99, $60 is the monthly 
purchase requirement with a $106 monthly bonus.

FOUR PERSON HOUSEHOLD 
(Food stamp schedule attached — Appendix A)

The monthly average AFDC payment in Massachusetts for a 
four member household is above $250.00. The same $106 bonus at 
this level costs $72 — a prohibitive amount for food to many of 
the state’s poor families. Herein lies the major flaw with the pre
sent food stamp system: the purchase requirement schedule for 
stamps is prohibitively expensive for most of the welfare recipi
ents in Massachusetts at the present time. The basic problem rests 
with the fact that food is generally considered a “soft item” in 
the poor person’s budget; that is, unlike rent, gas, and electricity, 
which are “hard items” of a stipulated amount every month 
which must be met, food is a flexible item whose quantity and 
price can vary. Many times not enough money is available for the 
poor family to set aside a specified portion of its income each month 
for food. As it stands now in Massachusetts, stamps are purchased 
from the banks twice a month — generally the beginning and end 
of a month with 50% of the purchase requirement being given out 
each time and 50% of the stamp bonus being received.

Eligibility and certification procedures for food stamps follow 
the same guidelines as commodity distribution procedures. Ad
ministrative costs for food stamps are somewhat higher due to 
banking charges:



FY 1971 (estimate of the Department of Public Welfare): $9 per 
person per annum=$4,950,000 (FOOD STAMPS)

FY 1971 (estimate of the Department of Public Welfare): $6 per 
person per annum=$3,900,000 (COMMODITY PROGRAM) 

However, much less red tape is involved in food stamps than com
modity distribution, that is, there is no distribution center or 
warehouse to be concerned with nor is there concern over the 
quality of food, size of packages, or transportation.

The food stamp program allows the individual to go into a reg
ular grocery store and to purchase foods of his own choice with 
these stamps. The needy person therefore is not placed on special 
food as he is under the commodity program. The commodity foods 
are, of course, free and even with the food stamp bonus the big
gest complaint and hardship seems to be paying for the food 
stamps — particularly at the prices the people on public assistance 
in Massachusetts need to pay. In general with the anticipated 
changes in the food stamp schedules and its comparable quality 
as an efficient and helpful program to the needy poor, the food 
stamp program appears to be the more favorable. However, even 
when the food stamp program achieves its optimum potential as 
a help to the needy and the hungry, it is still only an intermediate 
step. It is less cumbersome than the commodity program and the 
administrative mechanisms do not present the problems realized 
under the commodity program. With food stamps there is little 
overhead involved in incorporating the program. With commodi
ties, space must be rented, refrigeration installed, a staff recruited.

The simplest method of getting food to people is providing them 
with the money they need to buy the food and at the same time 
expanding the nutrition education programs needed to teach which 
foods are the nutritious and economical foods for proper diet. As 
Congressman Silvio Conte related to the Commission at its Pitts
field hearing: “It will be simple to make a transition from the 
program to the cash basis of President Nixon’s Family Assistance 
Program . . .” This Commission is not suggesting, however, that 
Massachusetts blanket the state with food stamp programs. Prob
lems encountered with food stamps under the present conditions 
in Massachusetts need remedying:



1. Cost of stamps under present schedules are prohibitive under 
present Massachusetts welfare schedules.

2. Presently food stamps cannot be used to purchase non-food
items such as tobacco and personal hygiene products. Nor can
food stamps be used for any imported foods.

3. Suspension from the food stamp program results if two con
secutive purchase periods are missed.

4. Stamps can only be used in certain stores.
5. Stamps are presently distributed only by banks which is in

convenient and embarrassing to some participants.
6. Certification is long and unwieldly.
7. Stamps can only be purchased twice a month.
Despite these problems, the stamp program in Dracut, the only 
active food stamp community in Massachusetts, has been working 
very satisfactorily, as was emphasized by participants at a Com
mission hearing. In Dracut, however, many people own their own 
home and do not have the “hard item” of rent with which to con
tend. However, other communities that have applied for stamp 
programs in the past or that are presently scheduled for stamps 
are encountering unnecessary delay in program implementation. 
To date Massachusetts administrators have been lax in availing 
themselves of monies available for food stamp programs and of 
relaying information to the communities in regard to food stamp 
programs and their availability. The present 36 community ex
pansion in Massachusetts for food stamps should be implemented 
immediately.

In addition
(1) Massachusetts should allow issuance of stamps more than 

twice a month to enable recipients to better budget their 
money and be able to take advantage of food stamps.

(2) A  better system of publication and information must be under
taken by the Department of Public Welfare to insure a con
certed effort—not now in effect—in notifying communities of 
the availability of food stamp programs.

(3) Self-certification procedures should also be instituted in the 
Commonwealth enabling the recipient of food stamps to be 
certified by a simple declaration of need.

On the federal level, this Commission puts itself on record in 
support of the McGovern-Javits Food Stamp Bill and asks its sup



port in the House of Representatives. The Commission also feels 
federal legislation is essential to provide for:

(1) Variable Purchase which would enable the recipient to pur
chase a percentage of his food stamps each month if that is 
all he can afford.

(2) The simultaneous and continual operation of food stamp and 
commodity programs in the same community. Massachusetts 
would offer itself as a pilot state in this endeavor.

(3) The expansion of purchasable items so that stamps cover 
non-food items.

(4) Changes in purchase and bonus schedules so that more people 
are able to afford stamps.

In addition, the Commission recommends federal administrative 
changes enabling:

(1) The recipient not to be suspended if he misses more than two 
consecutive purchase periods. (This recommendation coupled 
with the state recommendation of increasing the number of 
purchase periods for recipients would, in effect, accomplish 
the same thing as Federal Legislative Recommendation #1 
(Variable Purchase).

(2) The Pood Stamp and Commodity Programs to run together 
for a phased period, for example a year, in the case where 
one program is scheduled to totally supplant the other. This 
phased period should be determined by the community chang
ing programs, not the state at large; thereby enabling the 
people participating in the program and those administering 
it to determine the necessity of one program in relation to 
the other.

V. ENDORSING A FEDERAL GUARANTEED 
INCOME PROGRAM

Hunger and malnutrition are inextricably linked to poverty; to 
try to separate income and nutrition is both futile and self-delud
ing. People living on low incomes simply cannot purchase either 
the quantity or the quality of food necessary to provide adequate 
nutrition for them and for their families. This problem is intensi
fied by the fact that money for food purchases represents the 
“softest” item in the family budget; thus, as living costs — and 
particularly housing costs — continue to rise, there is less and 
less money available for food.

Poverty-induced hunger exacts high tolls in our society. We pay 
with babies bom prematurely because their mothers were mal



nourished. We pay with infants who run increased risks of de
veloping mental retardation, anemia, and other diseases during 
their first years of life. We pay with children who are too hungry 
and fatigued to benefit from education, because a hungry child 
cannot learn. We pay with adults who are unable to participate in 
the life of the community.

Time and again over the past six months, members of the Spe
cial Commission on Hunger and Malnutrition have heard witnesses 
testify that the present welfare system is not delivering adequate 
benefits to them and their families. We have heard them say that 
what they need is money — in adequate amounts to buy the neces
sities of life, including a nutrionally adequate diet.

The Special Commission recognizes the link between poverty 
and hunger. We recognize also that the ultimate solution is a fed
eral guaranteed income program, and we endorse and encourage 
the development of such a program.

VI. ELDERLY NUTRITION PROGRAM
The lack of proper nutrition is not unique to a certain age group 

or time of life. Certain vulnerable groups, however, have been 
pinpointed, survey after survey, as having particularly distressing 
nutrition problems. One such group is the elderly of which it is 
estimated over 600,000 reside in Massachusetts.

Many factors contribute toward making the elderly particularly 
vulnerable to poor or inadequate diet. Some are directly related 
to health, some to available funds, and all to age. As Mr. Collins, 
a member of the Cambridge Council of Elders said at a hearing, 
there is a “lack of understanding of the problems of older citizens 
for needed health care and nutrition” . The particular problems that 
affect the aged are:

• L-lack of appetite
MISfci-poor teeth or general poor physical health 
|| —loneliness and despair

—fear of crime in the streets: not going out to buy food 
—lack of energy to shop for food 
—lack of energy to prepare food 
-—lack of cooking facilities; inadequate storage facilities 
■—difficulty in shopping and/or cooking for one person 
—bad eating habits
—lack of adequate income, e.g. high rents.



As Marilyn Ross, Dietician at Peter Bent Brigham Hospital 
and Senior Citizens Chairman of the Food, Education and Infor
mation Committee, and Mrs. Dorothy Mascoop, Nursing Home 
Consultant and Nutritionist with the Council of Elders, Roxbury, 
related to the Commission at its hearing devoted entirely to the 
nutritional needs of the elderly, these problems often result in the 
elderly surviving on a “tea and toast” diet. In addition, said Mrs. 
Ross and Mrs. Mascoop, “diets for elderly people tend to be low in 
protein and iron and high in carbohydrates. Due to a decreased in
take of fruits and vegetables they lack Vitamin A and Vitamin C. 
Also a decreased intake of milk leads to decreased calcium and 
osteoporosis. Due to the use of unenriched flour products they lack 
vitam in B. Nutrition needs of the elderly are the same as an adult 
but there should be a decreased amount of calories with the de
creased amount of physical activity that usually accompanies old 
age.” Often this is not the case.

The Commonwealth presently has programs operating which 
are aimed specifically at alleviating the nutrition problems of 
the elderly. Improvements in these present programs are needed 
and expansion is necessary for others. In addition, there is an 
overriding need for new, innovative thinking in relation to the 
nutrition problems of the elderly.

A. SCHOOL HOT LUNCH PROGRAM FOR THE ELDERLY
The hot lunch program for the elderly resulted from legislation 

originally filed by Senators Maurice A. Donahue, Samuel Har
mon and William Weeks, in 1967 (Chapter 855, Acts of 1967) au
thorizing ten municipalities to undertake a pilot program in feed
ing elderly citizens in school cafeterias after the children’s lunch 
period. This law enabled public or private schools to prepare and 
sell meals through their school lunch program to persons over 
59 years of age at a cost of 50c per meal. The Massachusetts Com
mission on the Aging and the Department of Education worked to 
promote this program.

During the past legislative year this original 1967 law was 
amended to permit all cities and towns in Massachusetts to partici



pate in this program. (Acts of 1969, Chapter 703). There are 
now 12 cities and towns (with another 15 authorized before the 
end of this school year) prepared to meet the eligibility require
ments to inaugurate this project. In the past 1968 school year, 
37,431 meals were prepared with an average of 124 lunch days 
observed. The average cost of a meal was 72c with the additional 
costs over 50c reimbursed by a $1500 federal grant available for a 
two year period.

(1) THE COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT THE GOVERN
ING BODY OF EACH CITY AND TOWN MUST DEVELOP 
A PLAN FOR YEAR-ROUND HOT LUNCH PROGRAM 
FOR THE ELDERLY WITH A PARTICULAR EMPHASIS 
IN AREAS OF NEED.

(2) THIS COMMISSION GOES ON RECORD IN SUPPORT OF 
REPEALING THE MEANS TEST FOR SCHOOL LUNCH 
PROGRAMS FOR THE ELDERLY.

(3) THE COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT THE BUREAU 
OF THE AGING WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT OF COM
MUNITY AFFAIRS BECOME A DIVISION OF THE AG
ING WITH ITS OWN DEPUTY COMMISSIONER AND 
THAT THIS NEW DIVISION ESTABLISH A SENIOR CIT
IZENS CORPS ABLE TO HELP OTHERS OF THEIR OWN 
AGE IN SCHOOL MEAL PREPARATION AND SUPER
VISION.

B. DECENTRALIZED FEEDING PROGRAMS
1) BULK CAFETERIA STYLE DECENTRALIZED FEED

ING PROGRAM OR SATELLITE PORTION OF THE 
ELDERLY HOT LUNCH PROGRAM

In this program food is prepared in the school kitchens and 
transported to convenient, more accessible locations for the elderly. 
Often these locations are in housing projects, churches, central 
meeting halls, and the like. In Malden, for example, the program 
is presently being operated in a church hall located in an Urban 
Renewal area where a great number of the elderly reside. The 
meals cost the recipient 50c and often provide the only nutritious 
meal for the day. In addition to this low cost midday meal, the



centers provide a variety of educational, cultural and social activi
ties for the elderly. At present this program operates in Malden 
and Pittsfield.

(4) THE COMMISSION RECOMMENDS EXPANSION OF THE 
BULK-DECENTRALIZATION FOOD PROGRAM SO THAT 
SCHOOLS AS WELL AS OTHER NON-PROFIT AGEN
CIES MAY TAKE PART IN THE PROGRAM.

(5) THE COMMISSION ENCOURAGES THE INSTITUTION OF 
A NUTRITION AND HEALTH PROGRAM DURING 
THESE LUNCH PERIODS WHERE MEALS ARE PRE
PARED AND SERVED.
2) INDIVIDUAL MEALS-ON-WHEELS OR MOBILE KIT

CHEN PROGRAM

In this program the meals are prepared in the school cafeteria on 
individual thermo-trays, put in metal insulated cases and trans
ported to the individual dwelling units of recipients. These recipi
ents are usually too old or infirm to leave home. In some instances 
the trays are dropped at a common room of a housing project and 
volunteers deliver the trays to designated apartments.

Pittsfield has operated a meals-on-wheels program since 1968 
and has built up a sizeable volunteer corps to aid in delivering 
meals for shut-ins. The Council of Elders operated a highly suc
cessful mobile meals program in a limited area of Roxbury. The 
program is now entering its second year. At times more than 200 
meals have been served in one day delivered by a mobile unit di
rectly to the homes of elderly persons. Both regular and spe
cial menus are available to fit certain health requirements. One 
need not be poor to participate in this program. The only require
ment is that participants be over 65 years of age and in need of 
physical aid.

(6) THE COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT PRIVATE FA
CILITIES BE UTILIZED ALSO FOR COOKING THE 
MEALS-ON-WHEELS LUNCHES.

(7) THIS COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT THE FEDER
AL GOVERNMENT, IN LINE WITH THE WHITE HOUSE 
CONFERENCE ON FOOD, NUTRITION AND HEALTH



RECOMMENDATIONS, UNDERTAKE P E R M A N E N T  
FUNDING PROGRAMS OF DAILY MEAL SERVICE, IN
ITIALLY CONSISTING OF AT LEAST ONE MEAL FOR 
ALL THE AGED.

In Addition:

(8) THE COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT ELDERLY 
STATE HOUSING PROJECTS BE BUILT WITH CENTRAL 
COMMON ROOMS AND CENTRAL COOKING FACILI 
TIES.

(9) THIS COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT THE FEDER
AL GOVERNMENT IN LINE WITH ANOTHER WHITE 
HOUSE CONFERENCE RECOMMENDATION REVISE 
THE PRESENT FOOD STAMP LAW TO ENABLE THE 
ELDERLY TO PURCHASE PREPARED MEALS WITH 
STAMPS.

(10) THE COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT THE NEW DI
VISION OF THE AGING ALONG WITH THE OFFICE OF 
SCHOOL LUNCHES IN THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCA
TION SEEK WAYS OF PROVIDING NECESSARY TRANS
PORTATION FOR THE ELDERLY WHO ARE NOT WITH
IN REACH OR NOT ABLE TO USE NORMAL PUBLIC 
TRANSPORTATION IN ORDER TO TAKE ADVANTAGE 
OF NUTRITION PROGRAMS, SUCH AS THE SCHOOL 
HOT LUNCH PROGRAM.

VII. CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS IN MASSACHUSETTS
The twin plagues of hunger and malnutrition are not strangers 

to all too many children in Massachusetts. The testimony presented 
to this Commission has made it appallingly clear that large 
numbers of preschool age children are receiving inadequate daily 
diets which, as medical studies point out, consequently expose them 
to the risks of incurring lifelong physical and mental defects. 
Large numbers of school-age children, particularly elementary 
school children, are attending schools which do not offer school 
lunch or breakfast programs. Since hungry children cannot learn, 
they are consequently being deprived of the opportunity to take



full advantage of the high quality education which state and local 
authorities are attempting to provide to the Commonwealth’s chil
dren. Analysis of the testimony presented to the Commission leads 
to the unavoidable conclusion that the child nutrition programs 
which are presently operative in Massachusetts have failed effect
ively to reach the most needy children in the state.

FEDERAL CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS 
AVAILABLE TO MASSACHUSETTS

Since the congressional enactment of the 1946 National School 
Lunch Act, which provided federal funds and surplus commodi
ties to the states for the implementation of school lunch programs, 
a large number of imaginative federal child nutrition programs 
have been created.

The amounts of federal money which are made available to the 
states for these programs depend on the number of lunches served 
by a state which subscribes to the program. That number is multi
plied by a factor called the assistance need rate of the state. For 
all states whose per capita income is equal to or greater than 
that of the United States, the rate is 5. Rates of 5 to 9 are allo
cated to states with relatively high poverty levels when compared 
with the entire United States. The product of the number of 
lunches served and the assistance need rate produces an index. 
The totals of the indices of all the states are then applied to the 
available federal funds, and the funds are apportioned among the 
states.

However, in order for the state to actually receive the federal 
funds apportioned to it, each federal dollar must be matched by 
three dollars from sources within the state, including amounts 
paid by the school children.

With this brief explanation completed of how federal funds are 
obtained by the state, an examination of the federal child nutri
tion programs available to the state is in order.

National School Lunch Program
Section if of the National School Lunch Act. Up until January 

1, 1970, under this section local school districts were entitled to



receive 9 cents reimbursement from the state Department of Edu
cation, through its Bureau of School Food Services and Nutrition 
Education, for each lunch actually served. Although Congress has 
authorized the 9 cent reimbursement, the federal government in 
the past has only actually given a 4% cent reimbursement, and 
the state has paid the balance.

Under the federal regulations in force prior to January 1, 1970, 
if a local school district agreed to provide free and reduced price 
lunches to the needy school children, it would be entitled to re
ceive a maximum reimbursement of 20 cents or elect to receive 
a 9 cent reimbursement for all of the free and reduced price 
meals actually served. According to the figures provided by the 
state Department of Education’s Bureau of School Food Services 
and Nutrition Education, Massachusetts, in 1969, received 
$3,807,380 under this section and anticipates receiving $3,972 926 
in 1970.

As of January 1, 1970, however, the federal government has 
authorized new reimbursement rates which should encourage more 
state-wide participation in the school lunch program. As of the 
beginning of this year a local school district may be reimbursed 
up to 12 cents on each meal served, the school districts providing 
reduced price meals for needy children may in some instances be 
reimbursed up to 24 cents on each meal served.

Section 11 of the National School Lunch Act. This 1962 addition 
to the National School Lunch Act authorizes additional funds for 
local school districts which draw their “attendance from areas in 
which poor economic conditions exist.”

Up until January 1, 1970, if all of the children in a school qual
ified for free or reduced price lunches, the school could receive 20 
cents reimbursement on the cost of each meal, and if only a per
centage of the children in the school qualified as “needy” then 
the school could receive a maximum of 25 cents on each meal actu
ally served.

Under this section, Massachusetts, in 1969, received $100,419 
and in 1970 expects to receive $689,681.

The above reimbursement rates for free lunches served have 
changed since January 1, 1970. Based on a state formula which 
ranks cities and towns according to need, i.e., the equalized value



of a town based on the value of its taxable property compared 
with the number of children in the town’s schools, the state’s 
Bureau of School Food Services and Nutrition Education can, in 
some instances, reimburse a school up to 37 cents for each free 
meal actually served.

Furthermore, on February 24, 1970, the Senate of the United 
States passed a bill which would amend the National School Lunch 
Act. The Senate bill, if enacted into law, would provide for 80 
percent reimbursement by the Federal Government to local school 
districts for all free and reduced price lunches made available to 
children from families which have incomes of less than $4,000 per 
year.

Section 32 of the Amendments to the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1935, Section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, and Sec
tion 16 of the National School Lunch Act. These sections author
ize the use of federal surplus commodities in the state school 
lunch program. Currently, the federal surplus food made avail
able to Massachusetts schools with lunch programs equals 12 cents 
worth of food per meal served.

The funds which the Bureau of Nutrition Education receives 
under these sections may also be used, in the discretion of the 
Bureau director, to supplement programs operating under Section 
11 of the National School Lunch Act, breakfast programs, free 
lunches, and the Non-food Assistance program.

The 1969 federal contributions to Massachusetts for the imple
mentation of these sections was $540,912, and in 1970 the Bureau 
of Nutrition Education expects to receive $887,179.

Non-Food Assistance
Non-food Assistance is the federal financial assistance received 

by the state for the cost of the equipment used in the preparation 
of school lunches by schools, central kitchens, and institutions 
which subscribe to the school lunch or breakfast program. Under 
this program, the Bureau of Nutrition Education is authorized to 
reimburse communities for 75 percent of the cost of the equip
ment.

In 1969, Massachusetts received $17,622 for the equipment, and 
in 1970, it expects to receive $236,426.



Vanik Program
Section 13 of the National School Lunch Act, which was enacted 

in 1968, authorized “federal support for meal services — breakfast 
and/or lunch — in children’s activities outside the school.” The 
practical effect of this legislation has been the extension of the 
school lunch program to summer camps and preschool child day 
care centers.

In 1970, the state expects to receive $185,429 for the program.

Special Milk Program
This program was authorized by the Agricultural Act of 1949. 

In 1966, the provisions of this Act were merged into the Child 
Nutrition Act.

The objective of this program is to “increase the consumption 
of fluid milk by children by making it available at either reduced 
prices or without charge.”

According to officials from the state Bureau of School Food 
Services and Nutrition Education, all of the elementary and sec
ondary schools in the Commonwealth are taking advantage of the 
Special Milk Program.

Massachusetts, in 1969, received $3,517,690 in federal funds, and, 
in 1970, expects to receive $3,535,303.

SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM OF THE 
CHILD NUTRITION ACT OF 1966

The school breakfast program, since its inception in 1966 has 
operated as a pilot program. First consideration under the pro
gram is given to children who must daily travel long distances to 
school.

A local school district which participates in the program re
ceives a reimbursement of 15 cents per breakfast served. If a 
school draws its students from an economically needy area and 
consequently serves all or nearly all of its students free breakfasts 
but has trouble financing the effort, the United States Department 
of Agriculture will pay up to 80 percent of the meal costs.

Massachusetts, in 1969, received $70,089 in federal funds for this 
program, and anticipates to receive, in 1970, $223,891.



New developments in Congress are about to change this pro
gram from a pilot program to a viable weapon in the war against 
hunger and malnutrition in America.

On February 23, 1970, the United States Senate voted 36-34 in 
favor of an authorization bill, which would expand the program 
from the current $15 million a year to $25 million in fiscal ’71, 
$50 million in ’72, and $75 million in ’73.

PERKINS BILL
Section 25 of the Agricultural Appropriations Act of 1968 au

thorized an additional $45 million for free and reduced price 
lunches. In 1969, Massachusetts spent all of the $665,279 that it 
received for more than 33,800 lunches. In 1970, the Office of School 
Lunches expects to receive $887,179 in Perkins money.

Elementary  an d  Secondary  E ducation  A ct  of 1965 — T itle  I.
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 

“provides financial assistance to schools serving areas with con
centrations of low-income families.” The program is primarily 
designed to aid “educationally deprived children.”

Some of the Title I funds have been used for feeding programs. 
In 1969, $30 million was used throughout the nation for school 
feeding programs.

In 1968, however, the state Office of School Lunches, along with 
other such offices in the other states of the union received a mem
orandum from the United States Office of Education telling them 
to “cut back on food service use of the monies.”

M igrant  E ducation  P rogram

A 1966 amendment to Title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act provided separately earmarked funds for the “edu
cation of children from migrant families.” $45 million was allo
cated to the program in 1969 and only $3.1 million was used for 
child feeding programs.

The total budget of Title I funds received by Massachusetts this 
year for this feeding program is $188,055. $22,711 was also re
ceived in special food service money from the Vanik Bill.



PROJECT HEAD START
This program is directed by the United States Department of 

Health, Education and Welfare’s Office of Child Development.
Two programs are offered for preschool age children from 

families with incomes below the poverty level (e.g. the Office of 
Economic Opportunity’s $3,600 for a family of four:)

1. A year-round program for children between the ages of three 
and five, and

2. A  summer program for children entering elementary school in 
the fall.”

The Office of Economic Opportunity provides 80 percent of the 
cost of operating the program and grants larger amounts to very 
poor communities.

For the year-round program 1970 budget which ends in July of 
1970, Massachusetts received $5,968,000, and for the 1970 summer 
Headstart program Massachusetts expects to receive $165,639.

THE OPERATION OF CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS 
IN MASSACHUSETTS

During the first hearing called by this Commission, Mr. Thomas 
O’Heam, the Director of Food Services for the Boston Archdiocese, 
who also is the Chairman of the Legislative Committees of the 
American and Massachusetts School Food Service, made it quite 
clear that “approximately 800,000 school children from all levels 
of society in the state, not only the very poor, are not getting 
enough to eat.” The basic reason for this startling fact is that all 
of the federal child nutrition programs which are available to 
Massachusetts and its local school districts are voluntary.

Under federal and state child nutrition legislation, as was re
cently reaffirmed in the case of Archie Briggs Et. Al. v. John T. 
Kerrigan Et. Al. decided by the United States District Court, Dis
trict of Massachusetts, on December 11, 1969, the local cities and 
towns of Massachusetts are under no legal obligation to provide 
school lunches to any of the children in their community. This 
also holds true in the case of all of the other child nutrition pro
grams, i.e., breakfasts, special milk, etc.

The effects of such a policy become alarmingly clear when one 
reviews the dismal statistical picture of the operation of child,



nutrition programs in the Commonwealth. Of the 3,631 public 
and private schools in the Commonwealth, 2,093 do not provide a 
school lunch program for their students. Although medical studies 
have notified the nation that poorly nourished children at the 
critical elementary school ages cannot develop proper learning 
habits and run the risks of incurring lifelong mental and physical 
impairments, 60 percent of the Commonwealth’s elementary schools 
persist in their failure to provide school lunches for their students. 
Only 34 schools in the entire state have a school breakfast pro
gram, and, of the 34, 13 are in Springfield and 10 are in Fall River. 
Furthermore, the records of the Bureau of School Food Services 
and Nutrition Education record 43 Day Care centers in the entire 
state offering some type of child nutrition program, but as recently 
as November only 26 were in operation, and as of December, the 
number reached 32.

School Lunch Program

More specific statistics about the scope of the school lunch pro
gram can be found in the chart below.

COMMUNITY PUBLIC SCHOOL PARTICIPATION IN THE 
SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM IN MASSACHUSETTS

Community

Total
Public
Schools

Schools in 
iMnch 

Programs

Children 
of AFDC  
Families ‘ ADA ‘ ADP

ADP
Free

iMnches

Percent 0} 
Children 
Served 
Lunch

Boston 189 51 28,585 79,458 17,599 667 22%
Cambridge 25 8 NR 9,376 3,950 235 42%
Dracut 9 8 117 4,130 1,969 64 47%
Fall River 40 7 1,688 12,288 2,790 397 22%
Greenfield 9 NR 3,721 2,184 124 58%
Holyoke 15 12 NR 8,196 4,716 667 57%
Lawrence 17 1 1,532 8,732 1,198 0 13%
Lowell 33 12 2,296 14,126 4,958 160 35%
Lynn 27 6 2,533 14,449 2,408 0 12%
New Bedford 31 6 3,086 14,661 4,488 180 31%
Pittsfield 25 17 NR 11,682 4,789 174 40%
Somerville 27 27 1,662 12,020 4,730 287 38%
Springfield 46 35 NR 28,776 11,289 1010 39%
Worcester 67 13 NR 27,924 6,196 203 22%
Source: Department o f Education, Bureau o f School Lunch 
* New pilot program January 1970
NR —  No report has yet been filed with the State Department o f  Public Welfare 
ADA —  Average Daily Attendance 
ADP —  Average Daily Participation



The statistical chart points out that on the average less than 
35 percent of the total school population in these cities and towns 
participate in a school lunch program. On a state wide average, 
less than 40 percent of the total school population participate in the 
school lunch program.

These statistics are frightening not only because of their im
mediate meaning but also because of their long-range implications. 
It is disturbing enough to realize that children in this state are 
not receiving their nutritional requirements, but it becomes even 
more dismaying when one realizes that these children, by not 
having a lunch program, are also losing out on the valuable nu
trition education aspect of the lunch hour. Nutrition education is 
preventive medicine. When taught to children it can profoundly 
influence their lifelong habits and the overall health of our future 
society.

The official reasons given for the past and present failures of the 
school lunch program are lack of lunchroom and kitchen facilities 
in the Commonwealth’s schools, particularly the elementary 
schools, and the lack of finances at the local levels of government. 
Schools which have been built since the enactment of the 1946 
National School Lunch Act have included kitchen and lunchroom 
facilities in their plans, but it is a fact that a great majority of the 
elementary schools in the state were built before or just after the 
turn of the century when feeding children was not considered to 
be an essential part of the educational process. This is particu
larly true in the urban areas of the Commonwealth: in Boston, 
for example, 138 schools do not have food service. Over 40,000 
children or one out of two, attend schools which do not have 
lunch programs. At least 12 percent of these children attend low 
income schools. Similar situations in Worcester, New Bedford, 
Lowell, and Fall River emphasize the fact that the children who 
need it the most are the ones who are being denied the benefits 
of the program. This problem, however, is not insurmountable. 
Local communities can build or use existing buildings as central 
kitchens from which hot or cold lunches can be prepared and trans
ported to children attending neighboring schools. Although the 
state’s Bureau of School Food Service and Nutrition Education 
has the authority and federal funds to reimburse local communi



ties for 75 percent of the cost incurred in equipping a central 
kitchen, some local officials have argued that the cost of building 
or renovating a structure to be used as a central kitchen prohibits 
them from taking advantage of the money available for the equip
ment. For example, in 1969, the state’s Bureau of School Food 
Service and Nutrition Education offered $91,000 to the Boston 
School Committee for the purpose of equipping central kitchens 
in the needy areas of the city. The Boston School Committee re
jected the offer. The reason given by the Committee was that 
since federal and state authorities do not reimburse cities for any 
portion of the cost incurred in building or reconstructing a struc
ture which is to be used as a central kitchen, the city would have 
to allocate a far greater sum for construction costs than it would 
receive from the state for the equipment in the buildings. This 
year, however, on February 17,1970, the Boston School Committee 
voted to accept the $200,000 offered by the Bureau for equipping 
two central kitchens in Boston.

An imaginative approach to the problem of providing hot or 
cold lunches to school children has been developed in Boston. The 
kitchen facilities in some of the modern schools in the city have 
been used as central kitchens to provide lunches to children attend
ing neighboring schools which do not have kitchen or lunchroom 
facilities. However, since the available kitchen must increase its 
working hours in order to meet this responsibility, an additional 
labor force must be hired or the workers must be paid overtime. 
Due to the fact that the local community itself must assume the 
labor costs, many local officials have avoided this alternative.

Another alternative available to cities and towns in the state 
is to contract with a private caterer to provide lunches to children 
attending schools which do not have kitchens or lunchrooms. The 
Bureau of School Food Service officially recognizes this “bag lunch” 
program and has received authorization to extend its school lunch 
reimbursement formula to the program.

After much citizen pressure was brought to bear on the Somer
ville School Committee for a lunch program in all the Somerville 
schools, the School Committee elected to join Watertown and 
experiment with the “bag lunch” program. Since the program is 
experimental and has only been in operation in Somerville for two



months, an evaluation of the program will not be attempted until 
the issuance of this Commission’s final report.

It can, however, be said that one of the reasons why some of 
the other communities in the Commonwealth have not ventured 
to experiment with the “bag lunch” program and the other pro
grams which require meals to be served to children at their desks 
is the problem of supervision during lunch hours. Due to the pro
visions in their employment contracts, teachers in a number of cit
ies and towns will not supervise during lunch periods. In elemen
tary schools where lunchroom facilities are not available the mag
nitude of the problem is obvious.

The problems listed above are not insurmountable, and will 
be directly dealt with in the recommendations submitted by this 
Commission.

Providing Free and Reduced Price Lunches to Needy Children 
Attending Schools with Lunch Programs

The method of selecting students for free and reduced price 
lunches is set out in §1758 of the National School Lunch Act 
(42 U.S.C. §1758):

Such meals shall be served without cost or at a reduced cost to 
children who are determined by local school authorities to be un
able to pay the full cost of the lunch. No physical segregation of 
or other discrimination against any child shall be made by the 
school because of his inability to pay.”

According to the School Program Agreement submitted by the 
state’s Bureau of School Food Service and Nutrition Education to 
the subscribing local school districts, in selecting students for free 
and reduced price meals, consideration must be given to students 
from families:

1. “With income below $3,000
2. Eligible to receive any form of public assistance or certified 

to participate in the government donated commodities or food 
stamp programs

3. Unable to pay the full price in the judgment of officials desig
nated to determine eligibility.”

A reading of these provisions would lead one to the conclusion 
that the state’s 110,793 school age children from families on public



assistance are entitled to receive free and reduced price lunches. 
The truth of the matter is, however, that as of the last official tab
ulation conducted by the Bureau of School Food Service, in October 
of 1969, only 30,070 free and reduced price meals were being 
served in the state.

Financial 'problems and the lack of lunchroom facilities are some 
of the factors vjhich help to keep the number of free and reduced 
price lunches down, but an outstanding factor is the prejudices of 
local school officials. According to the standards for free and re
duced price lunches which are set out above, local school authori
ties, limited only by their own discretion, are only required to con
sider, not honor, the applications of eligible children for free lunch
es. Consequently, as the number of law suits being filed by legal 
aid bureaus in the Greater New Bedford, Boston, and Worcester 
areas seem to point out, this system of eligibility inadvertently 
allows prejudices which local school authorities may have against 
welfare oriented programs to enter into the decision of whether 
or not an eligible child will receive a free lunch.

Participation in the free lunch program aspect of the school 
lunch program is also kept at a minimum by the method of pub
lication used by local school authorities. Instead of sending letters 
home to parents notifying them of the program, a number of 
school districts satisfy their publication requirement by posting 
a notice on a school bulletin board.

Furthermore, federal regulations mandate that the identity of 
recipients of free and reduced price lunches should “not be pub
lished, posted, or announced in any manner to other children.” 
It is also a violation of the federal regulations for recipients to 
use a separate “lunchroom, lunchtime, entrance, serving line, med
ium of exchange, or be required to work for their meal.” Regard
less of these regulations, Worcester persists in handing out work 
cards to all children receiving free lunches whether or not they 
work, allegations persist in the Boston, Greater New Bedford and 
Fall River areas that some local authorities require recipients to 
work, and up until recently recipients of free lunches in Spring
field were required to stand in separate and distinct lines from the 
paying children.

Finally, the Commonwealth’s school lunch programs have failed



to provide lunches which satisfy the cultural tastes of Puerto Rican 
and immigrant children who have recently made Massachusetts 
their home. The Commission’s hearings in New Bedford, Fall 
River, Lowell and Worcester have revealed that newly arrived 
immigrant and Puerto Rican children take at least a year to be
come accustomed to American food and therefore refuse to eat 
the standard Type A school lunch. The best solution to this prob
lem is to place the eating habits of these children under the watch
ful eye of a nutritionist; but since nutritionists are scarce in the 
state’s educational system, local school authorities must be given 
authority to alter the type A lunches in conformity with the tastes 
of their students.

The School Breakfast Program
The same problems which plague the Commonwealth’s school 

lunch program also permeate the school breakfast program. There 
is, however, one salient criticism of the school breakfast program, 
and that is that the program has been poorly utilized by the Com
monwealth s cities and towns. Only two tenths of one percent 
(.2%) of the children attending school participate in the program. 
Furthermore, the program, which has only 34 schools participating 
in it, is thinly spread over the Commonwealth:

No. of Schools Participating
Andover 1

Boston 2
Brockton 2

Brookline 2
Cambridge 2
Cheshire 2
Fall River 20
Quincy 3

Salem 2
Springfield 23

For the last two years, the Bureau of School Food Service has 
been forced to return some of the federal money allocated to the 
state for the program, because local communities did not bother to 
apply for the funds.



In the area of school breakfast programs, however, Springfield 
has been an example to the rest of the state. Thirteen schools in 
the low income area of the city are presently providing 900 stu
dents with free breakfasts each day.

The Other Child Nutrition Programs
As in the case of the School Breakfast Program, the major crit

icism that may be leveled against the Vanik Program (Day Care 
Centers), the Headstart Program, and the Migrant Program is 
that there are not enough of these programs in the state. There 
are only 32 operating day care centers which provide meals or 
snacks to the children, and even though these centers are scarce, 
the Bureau of School Food Service last year was forced to return 
unused federal money which has been allocated for the program. 
Furthermore, the state only has 19 migrant projects and the 
Headstart Program only has 21 offices throughout the state.

A more detailed evaluation of these preschool age programs 
will be provided in the Commission’s final report.

RECOMMENDATIONS
1) All one session public schools should be required to make 

school food services available to their students no later than 
September, nineteen hundred and seventy-two.

2) All public schools should be required to make school food 
services available to their students no later than September 
nineteen hundred and seventy-three.

3) The School Building Assistance Act should be amended in 
order to enable cities and towns to receive partial reimburse
ment from the state for construction or alteration of any 
central food production facility for the purpose of preparing 
school lunches and breakfasts for distribution to any schools 
in a city, town, county, or regional school district.

4) All public schools which draw their attendance from areas 
with a high number of needy children, as defined by the Bu
reau of School Food Services and Nutrition Education, should 
be required to make school breakfast programs available to 
children no later than September, nineteen hundred and sev
enty-two.



5) To the extent that funds are available, free meals should be 
provided to children from families receiving public assistance 
and to children from families whose net income and assets 
are comparable to those of families of like size receiving public 
assistance.

6) The state, through the Bureau of School Food Service and Nu
trition Education, should reimburse local school districts for 
that portion of the cost of free lunches and breakfasts which 
is not covered by federal reimbursement.

7) The state, through the Department of Education, should re
imburse local communities for the labor costs incurred in the 
preparation of school food lunches and breakfasts.

8) A state “Nutrition Action Corps” should be created, and one 
of its functions should be to provide volunteer teacher aides 
to supervise during lunch hours in elementary schools which 
do not have lunchroom facilities.

9) The Bureau of School Food Service and Nutrition Education 
should be allowed to contract with cities, towns, and regional 
school districts for the establishment of regional food service 
production centers. The Bureau should also be allowed to 
enter into contracts with private caterers for the benefit of 
any city, town or regional school district. Any city, town or 
regional school district should also be permitted to enter into 
a contract with a private caterer for the purpose of provid
ing nutritious and economical meals or snacks for the children 
in their public schools.

10) Six professional nutritionists, one for each of the Department 
of Education’s school districts, should be assigned to the Bu
reau of School Food Services in order to provide programs 
which satisfy the cultural tastes of the Puerto Rican and im
migrant children, and insure the long range effectiveness of 
the state’s child nutrition programs.

11) In order to prevent discrimination in the free lunch and 
breakfast programs, a uniform system which treats recipi
ents of free meals and paying children equally must be en
forced by the Bureau of School Food Service and Nutrition 
Education.



For example, in order to protect the child’s anonymity, in 
schools where meal tickets are used by children receiving 
free meals, tickets should also be used by children who pay 
for their meals. Furthermore, in schools where each ticket is 
used as the medium of exchange by children who purchase the 
school’s meals, local school authorities should see to it that 
recipients of free meals also use the same medium of exchange.

12) Immediate action to eliminate hunger and malnutrition is 
obviously important, but there is also a vital need for a long- 
range program in nutrition. Consequently, the Commission 
strongly recommends that all elementary and secondary 
schools provide nutrition education to their students and the 
parents of the students.
Furthermore, state and private colleges and universities should 
provide courses in nutrition education to all of their students. 
Advanced academic courses in nutrition should be instituted 
in schools of education, medical and dental schools, and other 
schools concerned with public health.

13) The Commission is of the opinion that in the not too distant 
future all children attending the Commonwealth’s elementary 
and secondary schools should be provided with a completely 
free lunch. Consequently, in order to reach this goal, con
tingent on the federal government providing not less than 60 
percent of the national average cost of serving a completely 
free lunch to children, the Commonwealth should agree to 
provide from state and local funds, including children’s pay
ments, 40 percent of such lesser amount as may be required 
to meet the full cost of providing free lunches to school chil
dren.



Vm . NUTRITION ACTION CORPS

The Commonwealth’s citizens provide the first line of attack in 
the battle against hunger and malnutrition. Implementation of the 
proposals in this report can be most fully accomplished by harness
ing the active interest and energy of the people of Massachusetts. 
The Commission recommends a coordinated vehicle — a Nutrition 
Action Corps — designed to allow the Commonwealth’s citizens 
to play a meaningful and constructive role in eradicating the prob
lems of hunger and malnutrition, insuring proper nutrition educa
tion; and providing needed voluntary aid to those of our citizens 
participating in food programs in the Commonwealth.

The Commission recommends an action-oriented hunger corps, 
one which knows no age barrier, composed of young people of col
lege and high school age, housewives, senior citizens, and the poor, 
working together:

1) To provide useful volunteer service in helping to transport 
surplus commodity food to many of our senior citizens and 
other who presently can not take maximum advantage of 
existing surplus food programs because of the inability to carry 
the food from the surplus centers to their homes,

2) To insure that children attending elementary schools which 
do not have lunchroom facilities will be able to take full ad
vantage of a lunch program by supervising lunch hours as 
teacher aides,

3) To act as a liaison between the Community and the State re
porting favorable as well as unfavorable matters concerning 
nutrition among low-income families,

4) To provide a system of “personal shopper aides” H - either aid
ing the elderly or infirm by food shopping for them or going 
along on their shopping trips to assist in economical and nu
tritional food purchasing.

5) To promote proper nutrition care and education by provid
ing guidance and help in understanding the value of a nu
tritious diet and aiding in the planning of such a diet.



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM
1. Administrative changes such as: changing the hours distribu

tion centers are open to make them more realistic for those 
people the program purports to help; recruiting staff members
from the ranks of the poor whenever possble; bi-or multi
lingual information regarding commodities.

2. The requisite state and local administrative changes to permit 
certification by a simple declaration of need by recipient.

3. Change in federal legislation to permit eligible recipients with
out cooking facilities to receive goods which require no cook
ing.

4. Creation of a Deputy Commissioner of Food and Nutrition 
within the Department of Administration and Finance.

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM
1. Administrators should take advantage of Federal food stamp 

funds in the future.
2. Massachusetts should allow issuance of stamps more than twice 

a month.
3. The requisite state and local administrative changes to permit 

certification by a simple declaration of need by recipient.
4. Support for passage of the McGovem-Javits Food Stamp Bill.
5. Support for federal legislation to provide for Variable Purchase, 

simultaneous and continuous operation of commodity and stamp 
programs in the same community, and changes in purchase and 
bonus schedules.

6. Support for federal administrative changes calling for the re
cipient not to be suspended if he misses more than two pur
chase periods and allowing a phased period when both com
modity and food stamp programs can operate in the same 
community.

FEDERAL GUARANTEED INCOME PROGRAM
1. Endorsement and encouragement of the development of a fed

eral guaranteed income program.



ELDERLY NUTRITION PROGRAM
1. Every school committee must develop a plan for a year-round 

hot lunch program for the elderly with particular emphasis in 
areas of need.

2. Support repealing means test for school lunch programs for 
the elderly.

3. Propose that the Bureau of the Aging within the Department 
of Community Affairs become a Division of Aging with its 
own Deputy Commissioner and that this new Division estab
lish a senior citizens corps able to help others of their own 
age in school meal preparation and supervision.

4. Expansion of the Bulk-Decentralization Food Program so that 
schools as well as other non-profit agencies may take part.

5. Institution of a health and nutrition program during lunch 
periods where meals are prepared and served.

6. Non-profit facilities be utilized to prepare the meals-on-wheels 
lunches.

7. The Federal Government should undertake permanent funding 
programs of daily meal service, initially consisting of one meal 
a day for the aged.

8. Elderly state housing projects should be built with central 
common rooms and cooking facilities.

9. Revision of the present food stamp law to enable the elderly 
to purchase prepared meals with the stamps.

10. New Division of Aging and Office of School Lunches seek ways 
of providing elderly with the necessary transportation to 
reach, for example, school hot lunch facility.

CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS
1. All one-session public schools required to make school food 

services available by September 1972.
2. All public schools required to make school food services 

available by September 1973.
3. Amendment of School Building Assistance Act to enable 

cities and towns to receive partial reimbursement for con
struction of central kitchen facility.



4. All public schools drawing their attendance of areas of high 
number of needy children required to make school breakfast 
programs available no later than September 1972.

5. Free meals for children or families on public assistance or 
comparable incomes to the extent of funds available.

6. State reimbursement of local school districts for portion of 
cost of free lunches and breakfasts not covered by federal 
reimbursement.

7. State should reimburse local communities for labor costs to 
make the lunch and breakfast meals.

8. Creation of a state Nutrition Action Corps with one of func
tions being volunteer teacher aides during lunch hours.

9. Bureau of School Food Service and Nutrition Education al
lowed to contract with communities to establish regional food 
service production centers and to contract with private cater
ers with purpose of providing nutritious meals for public 
school children.

10. Six additional nutritionists in the Bureau of School Food Serv
ices.

11. System needed to adequately protect anonymity of child get
ting free lunch.

12. Long-range nutrition education program; courses in nutri
tion should be encouraged in institutions of higher learning.

13. In the not too distant future the Commonwealth should move 
toward a free lunch for all pupils and should be willing to 
pay up to 40% as may be required to meet the full cost of 
providing free lunches to school children.

NUTRITION ACTION CORPS
1. Establishment of a Nutrition Action Corps to provide needed 

voluntary aid to those of our citizens participating in food pro
grams.



APPENDIX A
FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 

NET INCOME BASIS OF COUPON ISSUANCE
Four-Person Household

Total Coupon Allotment 

Monthly Net Income

Monthly

$106.00

Monthly

Semi- Quarter 
Monthly Monthly

53.00 27.00
Purchase Requirement 

Semi- Quarter 
Monthly Monthly

Weekly

25.00

Weekly

0 -19.99 2.00 1.00 .50 .45
20 - 29.99 2.00 1.00 .50 .45
30 - 39.99 4.00 2.00 1.00 .90
40 - 49.99 7.00 3.50 1.75 1.60
50 - 59.99 10.00 5.00 2.50 2.30

60 - 69.99 13.00 6.50 3.25 3.00
70 - 79.99 16.00 8.00 4.00 3.65
80 - 89.99 19.00 9.50 4.75 4.35
90 - 99.99 22.00 11.00 5.50 5.05

100 -109.99 25.00 12.50 6.25 5.75

110 ■ 119.99 28.00 14.00 7.00 6.45
120 -129.99 31.00 15.50 8.75 7.15
130 -139.99 34.00 17.00 8.50 7.85
140 -149.99 37.00 18.50 9.25 8.50
150 -169.99 42.00 21.00 10.50 9.65

170 -189.99 48.00 24.00 12.00 11.05
190 - 209.99 54.00 27.00 13.50 12.45
210 - 229.99 60.00 30.00 15.00 13.85
230 - 249.99 66.00 33.00 16.50 15.20
250 - 269.99 72.00 36.00 18.00 16.60

270 - 289.99 72.00 36.00 18.00 16.60
290 - 309.99 76.00 38.00 19.00 17.55
310 - 329.99 80.00 40.00 20.00 18.45
330 - 359.99 80.00 40.00 20.00 18.45
360 - and up 82.00 41.00 20.50 18.90



APPENDIX B 
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Seventy.

An  A ct establishing  a  division  of aging  i n  t h e  d epartm en t

OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS AND AUTHORIZING IT TO DEVELOP PRO
GRAMS FOR FOSTER CARE FOR THE ELDERLY, A SENIOR CITIZENS 
SERVICE CORPS, GRANTS TO LOCAL COUNCILS ON AGING, HOME DE
LIVERED MEALS, AND AN INFORMATION AND REFERRAL SERVICE.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General 
Court assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:

1 Section  1. Section 2 of chapter 23B of the general laws,
2 as inserted by section 1 of chapter 761 of the acts of 1968, is
3 hereby amended by striking out the first sentence and in-
4 serting, in place thereof, the following sentence:— There
5 shall be in the department a division of community develop-
6 ment, a division of community services, a division of social
7 and economic opportunity and a division of aging.

1 Section 2. Section 3 of said chapter 23B, as inserted by
2 section 1 of chapter 761 of the acts of 1968, is hereby amend-
3 ed by adding, after subparagraph (t) thereof, the following
4 subparagraph:—
5 (u) through the division of aging, develop and coordinate
6 programs for services for the elderly. Said programs shall in-
7 elude, but not necessarily be limited to: 1) foster care for the
8 elderly which will provide both companionship and an altema-
9 tive to institutional care; 2) grants to local councils on aging

10 established under section eight B of chapter forty to encour-
11 age their development of programs to meet the problems of
12 the aging, provided, however, that the amount of any grant
13 shall not exceed fifty per centum of the total cost of such a
14 program; 3) a senior citizens service corps which will provide
15 opportunities for persons over sixty to serve others in the



16 public interests, which may include short-term training and
17 may provide rates of pay approved by the commissioner of
18 administration; 4) home delivered meals and other efficient
19 methods of food service, utilizing, wherever possible resources
20 and programs available through other federal or state depart-
21 ments and agencies; and 5) an information and referral serv-
22 ice which shall make available an inventory of public and pri-
23 vate services and organizations for the elderly.
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Seventy.

A n  A c t  p r o v id in g  f o r  t h e  c o n s t r u c t io n  o f  c e n t r a l  c o m m o n

ROOMS AND CENTRAL COOKING FACILITIES IN  HOUSING FOR THE 

ELDERLY PROJECTS.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General 
Court assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:

1 Section 3 of Chapter 121B of the General Laws, as amended
2 by Chapter 751 of the Acts of 1969, is hereby further amend-
3 ed by adding at the end thereof, the following subparagraph: —
4 “The housing authority of each city and town organized
5 under section three is authorized and directed to provide for
6 the construction of central common rooms and central cook-
7 ing facilities in any housing for elderly persons of low income
8 constructed after January 1,1971.”
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Seventy.

A n  A ct  providing  for th e  participation  of school in  m u n ici
palities , AND OTHER NON-PROFIT PUBLIC OR PRIVATE AGENCIES, 
IN THE SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM FOR ELDERLY PERSONS.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General 
Court assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:

1 Chapter 15 of the general laws as most recently amended
2 by chapter 837 of the acts of 1969, is further amended by
3 adding a new section 1L after section IK to read as follows:
4 Section IK. The social committee of any city or town des-
5 ignated by the division of social and economic opportunity in
6 the department of community affairs may extend the school
7 lunch period for the purpose of serving lunches to authorized
8 elderly persons. Private schools in any city or town so desig-
9 nated may also participate.

10 The governing body of each city and town shall be responsi-
11 ble for developing a plan for a year-round hot lunch program
12 for the elderly.
13 The bureau of nutrition education and school food services,
14 is also authorized to contract with other non-profit public
15 or private agencies for the preparation and serving of meals
16 to the elderly in accordance with the provisions of this act.
17 Such meals may be prepared by schools and non-profit agen-
18 cies and served on site or in central production centers for
19 service at sites more convenient to the elderly.
20 The operation of these programs by public or private schools
21 and non-profit public or private agencies are subject to the
22 following conditions and restrictions:
23 (1) The charge to such persons for each lunch shall not
24 exceed fifty cents.
25 (2) The lunches served shall meet the nutritional stand-
26 ards established by the department of education.
27 (3) The procedure determined by such school committee or



28 such private school in serving such lunches shall be ap-
29 proved by the division of social and economic oppor-
30 tunity in the department of community affairs and the
31 bureau of nutrition education and school food services
32 in the department of education.
33 (4) The division of social and economic opportunity in the
34 department of community affairs shall provide each
35 person with an identification card authorizing his par-
36 ticipation in such lunch programs.
37 As used in this section, the words “authorized elderly per-
38 sons” shall mean persons over fifty-nine years of age whose
39 participation in the program has been approved by the divi-
40 sion of social and economic opportunity in the department of
41 community affairs. The commonwealth may, subject to ap-
42 propriation, reimburse any city or town, public school, private
43 school, or non-profit public or private agency, for such costs,
44 excluding any costs for equipment, as are incurred in excess
45 of fifty cents for each such lunch prepared and served, upon
46 written request by such city or town, public school, private
47 school, or non-profit public or private agency to the commis-
48 sioner of education on such forms as he may prescribe. If
49 the commissioner approves such request, he shall certify to
50 the comptroller that such payments are due and the state
51 treasurer shall pay the same. Any federal funds provided an-
52 nually for the purposes of this act shall be expended prior to
53 the use of state appropriated funds.
54 Chapter seven hundred and three of the acts of nineteen-
55 hundred and sixty-nine is hereby repealed.
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Seventy.

A n  A ct requiring  t h a t  school food services be made available

IN  ALL PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN  THE COMMONWEALTH; PROVIDING FOR 
A COMPLETELY FREE LUNCH TO CHILDREN, AND FURTHER PROVIDING 
FOR THE LONG RANGE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE SEVERAL NUTRITION 
PROGRAMS OPERATED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION’S BUREAU 
OF NUTRITION EDUCATION AND SCHOOL FOOD SERVICES.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General 
Court assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:

1 Section  1. Section 1G of Chapter 15 of the general laws,
2 as amended by chapter 837 of the acts of 1969, is hereby
3 amended by inserting after the twelfth paragraph of said sec-
4 tion, the following paragraph: —
5 The board shall establish minimum nutritional standards
6 and regulations for all school food services and shall require
7 all schools operating on a “one session day” to make lunches
8 available to children no later than September, nineteen hun-
9 dred and seventy-two. The board shall also require all public

10 schools to make lunches available to children no later than
11 September, nineteen hundred and seventy-three. The board
12 shall further require all public schools which draw their at-
13 tendance from areas with a high number of needy children, as
14 defined by the Bureau of Nutrition Education and School
15 Food Services, to make school breakfast programs available
16 to children no later than September, nineteen hundred and
17 seventy-two.

1 Section 2. Section 6 of chapter 548 of the acts of 1948, as
2 most recently amended by chapter 650 of the acts of 1969,
3 is hereby further amended by adding at the end of said sec-
4 tion a new paragraph, as follows: —



5 The commissioner of education is hereby further authorized
6 to reimburse from such funds as may be appropriated for the
7 purpose of providing free lunches and breakfasts to children,
8 sponsors of non-profit school food service programs to the ex-
9 tent that federal funds apportioned to the commonwealth for

10 the purpose of providing free meals to children are insufficient
11 to cover the average state-wide cost of such free meals as de-
12 termined by the bureau of nutrition education and school food
13 services in the state department of education. To the extent
14 that funds are available, free meals shall be provided to all
15 children from families receiving public assistance and to all
16 children from families whose net incomes and assets are com-
17 parable to those of families of like size receiving public assist-
18 ance.

1 Section  3. Chapter 548 of the acts of 1948 as most recently
2 amended by adding a new section 11 after section 10 to read
3 as follows: —
4 Section 11. Provisions for a completely free lunch to chil-
5 dren. Contingent on the federal government providing not less
6 than 60 percent of the national average cost of serving a
7 completely free lunch to children, the commonwealth agrees
8 to provide from state and local funds, including children’s
9 payments, 40 percent of such lesser amount as may be re- 

10 quired to meet the full cost of providing free lunches to chil
l i  dren in the first year such federal funds are available. Each
12 year thereafter, contingent on the federal government con-
13 tinuing to provide not less than 60 percent of the cost of such
14 free lunches, the selling price of lunches to children shall be
15 reduced annually by five cents until lunches are available
16 completely free to children.
17 The ratio of state and local funds required to make up
18 the difference between the extent that federal funds are pro-
19 vidied to meet the full cost of providing free lunches to chil-
20 dren shall be 60 percent state and 40 percent local or an
21 overall ratio of not less than 60 percent federal funds nor
22 more than 30 percent state or 10 percent local funds.

1 Section 4. Chapter 548 of the acts of 1948, as most recently



2 amended by chapter 650 of the acts of 1969, is further amend-
3 ed by adding after section ten of said chapter five hundred and
4 forty-eight a new section which shall read as follows: —
5 Section 11. The bureau of nutrition education and school
6 food services is further authorized, to the extent that federal,
7 state and/or local funds are available, to contract with and/or
8 act in behalf of all or any group of cities, towns or regional
9 school districts for the establishment and operation of one or

10 more regional food service production centers for the purpose
11 of providing meals to children on a more economical basis
12 than could be provided by a community acting individually.
13 The bureau may also contract with private food service com-
14 panies on behalf of cities, towns and regional school districts,
15 if so requested by and at the expense of such cities, towns and
16 regional school districts, to provide a complete breakfast, type
17 A lunch, or one or more of their components for delivery to
18 participating non-profit private or public schools, child care
19 centers and community centers for service by the school,
20 child care center or community center to children or elderly
21 within these eligible agencies in accordance with the provi-
22 sions of this act and chapter seven hundred and three of the
23 acts of nineteen hundred and sixty-nine.

1 Section  5. Section 10 of chapter 548 of the acts of 1948 as
2 most recently amended by chapter 650 of the acts of 1969 is
3 further amended by adding at the end of this section, the
4 following: —-
5 In addition, there shall be employed by the bureau six (6)
6 supervisors in education, one for each of the department’s
7 districts, who shall be specialists in nutrition and shall assist
8 the senior supervisor in carrying out the provisions of sec-
9 tion 9 in order to provide food service programs which satisfy

10 the cultural tastes of the Puerto Rican and immigrant children,
11 to encourage the participation of children and insure the long
12 range effectiveness of the several nutrition programs au-
13 thorized by this act which are measures of “preventive medi-
14 cine” designed to maintain the health of the commonwealth’s
15 children.



16 In addition, the bureau shall provide nutrition education
17 programs for non-profit preschool child care and summer
18 camp programs; high risk health groups; commodity distri-
19 bution or other emergency family food programs; elderly
20 feeding and for any other food service programs as are now
21 or in the future administered through the bureau of nutrition
22 education and school food service.

1 Section  6. Section 2 of chapter 70 of the general laws is
2 hereby amended by striking out paragraph (c) of said sec-
3 tion, as amended by section 1 of chapter 791 of the acts of
4 1967, and inserting in place thereof, the following paragraph:—
5 (c) “Reimbursable Expenditures”, the total amount ex-
6 pended by a city or town during a fiscal year for the support
7 of public schools during said year exclusive of expenditures
8 for transportation, for food, for school food service programs,
9 for special classes, for the physically handicapped and the

10 mentally retarded, for programs of vocational education as
11 provided in chapter seventy-four and for capital outlays, after
12 deducting therefrom, any receipts for tuition, receipts from
13 the federal government, the proceeds of any invested funds,
14 and grants, gifts and receipts from any other source, to the
15 extent that such receipts are applicable to such expenditures.
16 The commissioner of education may, by regulation, further
17 define the expenditures and receipts that may be included
18 hereunder.

1 Section  7. Chapter 645 of the acts of 1948, as most recently
2 amended by chapter 904 of the acts of 1969, is hereby further
3 amended by striking out the first sentence under the defini-
4 tion of “Approved School Project” and inserting in place
5 thereof, the following sentence: —
6 “Approved School Project” shall mean any project for the
7 construction or enlargement of a regional, consolidated or
8 county agricultural school, or of any public schoolhouse in
9 any city or town, or of any central food production facility

10 for the purpose of preparing school food services for distribu-
11 tion to any schools in a city, town, county, or regional school



12 district, and shall include the original equipment and fumish-
13 ings, whether movable or built in, to complete said project,
14 the contract or contracts for which shall have been awarded
15 on or after January first, nineteen hundred and forty-six, by
16 any city, town county or regional school building committee,
17 which has been approved by the commission for the purposes
18 of sections seven through nine, inclusive.

1 Section  8. Chapter 71 of the general laws, as appearing
2 in the Tercentary Edition, is hereby amended by striking
3 section 72 of said chapter and substituting therefor, the follow-
4 ing new section: —
5 Section 72. The school committee shall make school food
6 services available at all school buildings under its jurisdiction
7 on such conditions and prices as the board of education may
8 specify under the provisions of section one G of chapter
9 fifteen. However, prices to children shall not exceed the state-

10 wide average per meal cost of purchased food used in pre-
11 paring such school food service, as established by the bureau
12 of nutrition education and school food services in the state
13 department of education. This section, however, does not pre-
14 elude school committees from providing school food services to
15 children free or at a reduced price.


