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July 6, 1977,

Michael S. Dukakis
GOVERNOR

House Bill No. 6100, entitled. An Act making appropriations for the
fiscal year nineteen hundred and seventy-eight, for the maintenance of
the departments, boards, commissions, institutions and certain
activities of the commonwealth, for interest, sinking fund and serial
bond requirements and for certain permanent improvements, has
today received my approval with the exception of certain items listed
herein which 1 have disapproved and reduced pursuant to Section 5 of
Article LXIII of the Amendments to the Constitution.

I have today signed the budget for fiscal year 1978 into law, with two
exceptions. 1 disapproved the entire item for law, with two exceptions.
I disapproved the entire item for state assistance to local communities
for the school breakfast program because of language included in that
item that made the program a matter of local option. And I reduced
nine accounts by a total of $824,380 to delete the funds for sixty-five
new probation officers in the Superior and Probate courts that I did
not request and that have not been explained or justified to me.

The school breakfast program has been required since September
1972in all public schools “which draw their attendance from areas with

a high number of needy children” under legislation that was enacted in
1970. In cities any school with more than forty children eligible for free
or reduced-price school lunches must offer breakfasts, and in towns
any school with more than one hundred children must do so. Under
this standard, less than half of the public schools in the commonwealth
are required to serve breakfast, and less than one quarter of the town
schools are so required. In most communities, federal reimbursements
pick up the entire cost of the program. 1 requested $1.5 million in
House 1 to cover excess costs in those communities in which the federal
reimbursements do not pay the full expense of the program. The final
budget contained $1 million for this purpose, which may be an
adequate amount given recent trends in federal reimbursements. But
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this budget also contained extraneous language, inserted without
debate and without benefit of a public hearing, that made the program
wholly a matter of local option. I would have vetoed this legislation
had it come to me as a separate bill, and 1 cannot treat it differently
because it was incorporated into a budget item.

When state and federal funds pick up the entire cost, there is
absolutely no justification for denying hungry school children a
nutritious breakfast just because they happen to attend school in a
particular town. The school breakfast program is educationally sound,
as many school superintendents and principals have testified, because
a hungry child cannot pay attention to his classwork. But it is also a
matter of basic social justice that no child should go hungry when we
can do something to prevent that from happening. This is one state
mandate that makes sense, and one that the state is ready to pay for. In
a supplementary budget that I will file within a month, I will request
the full $1.5 million for the state’s share of this program so that our
commitment to the cities and towns, and to the school children, can be
met in full.

Funding fifty new probation officer positions at this time would be
most unwise. Until the judicial branch is given the planning and
management tools to assess its owns needs and to establish priorities
as pending court reform legislation would do then decisions such as
this must necessarily be made in a vacuum of either information
or policy. While there is certainly a need faf'-'additional personnel to
assure that fathers honor their child support obligations, this budget
responded to this need by recommending the addition of forty new
child support workers together with appropriate funding for this task
within the Department of Public Welfare. I have not been shown that
the new probation officers would not duplicate this function, at an
excessive cost to the state.

I hope you will carefully consider the implications of both these
items when you decide whether to sustain the actions I have taken
today. yn
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