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LEGISLATIVE HISTORY OF THE COMMODITY
SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM

The Commodity Supplemental Food Program began in fiscal year 1969 with
its legislative authority provided by the Department of Agriculture and
Related Agencies Appropriation Act, 1969, Public Law 90-463, which pro-

vided for the use of Section 32 funds for:

"the School Lunch Act the Child Nutrition Act, as et
amended; and (b) addit al direct distribution or
other programs, without regard to whether such area
is under the food stamp program aor a system of direct

distribution, to provide, in the diate vicinity
of their place of permanent resid , either directly
or through a State or local welfa gency, an ade-

quate diet to other needy children and low-income
persons determined by the Secretary of Agriculture

to be suffering, through no fault of their own, from
general and continued hunger resulting from insuffi-
cient food. » That in making such determi-
nations, the Secretary shall take into consideration
the age; in e; location and income of parents, if a
minor; and loyability."

Authority for this program continued under the appropriation act
for each following fiscal year with the "Provided...." sentence omitted.

Funding for the/program until fiscal year 1977 had been through the use
1
of Section 32 funds and price support commodities purchased by the Commod-

ity Credit Corporation. The Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973

1/These funds are derived from 30 percent of gross receipts from customs
each fiscal year to encourage the domestic consumption of commodities.
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provided for the first time the use of direct appropriations for the program.
Direct appropriations were not used, however, until fiscal year 1976. 1In
fiscal year 1977, only direct appropriations were used.

For the first time, the Commodity Supplemental Food Program was authorized
under the farm bill, the Food and Agriculture Act of 1977. Public Law 95-113
also directed the Secretary to pay to each State or local agency administering
the program for each of fiscal years 1978 through 1981, an amount equal to
its administrative costs not in excess of 15 percent of the total value of the
commodities made available for each fiscal year. In addition, during the first
three months of the program or until it reaches its projected caseload level,
whichever comes first, the Secretary is directed to pay those necessary admin-
istrative costs to start the program successfully, provided that administra-
tive costs paid by the Secretary in any fiscal year shall not exceed the 15
percent level as described above. Another new requirement in the law wa
that if the Secretary proposed to make any signification changes in the types,
varieties, or proportional amounts of the commodities that were available or
were planned at the beginning of the fiscal ear or as were
fiscal year 1976, whichever is greater, the Secretary is required to re rt
such changes before their implementation to the House Committee on Agricul-

ture, and the Senate Committee on ulture Nutrition, and Forestry.

A review of the committee reports accompanying the bills shows that

there were no issues raised concerning the program.
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The following is a table of obligations for the program since its

inception.

Obligations

Fiscal Year S

1969 $ 8,067,000
1970 13,483,000
1971 12,965,000
1972 13,092,000
1973 13,644,000 e
1974 11,990,000
1975 7,656,000
1976% 19,602,240
1977 14,296,000

*Also includes money obligated in the transition quarter.

SOURCE: Udited States Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition
Service, Budget Division.

Kathy Michelman

Education and Public Welfare Division
February 22, 1978
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as the Supplemental Foo
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Food Program (CSFP), formerly known
ogram, was established in 1969 by

the United States Depar t of Agriculture (USDA). The Food
and Nutrition Service ( of USDA administers the program in
conjunction with state and local agencies which provide CSFP
services to program participants. Participation in the CSFP is
limited to low-income pregnant women, postpartum women,
infants, and children up to their sixth birthday.

Under FNS sponsorship, NTS Research Corporation began an
evaluation of the CSFP in September of 1980. The NTS
evaluation has submitted five previous reports:

s Summa of FP Pro ect acterist (Harris, Shefter,
, Rupen, enner, )3

s on Asses f CSFP ects (Harris, Monrad,

Shefter, e, and ner, 1981

Final P III Re Admi  trative Stud

) » Rupen, Harr s,

Fi se I Review Rsses of CSFP

Pro ec s s, y Shefter, Stenner, 1l ; and
e Evaluation and Da  Anal sis P (Monrad, Baker,

S, 8l

The NTS evaluation collected retrospective data from two CSFP
oject sites in Memphis, Tennessee (Memphis-Shelby County and
mphis Area Project South) and one CSFP project in Detroit,
chigan. These sites account for 43 percent of CSFP
rticipantion nationwide. These data were used to analyze

important outcome differences between CSFP participants and

comparison subjects who were eligible but did not participate
in the CSFP. Although the results of the analyses cannot be
generalized to CSFP projects nationwide, they do provide an
unbiased assessment of the CSFP impact in the Memphis,

Tennessee and Detroit, Michigan projects.

The total sample of pregnant women included 1,008 CSFP
participants from the Memphis-Shelby project and 1,746
comparison group subjects. The sample of children included a
total of 1,426 subjects from CSFP projects in Detroit, Michigan
and Memphis, Tenmnessee. The Detroit sample included 246 CSFP
participants from the FOCUS: HOPE project and 436 comparison
subjects; the Memphis sample included 266 CSFP participants in
the Memphis Area South project and 478 comparison subjects.
Comparison pregnant women and children were selected from local
health facilities which provided care to CSFP participants.



An important featurs of the evaluation was the use of a
multivariate procedurs to match participant and comparison
subjects on a rumber of background variables known to affect
the health and nutritionmal status of pregnant women and
children. This matching procedure insured that all significant
sources of impact on the health and nutrition outcome
variables, except for exposure to CSFP services and health
care, were made equal for the two groups. The following
variables were used to match participants and comparison
pregnant women: race, marital status, age, number of previous
pregnancies, amount of smoking and prepregnancy weight. Using
these variables, a sample of 842 matched participant and
comparison pregnant women was formed. Participant and
comparison children were matched on the following variables:
sex, race, and birthweight. Using these three variables, in
Detroit a sample of 245 matched children was formed and in
Memphis a sample of 218 matched children was formed.

The evaluation was designed to answer the following four major

questions: .

o Does participation in CSFP have an impact on the health or
nuttitional status of pregnant women, their newborn infants,
or children?

Does the amount of CSFP services obtained affect the health
or nutritional status of pregnant women, their newborn
infants, or children?

Does the early inception of participation in CSFP affect the
health or nutritional status of pregnant women, their
newborn infants, or children?

Does participation in CSFP have more impact on the health
and nutritional status of certain subgroups that can be
characterized as "High Risk"?

In the analyses which addressed these questions, the following
statistical techniques were used: chi-square and t-tests;
correlational analysis, both univariate and partial
correlations; multiple regression; and analysis of covariance.

The purpose of this Executive Summary is to present the results
of the evaluation of the health and nutritional impact of the
CSFP on pregnant women and children in the three selected CSFP
project sites.

xiii
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Pregnant Women
Or Their
Newborn Infants

Does The Amount Of
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analyses were
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I'® s in average birthweight between the CSFP
ci  ts and the comparison group were 116 grams in the
s le and 95 grams in the matched sample.

Differences in average birthweight adjusted for gestational
age were grams in the total sample and 67 grams in the
matched s 1le.

Incidence of low birt ight in infants was 2 roximately S0
percent greater withi he ccmparison group t n in the
participant group in h the total and match samples.
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Does The Early In-
ception Of Par-
ticipation In

CSFP Affect The
Health Or Nut-
ritjonal Status

of Pregnant Women
Or Their Newborn
Infants?

Does Participa-
tion In CSFP

Have More Impact
On The Health Or
Nutritional Status
of Certain Sub-
groups That Can

Be Characterized
As "High Risk"?

CHILDREN

Does Participa-
tion In CSFP Have
An Impact On The
Health Or Nutri-
tional Status Of
Children?

n our sample did not begin

1 the second trimester of their

stational age at inception of

ited. However, when the

of both gestational age and

re no significant relationships
petween early inception of CSFP participation and the outcome
measures.

For the following high-risk subgroups, the increase in
birthweight associated with CSFP participation was
significantly greater both within the total and matched
samples:
Women with a delivery age of less than 16 years;
e Women who were initially anemic;
Women who received inadequate prenatal care;
Wwomen with at least five previous pregnancies; and
e Women whose weight gain was less than 1l pounds.
Within these high-risk groups, the difference between CSFP
rticipants' newborn infant's birthweights and the comparison

oup's infant's birthweights ranged from 88 grams to 321 grams
pending upon the high-risk subgroup.

The analysis of the children's t e varia s s able to
consistently demonstrate any st i cally s i a effect
of CSFP participation. However e set of a e for
example height for age, was bes serious o m f
attrition. These attrition pro e imply t a

analyzed may not be representative, thus placing the validity
of the results of all analyses in question.

o reduce the incidence of low
was confined to the matched

y significant. CSFP

tically significant effect
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Xvi

however in reducing the incidence of low weight for height.

The reduction occurred in both the total and matched samples of
children in Detroit. However, no such effect was found in
Memphis.

The analysis of the relationships between amount of CSFP
services and the outcome variables revealed some statistically
significant associations. In Detroit, increases in the number
of food pickups were associated with reductions in the
incidence of short children, reductions in the incidence of
overweight children, and increases in hemoglobin levels. In
Memphis, larger numbers of food pickups were associated with
lower incidences of low weight. Oespite the presence of these
statistically significant relationships, however, no clear
pattern appeared in either Detroit or Memphis. Moreover,
significant effects in one site falled to occur in the other,
thus precluding any strong conclusions about the effects of the
overall CSFP.

The relationship between the age at onset of CSFP participation
and the children's outcome measures failed to reveal any
significant associations. Thus, it would appear that a child's
age at the inception of participation in CSFP does not
significantly affect the programs impact.

There is some indication that children who at the inception of
their participation in CSFP would be considered at risk because
of their low weight were likely to gain more weight than the
comparison group subjects. Additional analyses in Detroit
demonstrated that CSFP participation was strongly associated
with a reduction in the incidence of anemia. However, because
the size of our sample was small, the effect was not
statistically significant.



NTS was authorized to procesed with the evaluation of the health
and nutritional impact of CSFP at two CSFP projects in Memphis,
Tennessee (Memphis-Shelby County and Memphis Area Project
South) and one CSFP project in Detroit, Michigan. Pregnant
women were studied at the Memphis-Shelby project and children
were studied at the Memphis Area Project South (MAP-South) and
Detroit projects.

Retrospective data from CSFP project and health records were
used to analyze important outcome differences between CSFP
participants and comparison subjects who were eligible but did
not participate in the CSFP. An important feature of the
evaluation was the use of a multivariate procedure to match
participant and comparison subjects on a number of background
variables known to affect the health and nutritional status of
pregnant women and children. This matching procedure insured
that all significant sources of impact on the health and
nutrition outcome variables, except for exposure to CSFP
services and health care, were made equal for the two groups.
The subsequent analyses of the evaluation data were designed to
answer the following four major gquestions:

o Does participation in CSFP have an impact on the health or
nutritional status of pregnant women, their mewborn infants,
or children?

e Does the amount of CSFP services obtained affect the health
or nutritional status of pregnant women, their newborn
infants, or children?

Does the early inception of participation in CSFP affect the
health or nutritionmal status of pregnant women, their
newborn infants, or children?

Does participation in CSFP have more impact on the health
and nutritional status of certain subgroups that can be
characterized as "High Risk"?

The purpose of this report is to present the results of the
evaluation of the health and nutritional impact of the CSFP on
pregnant women and children in the three selected CSFP project
sites. Although the results of this study cannot be
generalized to all other CSFP projects nationwide, they do
provide an unbiased assessment of CSFP impact in the Memphis,
Tennessee and Detroit, Michigan projects.

The remainder of this report is organized into eight chapters.
Chapter 2 provides a brief history of CSFP and general
informmation on CSFP project operations at the 24 current local
CSFP sites. Chapter 3 summarizes the results of the
evaluability assessment and presents brief descriptions of the
three projects selected for the evaluation. The results of an
extensive literature review to select variables for the
evaluation are presented in Chapter 4 and the evaluation design
is described in Chapter 5. The results of the data analyses
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for pregnant women are detailed in Chapter 6, anc the
children's results are presented in Chapter 7. Chapter 8
summarizes the results of the CSFP evaluation for both pregnant
women and children. Complete details on data collection
procedures used in the evaluation are contained in a separate

volume of appendices.
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HISTORY AND DESCRIPTION OF THE COMMODITY SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM

Commodity distribution programs have operated in the United
States since 1939 when the Department of Agriculture created
the Commodity Distribution Program under authority of Section
32 of the Agricultural Act of 1935 (Public Law 74-320).

Section 32 specified that 30 percent of the gross receipts from
customs duties collected the previous year be used each fiscal
year for agricultural surplus removal and commodity
stabilization programs. A 1939 amendment to Section 32
directed the Secretary of Agriculture to "encourage the
domestic consumption of such (surplus) commodities...among
persons in low-income groups..." This amendment led to the
establishment of the Commodity Distribution Program.

Additional support for commodity distribution was provided by
Section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, which
authorized the Commodity Credit Corporation to donate to states
commodities acquired through price support operations. States
were to use the commodities to feed persons from low-income
families.

Prior to the initiation of the Food Stamp Program on a pilot
basis in 1961, the Commodity Oistribution Program (CDP) was the
only federal program providing food to low-income families. In
1960, the CDP was providing five surplus foods to approximately
3,7 million persons. By 1968, the COP was providing 16 foods
including dry beans, butter, cheese, flour, canned meat, peanut
butter, and instant potatoes to persons in need. Together, the
COP and the Food Stamp Program provided food assistance to 6.1
million needy persons in early 1968.

Federal food assistance programs were critically examined
during 1968 when sceveral events occurred which focused the
attention of Congress, the Administration, and the public on
the problems of hunger and malnutrition in the United States.
Two reports authored by citizens groups described the problem
of hunger in America and criticized government food programs
for the needy. The National Board of Inquiry report on
"Hunger, U.S.A." and the report from the Committee on School
Lunch Participation, "Their Daily Bread," received wide public
exposure and were the subject of Congressional hearings. A May
21, 1968 television documentary titled "Hunger in America" was
particularly critical of the Commodity Distribution Program in
stating that "the program consists largely of dumping excesses
rather than providing essentials." The Food Stamp Program was
also criticized because the minimum payment for the purchase of
food stamps ($2.00) was said to be too high for many needy
families.

The Poor People's Campaign, which culminated in a march on
Washington in the summer of 1968, was especially influential in
publicizing the problem of malnutrition among low-income
families. Led by Reverend Ralph D. Abernathy, President of the
Southern Christian Leadership Conference, the Poor People's
Campaign was a massive lobbying effort to convince Congress to
establish an extensive set of housing, employment, food
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distribution, and welfare programs. The legislative demands of
the campaign were presented to Congress and other Washington
officials in late April and early May of 1968. Testifying
before the Senate Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower, and
Poverty of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare (May 29,
1968), Abernathy enumerated some of.the Campaign's key demands
in regard to food distribution programs:

establish commodity programs in all of the poorest counties;

include foods in the commodity packages that will make an
adequate and balanced diet; and

e expand the food stamp program and provide free stamps for
families without the income to buy them.

ARnother source of concern to the Poor People's Campaign were
the special nutritional needs of pregnant woman, infants, and
young children in low-income families. These groups had also
been a focal point of the National Board of Inquiry report.

The publicity given to the problems of hunger and malnutrition
resulted in considerable pressure on Congress and the
Administration. ‘Orville L. Freeman, Secretary of Agriculture,
testified on June 14, 1968 before the Senate Subcommittee on
Employment, Manpower, and Poverty that six commodities were
being added to the Commodity Distribution Program and that a
program was being developed to serve the special dietary needs
of pregnant women, infants, and preschool children:

I have instructed the food program staff to develop
a special supplemental package of foods geared to
the dietary needs of this group. It will include
evaporated milk, corn sirup, (and) rsinforced
cereal. The package will be distributed through
the regular commodity program channels, but it will
be made available generally through health clinics,
visiting nurses and medical centers serving the
poor. We are making arrangements with the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and
OEC (Office of Economic Opportunity) to supply
these supplementary packages to those who need them
on determination by competent medical aut?orities.
p.211)

A critical impediment to the implementation of this new program
was a provision in Section 32 of the Agricultural Act of 1935
which Secretary of Agriculture Freeman interpreted as
preventing him from using funds already appropriated for
agricultural stabilization to provide commodity support or
funds to other food programs. The Department of Agriculture
had been returning unspent Section 32 funds to the Treasury for
several years and lanned to return approximately $225 million
in 1968. Secreta Freeman's interpretation of this provision
of Section 32 tec e a significant issue for the Poor People's
Campaign, Congres and the Administration.



This issue was addressed by an amendment to Section 32,
introduced by Senmator Jacob Javits (New York) as part of the
Agricultural Appropriation Act of FY 1969. Public Law 90-463
(August 8, 1968) scecifically authorized the Secretary of
Agriculture to use Section 32 funds for:

-..additional direct distribution or other
pregrams, without regard whether such ea is
under the food stamp Prog m or a system

direct distribution, to p vide...an adeq te
diet to other needy child n and low-inco

pe ons determined by the Secretary of

Ag culture to be suffering, through no fault of
th r own, from gemeral and continued hunger

re lting from insufficient food.

Forty-five million dollars of Section 32 funds were
appropriated for child feeding programs, of which one million
was authorized for the new program targeted at pregnant women,
infants and children. This new USDA program, initially known
as the Supplemental Food Program, by 15977 evolved into the
program currently known as the Commodity Supplemental Food
Program (CSFP).

lowing passage of Public Law 90-463, USDA staff met with
icials from the Department of Health, Education, and
fare's (DHEW) Children's Bureau, DHEW's Social and
Rehabilitative Service, and DHEW's Office of Economic
Opportunity (OEQ) to solicit their support for CSFP. On
December 17, 1968, USDA and the
joint memorandum stating that G
maternity, child, and family pl
participate 'in CSFP. The CSFP
effort between USDA and DHEW an
together to develop program guidelines and design the food
packages (FNS, undated). -

CSFP regulations were published on January 18, 1 9 as an
amendment to Part 250 of the Commodity Program R ulations.
ncome pregnant women, postpartum women (12 nths
wing delivery), infants, and chil en up to their sixth
day were eligible to receive supp mental foods if they
ved benefits under existing feder , state, or local food,
health or welfare programs for low-inc e persons.,
Authorizations for supplemental
participants by physicians or d
ling,
ms.

, dry
ions
area

such
area and may be made to eligible persons whether or not they

are participating in the Food Stamp Program or are otherwise
receiving commodities...."



From the inception of the prog
for foed and transportation co
the participating state agency
for the administrative costs o
agency. CSFP projects were re
administrative costs.

nd dical Services program

ds r administrative costs, the
he 1ily on state, county, or

ati  expenses.

By 1970, the CSFP was ser 142,309 women and children per
month in 258 projects. C costs were surpassing budgetary
allotments and USDA was b in_ concerned about the efficiency
and effectiveness of the program. An FNS study of the CSFP
project in Wwashington, D.C. found that authorizing agencies ...
were not applying uniform criteria for determining CSFP
eligibility (FNS, undated). There were indications that 95
percent of the participants were ineligible for both the Food
Stamp and Commodity Distribution Programs (FNS, undated). 1In
addition, USDA was concerned about reported high distribution
costs, in some cases equal to 35 percent of the cost of the
food (FNS, undated).

In onse to these concerns, itiated the lot od
Cer cate Program in early 19 0 nvestigate t
fea lity of using an alterna od delivery stem Test

pro S were established in fi t es where pre ant men,
postpartum women (up to 12 mont f r delivery), nd i ants
from birth to 12 months receive r ficates that ould e
redeemed at retail stores for infant formula, infant cereal,
and milk. Eligible women received $5.00 worth of certificates
each month and infants received $10.00 worth of certificates.

On April 17, 1970, a letter from Howard Davis, Administrator
(FNS), instructed FNS Regional Directors to halt expansion of
existing CSFP projects and not to accept new applications from
Food Stamp areas. In order to

comparable to the Pilot Food Ce

starting after April 17, 1970 c

months of age. Davis stated th

assistance programs provide com

(excluded) recipients (children

the CSFP package was modified b

and deleting peanut butter, ins

of these changes were to remain

Certificate Program had been evaluated.

Peak CSFP participation occurred
were serving approximately 202,2
Following a May 1971 USDA ruling
from the Commodity Distribution

Program terminate their CSFP pro
began to decline. Existing CSFP



expand program services and were instrumental in influencing
Congress to pass an additional $20 million FY 1972
appropriation for CSFP on Jume 30, 1971 (Public Law 92-32,
Section 6). The FY 1972 agriculture appropriations bill had
already authorized $16.4 million for CSFP, bringing the total
authorized funding to $36.4 million for FY 1972. USDA declined .
to use the additional $20 million and hearings were held on H
USDA's impoundment of these funds on July 22, 1971 before the ¥
Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs.

CSFP project staff testified that USDA had not increased
project caseloads although large numbers of eligible
participants were unserved. They also asked that USDA put egg
mix, potatoes, and peanut butter back into the food package and
1lift the exclusion on serving children 1-5 years of age.

USDA Deputy Assistant Secretary Philip Olsson told the
Committee that expansion funds had not been requested because
of a number of concerns about CSFP's effectiveness and high
costs:

To date our studies indicate that supplemental
feeding is not satisfactorily reaching sufficient
numbers of the target group. The additional food
is sometimes shared by the whole family rather
than used by the mother or infant. The
supplemental program often duplicates benefits
that are already being supplied by a USDA family
feeding program, either food stamps or commodity
distribution. Efforts spent expanding the family
feeding programs benefit the whole family and
provide a far more adequate range of nutritional
assistance.

(p.1565)

In addition, Olsson stated that results of the evaluation of
the Pilot Certificate Food Program showed little difference
between participant and control groups, but that the evaluation
would continue to see if benefits occur over time. Because of
concerns about CSFP's effectiveness and lack of positive
results with an alternative program, Olsson concluded that:

...the Department has decided to continue to
operate the program at its present level. We do
not, at this time, intend to use the authority
provided by Section 6 of Public Law 92-32.1
(p.1566)

Based on the requests of the local projects, peanut butter, egg
mix, and the full allotment of juice were restored to the CSFP

lsection 6 of Public Law 92-32 authorized an additional $20
million for CSFP in FY 1972.



Food Package in December, 1971. 1In addition, local projects
were allowed to resume providing CSFP services to children 1-5
years of age. Program funding continued at a constant level,
but the number of projects steadily decreased. At the same
time, many other projects began to lose their administrative
funding because OEQ's Emergency Food and Medical Services
budget had been cut.

In response to the Congressional concern that women and
children were not being adequately served by CSFP, Senators
Humphrey and Case introduced a bill to establish a Special
Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants, and Children
(WIC) which became law on September 26, 1972 (Public Law
92-433). Public Law 92-433 authorized WIC as a two year pilot
project (FYs 1973 and 1974) to provide supplemental food to
pregnant and lactating women, infants, and children up until
their fourth birthday who are determined to be "nutritional -
risks because of inadequate nutrition and inadeguate income."
Food was to be distributed through a combination of vouchers,
home delivery, and direct distribution. Twenty million dollars
was authorized for each year and a medical evaluation was
required by the legislation.

The first WIC project was approved in August of 1973 when a
class action suit forced the USDA to begin funding WIC
applications. USDA had hoped to have a small number of
carefully selected WIC projects for the first two years to
ensure a valid medical evaluation, but the court case forced a
rapid expansion of the WIC program.

WIC was not intended to replace the CSFP, but USDA
Administrator Edward J. Hekman testified on February 28, 1973
(House Committee on Appropriations) that: -

We intend to offer the new supplemental program
to the states and sponsors as an alternative to
their present supplemental food programs. We
expect the states and sponsors will change over
to the new program gradually during fiscal year
1974, and the new program will become the main
supplementary feeding program. (p. 633)

While plans were being made to implement the WIC program, CSFP
projects and other commodity programs were suffering from a
lack of surplus commodities. CSFP food packages were often
missing several food items and substitutions were not made by
USDA. In order to guarantee that an adequate supply of food
was available for food distribution programs, Public Law 93-86
was passed on August 10, 1973 to allow open-market purchase of
commodities "to maintain the annually programmed level of
assistance for schools, domestic relief distribution, and such
other domestic food assistance programs as are authorized by
law...". Public Law 93-86 also amended the Food Stamp Act of
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1964 to require that the Food Stamp Program be implemented
nationwide by June 30, 1974.

Since the 1971 USDA policy of closing CSFP projects in areas
that switched to the Food Stamp Program was still in effect,
CSFP participation fell sharply in 1973 and 1974. In addition,
all Commodity Distribution Programs were to be closed by June
20, 1974.

In March of 1974, hearings were held before the Senate
Subcommittes on Agricultural Research and General Legislation
to consider a resolution by Senator George McGovern (South
Dakota) to extend the authority of USDA for open-market
commodity purchases beyond the expiration date of Jure 30,
1974, McGovern testified that it was not the intent of
Congress to "prejudice the other food programs relied upon by
millions of Americans" (e.g. CSFP, school lunch, school
breakfast, and disaster relief) when the Food Stamp Program was
instituted nationwide by Public Law 93-86. It was USDA's
intent to replace the Commodity Distribution Program with the
Food Stamp Program.

In testimony before the Senate Subcommittee, Yeutter testified
that USDA commodity procurement programs should be phased out
because the government no longer had access to large surpluses
of food at low rates. The Department believed that more
efficient systems could be used for meeting food assistance
needs such as an all-cash program which would deal with surplus
removal by the use of vouchers.

State and local food distribution staff were concerned that an
all-cash system would not allow them to purchase equivalent
commodities simce they believed that the purchasing power of
the government was stronger and much more efficient than that
of individual states. Congress agreed and passed Public Law
93-347 on July 12, 1974 which extended the authority for
open-market purchases until July 1, 1975 and provided for
appropriations from the Treasury to fund commodity purchases
for food distribution programs such as CSFP through June 30,
1977 (later changed to September 30, 1977).

The number of CSFP projects continued to decline as counties
switched to the Food Stamp Program and closed their CSFP
projects. In July 1975, there remained only 131 CSFP project
areas, serving 142,674 women, infants, and children.

On January 18, 1976, CSFP projects were informed by P. Royal
Shipp, USDA Deputy Administrator for Program Operations, that
priority funding was available to CSFP projects that would
switch to WIC and that current CSFP caseloads would be
maintained. A deadline of March 31, 1976 was set for the
conversion of CSFP projects to WIC, and no new WIC projects
were to be funded until the conversion of CSFP projects was
complete. On March 30, 1976 the Senate Select Committee on
Nutrition and Human Needs held hearings on the WIC and CSFP



programs to consider these USDA directives and the progress of
the WIC program.

Senator Phillip Hart (Michigan) pointed out that WIC
authorizing legislation allowed the two programs to exist "side

d tha he strong support in Congress far
g he CS s nt Secretary of Agriculture Richard
e testi d a rst priority was being given to
J ts to it IC because of Public Law 94-105's

i acti re i nt that the WIC programs begin in
areas most in need of supplemental food. USDA felt that the
current CSFP projects were operating in needy areas and should
be given the benefits of the WIC program including "increased
flexibility of food distribution, closer coordination with
health care, and the inclusion of nutrition education."

CSFP project staff testified that they had felt pressured by
USDA to switch to WIC even though CSFP better met the needs of
their populations. They were especially concerned that WIC, at
that time, did not serve women for more than & weeks after
delivery or serve 4 and 5 year old children.2 In addition,
they believed that the CSFP food package was better than WIC's
package since it provided meats, peanut butter, canned
vegetables and fruits, and instant potatoes in addition to the
milk, eggs, cereals, and juices provided to WIC participants.

By June of 1976, only 59 CSFP pro cts had not con rted to the
WIC program. On June 22, 1976, t United States strict
Court issued an order in the case f George Durham et al. v.
Earl L. Butz, et al. (No. 76-0358 which changed U A policies
with regard to the conversion of FP projects. T lawsuit
was mainly concerned with the use of appropriated WIC funds,
but the Court's Order also directed USDA..."to examinme the
relative need of each area which has been allowed to switch
over" from the CSFP to the WIC program after March 3, 1976 to
determine whether "these areas are areas most in need of
supplemental food." USDA was directed to reinstate CSFP
projects in areas that did not fit this classification.3

In 1977, 43 projects were serving approximately 120,000
participants USDA planned to terminate the program when
funding auth y expired on September 30, 1977 and transfer
the CSFP par pants to WIC where possible. Although
President Ford's FY 1978 budget had not requested funds to
continue the CSFP, Congress received very positive testimony
from CSFP staff and the medical community on the benefits of
CSFP participation.

4Public law 94-105 authorized WIC programs to serve women for
6 months after delivery and children up to 5 years of age
3CSFP and WIC projects currently coexist in many local areas
and are independent of each other

11
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DESCRIPTION OF CSFP
PROJECTS

12

thority f the program was extended through FY 1981 by the
od and Ag culture Act (Public Law 95-113) on September 30,
77. Sect n 5 of Public Law 95-113 also provided for the
llowing i ortant revisions in CSFP:

payment of administrative expenses by USDA to state or local
CSFP agencies not to exceed 15 percent of the value of foods
provided during each fiscal year;

¢ payment from USDA administrative funds of start-up costs of
new CSFP projects for three months or until projected
caseload is reached; and

determination of the varieties and proportional amounts of
foods to be distributed by USDA with significant changes
reported to appropriate Congressional committees before
implementation.

When revised CSFP regulations were issued in March, 1978,
administrative funds were made available by USDA to state local
CSFP agencies for the first time since the program's

inception. The provision of administrative funds allowed
established projects to continue on a more secure financial
basis and encouraged the beginning of new projects with the
provision of start-up costs.

Six new CSFP projects started in 1980 and participation
remained at approximately 100,000 participants per month for
FYs 1979-1981 although the number of CSFP projects decreased
from 39 to 26. Local projects continued to provide Congress
with extremely positive testimony on the program and CSFP has
now been authorized through FY 1985 by Public Law 97-98
(December 22, 1981). '

The remaining sections of this chapter describe the 24 CSFP
projects operating during the fall of the first year of the
current CSFP evaluation, specifically in November, 1980.4

The 24 CSFP projects are operated in eleven states and the
District of Columbia. Table 1 shows the location of each
project, the year that the project began, the average FY 1980
monthly participation, and the percentage of the total CSFP
population served by each project.

CSFP projects currently serve low-income pregnant women,
postpartum women (up to 12 months after delivery), infants, and
children aged one to six years. Approximately 55 to 60 percent
of all CSFP participants are children, 20 to 25 percent are
women, and about 20 percent are infants. CSFP participants
must be eligible for local benefits under existing federal,
state, or local food, health or welfare programs for low-income
persons, with the low-income criterion acting as proxy for

4Tnere are presently 26 CSFP local projects.
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Table 1

FY 1981 CSFP Projects

Local Project

petroit, Michigan
New Orleans, Louisiana
pistrict of

Columbia
pavidson County, Tennessee
Memphis-Shelby, Tennessee
Denver, Colorado
San Francisco, California
Des Moines, Iowa

: Memphis/MAP-South, Tennessee

R e S —

wWeld County, Colorado
Pine Ridge

Reservation, South Dakota
Halifax County, North Carolina
Red Lake

Reservation, Minnesota
Dyer County, Tennessee

- Omaha, Nebraska

Mesa County, Colorado

Rio Grande County, Colorado
Weakley County, Tennessee
Conejos County, Colorado
Costilla County, Colorado
Scotts Bluff County, Colorado
Buffalo County, Nebraska
Thurston County, Nebraska
Louisville, Kentucky

Year CSFP
Began

1971
1565

1969
1570
1969
1969
1969
1969
1969
1969

15¢9
1970

1578
1569
1570
1970
1970
1971
1969
1972
1980
1980
1980
1980

8Louisville did not operate in FY 1980.

Average
FY 1980 Monthly
Participation

32,595
13,036

11,741
9,161
8,650
8,465
5,205
2,267
2,167
2,070

1,433
981

968
852
743
619
403
373
313
205
87
71
20
a

Percentage of
National Monthly
Total

31.82%
12.73

11.46
8.94
8.45
8.26
5.08
2.21
2.12
2.02

=

40
96

O

.95
.83
W73
.60
.39
.36
31
.20
.08
.07
.02

a

O O 0O OO0 oo oo oo



other nutritional risk criteria. Some CSFP projects require
that applicants meet specific nutritional need criteria in
order to participate, but most programs presently certify
individuals only on the basis of categorical eligibility and
income. Once certifised, participants are issued an
authorization which allows them to pick up supplemental food on
a monthly basis. Women and children are eligible to receive
Juice, evaporated milk, nonfat dry milk, dehydrated potatoes,
breakfast cereal, dry egg mix, peanut butter or dry beans,
canned meats or poultry, canned vegetables or fruit, and
cheese. All infants receive infant formula unless they are
breast fed, and infants 4-12 months of age also receive infant
cereal and juice.

CSFP projects provide nutrition education to program
participants and assist them in obtaining health care
services. MNutrition education is integrated into the overall
program and designed to be easily understood by participants
and to relate to participants' nutritional needs, household
situations, environmental limitations, and ethnic, cultural,
and geographic preferences. Nutrition education activities
emphasize the relationship of proper nutrition to the total
concept of good health, and assist participants in making
maximum use of the CSFP foods received.

Authorized state agencies receive USDA funds for CSFP
administrative costs and are sent USDA donated foods for CSFP
food package assembly. In most instances, the state agency in
turn enters into agreements with local agencies to implement
CSFP projects, with the state agency retaining a monitoring and
countability function. The local agency, which may be any
blic or private nonprofit human service or health agency, or
Indian tribe, is responsible for day-to-day program
erations including:

e certification of eligible participants,

implementation of a distribution system for supplemental
foods,

provision of nutrition education, and
® health care referral.

In some instances, local agencies which cannot fulfill all the
requirements of the program enter into agreements with other
specialized agencies.

e to differences in local con tions, variation exists in the

thods used by CSFP projects t provide services for

rtification of participants, od distribution, and nutrition

ucation. The following secti s describe local project
operations for these three components of CSFP.
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Food Distribution

The local host agency performs certification in 21 of the CSFP
projects. In the other three projects, two community action
and one social service agency, certification is performed by a
cooperating health agency. Overall, a total of 19 projects
have participant certification carried out in a health
environment. Of the five projects where certification does not
routinely involve exposure to a health professional or

al re provider, two began er ng in 198 hen

di documented nutritional ee as no lon a

qu nt for certification. 0 jects per

rt tion at both food distr ut sites an ealth
clinics, but the great majority p icipants certified

at health clinics.

With regard to eligibility criteria for program participation,
all local CSFP projects accept income oI participation in other
social service programs for low-income familles, such as Food
Stamps or Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC).
Twenty-two programs use local residence as an eligibility
criterion, and five require that clients participate in host
agency health clinics.

Of the 24 local CSFP projects, 17 certify all participants for

a period of six months an rp vrams e ify partic nts
for up to one year. The nin hree r ects certi
participants for variable ods tim pending up
nutritionist recommendati pro mel 1 1lity crite ,

health status of the participant, dpa 1 pant categ

Food distribution is performed by the host agency at 18 of the
local CSFP projects. In the other six projects, food
distribution is contracted to another agency. In all six of
these projects, the host agency is a health agency which
contracts with a community action or social service agency to
handle food distribution.

At 21 of the 24 local projects, participants pick up food at a
central location, such as a warehouse or store front. At the
remaining projects, participants pick up food at a health
clinic or from a mabile unit. Fifteen of the local projects
have only one distribution site, four projects have either two
or three distribution sites, and five projects have seven to 12
distribution sites.

Eight of the local CSFP projects permit participants to select
from available food within food categories in accordance with
USDA guidelines. In the other 16 projects, food packages are
assembled by CSFP staff, again according to the guidelines,
with the participant having th: option to refuse various
foodstuffs.

15



Nutrition Education

16

Twenty-one projects make provisions to assist participants who
have difficulty getting to the food distribution location to
pick up food, due to physical disability or lack of
transportation. The most frequent arrangement, used by 16
projects, is food pickup by an authorized proxy . Other
arrangements used by projects include providing or arranging
for transportation, home delivery of food, and flexible
scheduling of food pickup appointments.

Twenty-two of the local projects provide some form of nutrition
education to participants. Pamphlets or newsletters, including
recipes, are the most common nutrition education activities and
are used by 20 projects. Fourteen projects provide some form
of nutrition education at certification, although the form
varys from posters or handouts to individual counseling. Eight
projects routinely provide nutrition education in the form of
individual counseling at certification. Thirteen projects use
individual counseling sessions or specially scheduled nutrition
education sessions or classes. Eleven of the projects provide
nutrition education at health care appointments, while eight
projects provide nutrition education at food distribution sites
or in the form of home visits. The form of the nutrition
education activity at food distribution sites and health
clinics varies from classes, food demonstrations, and
individual counseling to posters and handouts. Seven programs
also use video presentations to convey nutritional information.

cr
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