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The nomination was confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the motion to re-
consider is considered made and laid
upon the table.

The President will be immediately
notified of the Senate’s action.

———

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume legislative session.

———
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to a period of morning business, with
Senators permitted to speak for up to
10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH AND
BREAKFAST PROGRAM

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, 2 weeks
ago, I spoke on the Senate floor about
some of my concerns with the pending
legislation that we have been talking
about now—a number of appropriations
bills—including the committee report
on agriculture. The last time we vis-
ited about this, I talked about the
GIPSA rules. I wish to focus on one
more area of concern in this appropria-
tions bill; that is, that the Department
of Agriculture has proposed a rule to
revise the nutrition requirements for
the National School Lunch and Break-
fast Program.

In its current form, the rule contains
some impractical nutrition standards
and goals. I don’t think there is any
question that all of us in the Senate,
and certainly every parent I know,
would want—we all want our children
to have nutritious food and we want
them to have nutritious food at home
and at school. That is not the point. It
is not the question. What I question is
whether the Department of Agri-
culture’s rule is realistic for schools,
and for those who provide food to the
schools, whether they are able to com-
ply with this new rule.

For example, as written, the rule
would exclude many nutritious vegeta-
bles in school meal programs. Appro-
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priately, the Senate adopted an amend-
ment offered by Senator COLLINS of
Maine, which I supported, that allows
school nutritionists to continue to
make their own recommendations
based upon the most recent dietary
guidelines for Americans, rather than
having to follow the mandates issued
in this latest USDA rule. In my view,
that is exactly where these decisions
should be made: in schools around our
country by nutritionists—not man-
dated by our government in Wash-
ington, DC.

Furthermore, we must keep in mind
the impact this rule will have on
school budgets and food suppliers. Un-
funded mandates such as this one will
make it even harder for schools to pro-
vide healthy lunches for students.

The Department of Agriculture esti-
mates that the cost of compliance over
a b-year period will reach $6.8 billion.
The Federal reimbursement already
does not cover the full cost of pre-
paring a meal in many schools across
our country. This new USDA rule will
further drive up the costs of providing
lunches and school districts will have
to make up the difference. This doesn’t
seem like a reasonable approach when
many school districts are already
struggling to make ends meet.

Let me give an example of what is in
this rule. Once finalized, schools would
be required to reduce sodium content
in breakfasts by up to 27 percent and
school lunches by up to 54 percent.
There are a couple problems with this
requirement. There is no suitable re-
placement for sodium that can main-
tain the same functions of flavor and
texture. Also, reducing sodium is not
just a function of limiting raw salt
content. Many ingredients have sodium
in them that occurs naturally.

School food suppliers have been
working for years to reduce the
amount of sodium in their food prod-
ucts. However, they need additional
time to come up with a solution that
balances nutritional value with taste
so0 kids will eat the school lunch.

This rule would also change how nu-
tritional content is measured—rather
than measure nutrition based on den-
sity, the Department of Agriculture
rule proposes to measure nutritional
content based on volume. For example,
tomato paste is nutritionally dense,
but the Department of Agriculture
says it must meet the same volume as
a fresh tomato. That doesn’t make
much sense. Why would we take a met-
ric to be the arbitrary volume require-
ment instead of just measuring the nu-
tritional value?

The bottom line is, kids can still get
the right nutrients from food products
if they are measured by nutritional
content.

A more sensible approach to making
sure children have healthy options for
breakfast and lunch would be to work
together with scientists, nutritionists,
and industry representatives toward a
set of intermediate goals. Food costs,
service operations, and student partici-
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pation rates could then be more closely
evaluated before moving on to the next
goal. This would give school districts
and food suppliers the chance to make
changes in a more reasonable time-
frame.

Our colleagues in the House included
a provision in their version of this leg-
islation that directed the Department
of Agriculture to issue a new proposed
rule that would not add unnecessary
and costly regulations to the school
lunch and breakfast programs. Unfor-
tunately, this language was not in-
cluded in the Senate version of the bill.
In conference, I will continue to work
with my colleagues to make sure the
Department of Agriculture is not mak-
ing it harder for schools to provide
healthy lunches but instead is working
alongside local schools and their offi-
cials to develop better nutritional
goals.

———

TRIBUTE TO MR. EMMETTE
THOMPSON AND MISSION OF HOPE

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to pay tribute to one of the
finest charitable organizations serving
the people of Kentucky, Mission of
Hope, and its executive director, Mr.
Emmette Thompson. Mission of Hope,
located in Knoxville, TN, has been pro-
viding the impoverished children and
families in the rural Appalachian com-
munities of southeastern Kentucky and
elsewhere with food, clothing, and
other necessities for over 15 years.

Mission of Hope was founded in 1966
in response to a television broadcast
entitled ‘“‘Hunger for Hope,” in which
anchor Bill Williams informed viewers
of the destitution and poverty that af-
fected families in the mountains and
hills of southeastern Kentucky. The
“Hunger for Hope’’ broadcast inspired
founder Julie Holland to enlist the help
of her church, Central Baptist of
Bearden, to aid in handing out chil-
dren’s coats that had been donated by a
local department store.

Since that first donation, Mission of
Hope has grown to serve more than
17,000 people throughout more than 80
schools and organizations in Kentucky,
Tennessee, Virginia and West Virginia.
Over 85 percent of the population in
this region suffers from hunger and
joblessness due to a depleted coal min-
ing economy.

Mission of Hope’s objective is to pro-
vide, every year, the hunger-stricken
families of Appalachia with hope and
the chance at a better life through
evangelical Christian charitable min-
istries. By partnering with school fam-
ily-resource centers and small commu-
nity ministries, Mission of Hope is able
to provide assistance to those children
and families most severely impover-
ished, and donates new clothes, food,
toys, and school supplies through orga-
nized programs and events.

In addition, Mission of Hope assists
in the repairing of homes, and provides
a $2,500 scholarship to 11 qualified stu-
dents from schools in the region. They
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