
 

August 4, 2014 
 
The Honorable Tom Vilsack 
Secretary 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
1400 Independence Ave., SW – Room 200 
Washington, DC 20250 
 
Re:  NSBA Comments on the Department’s Schools Strike Force Proposal 

for Targeted Technical Assistance for Schools 
 
Dear Secretary Vilsack: 
 
The National School Boards Association (NSBA), representing more than 90,000 
local school board members through our state associations, appreciates the 
opportunity to provide comments on the Department’s draft proposal for its 
Schools Strike Force for targeted assistance for schools.  Our recommendations 
on the draft proposal appear below. 
 
NSBA applauds the Department’s decisions to delay or waive implementation of some of the law’s more onerous 
provisions, and its recent effort to initiate a candid exchange of opinions among national stakeholders, 
particularly those with governance responsibility for this key policy issue.  
 
In addition to our specific recommendations on the draft proposal, NSBA urges the Department to engage in 
broad and meaningful reform of implementation of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act (PL 111-296).  The draft 
proposal to provide targeted assistance to a limited number of school food authorities is insufficient to fully 
address the difficulties inherent in the implementation of the law.   As NSBA has articulated previously through 
formal comments, implementation of PL 111 – 296 must acknowledge the cumulative impact of multiple 
regulatory actions on school districts.  And, implementation must reverse policies that  (1) redirect state and 
local funding to the school food authority (SFA) from elsewhere in the district, (2) require school districts to 
increase prices to students and their families, and (3) result in the elimination of staff and services in the SFA or 
the district as a whole, or regulate school district activity beyond the SFA.   We also believe the law must remain 
cost neutral to school districts; either by increasing federal funds available to cover increased costs or by 
regulating in such a way that compliance is possible within current reimbursement rates, including waivers or 
other temporary measures to allow schools to comply.  With this in mind, NSBA recommends the following: 
 
Recommendation 1: Clarify nomenclature.  NSBA recommends that the draft proposal, as well as other 
Department policies, clarify to whom they specifically apply. Does the proposal apply to the school food 
authority (SFA) or the school district? In this regard, the draft proposal routinely refers to schools and school 
districts; however, context and discussion on the proposal clearly indicate that the SFA is the target.  As NSBA 
has frequently observed, school meals are provided in the larger context of school district operations that are 
frequently ignored.  In order to restore an accurate perception and understanding of school meal policy from the 
Department, the focus on SFAs must be transparent.   
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Recommendation 2.  Clarify net gain in resources.  It is unclear from the Department’s draft that any 
additional resources are deployed under the Strike Force model.  Accordingly, NSBA recommends that the 
Department clarify how federal funding or other assistance under the Strike Force model is greater than or 
different from funds already available to SFAs.  In addition, NSBA recommends that the Department clarify the 
extent to which $48 million in state administrative funds remaining are actually available to support the Strike 
Force.  The chart provided at the July 10, 2014 convening refers to “remaining” funds, but does not clarify 
whether these fund are obligated, but not yet expended.   
 
Using federal education funds as an example, state educational agencies can take longer than 12 months to 
expend federal funds – flexibility that proved prudent and necessary in the past to blunt the impact of 
sequestration.  Therefore, the appearance of $48 million in remaining state administrative funds may not 
actually represent additional resources to assist SFAs.  Finally, the availability of state administrative funds does 
not directly impact local reimbursement or finances.  As the federation of 90,000 local school governance 
officials, NSBA urges the Department to provide regulatory relief, and make additional funding and resources 
directly available to school districts in need.   
 
Recommendation 3.  Defer to school district governance practices.  As previously stated, school food 
authorities provide essential services to children as part of the complex mission of school districts to provide 
instruction and other services preparing children to succeed academically and in life.  Therefore, participation 
and involvement in Strike Force interventions must be determined in a manner consistent with school district 
operational procedures already in place.  For example, peer-to-peer mentoring, and partner/school matching are 
two approaches that illustrate the need for careful coordination and consideration by the school governance 
structure in each participating school district.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to again convey our priorities and recommendations for implementing PL 111 – 
296.  We appreciate your consideration of our views and look forward to working closely with you throughout 
this process.  Questions regarding our comments may be directed to Lucy Gettman, director of federal programs 
at 703-838-6763; or by email at lgettman@nsba.org.   
  
Sincerely, 
 

 
Thomas J. Gentzel  
Executive Director, NSBA  


