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I. Introduction

Imagine, for a moment, you are have been convicted of a significant crime and sentenced to prison.  As a prisoner, you have a 45 to 64 percent chance of showing signs of a serious mental illness.
  There is also a good chance that this is not your first time behind bars.
  Your cell may even feel like home to you.

You may have difficulty behaving and obeying the prison’s rules.  You would not be the only one.
  If you act out once, you might lose your recreational privileges.
  Act out again and your keepers may put you in solitary confinement.
  A prison may have quite a long list of little luxuries it can take away from you.  But what can a prison do when it has taken away everything that can be taken away from you, save for the necessities, and you still misbehave?  If you are unlucky enough to be confined in certain jurisdictions, you just might have a date with the dreaded loaf.

Nutraloaf, also known variously as “confinement loaf,”
 “meal loaf,”
 “prison loaf,”
 “special management meal,”
 “Nutri-loaf”,
 or simply “the loaf,”
 is a food served in some prisons.
  According to some critics it is literally a recipe for punishment.
  Prisoners have compared it to dog food and have claimed it to be inedible.
  It has been the subject of lawsuits in Illinois,
 Maryland,
 Nebraska,
 New York,
 Oregon,
 Pennsylvania,
 Washington,
 West Virginia,
 and Vermont.
  It has also been served in California,
 Florida,
 Michigan,
 Missouri,
 Montana,
 and Texas.

Around the country, Nutraloaf is the subject of prisoners’ lawsuits with “some regularity.”
  The arguments usually focus on the Eighth Amendment’s prohibition against cruel and unusual punishment, or the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments’ due-process implication that the employment of Nutraloaf should be accompanied by some sort of hearings.

Nutraloaf has been called an effective tool for behavior management,
 and it has been called the twenty-first century version of bread and water.
  A human can survive with it – but can the Constitution?

This Note evaluates the use of Nutraloaf under both the cruel and unusual punishment clause and the due process clauses of the United States Constitution.  Part II describes Nutraloaf in detail and sets it in the wider landscape of prison food issues.  Part III analyses the argument that Nutraloaf may qualify as a form of cruel and unusual punishment.  Part IV analyses the argument that the policies of some prisons that use Nutraloaf violate the guarantee of due process.  Finally, Part V summarizes these analyses and concludes that it is possible to serve Nutraloaf to prisoners without violating their fundamental rights under the conditions that the recipe provides adequate nourishment, that it is not used for an excessive amount of time on a particular prisoner, that it is used only in response to food-related misbehavior, that the recipe is not intentionally repulsive, and that the prisoners facing Nutraloaf receive a meaningful amount of due process.
II. Background

Nutraloaf is certainly not the first food-based complaint to be heard from prisoners.
  There is an avalanche of frivolous complaints filed by prisoners who have plenty of time and little else to do.
  To understand just how bad Nutraloaf is compared to other issues, and whether anything should be done about it, we must first review a broader field of similar issues and how courts have handled them.
A. Types of food issues
1. Food quality

The inmates of the Jackson County jail in Pascagoula, Mississippi had a fairly unpleasant life.
  There was overcrowding, rampant violence, filth, and little chance for prisoners to exercise to prevent wasting.
  One of the specific complaints was in regards to the food served by the prison.
  The prisoners’ regular diet was mostly just starch, with few fruits or vegetables.
  The governing statute
 required the sheriff to provide “daily wholesome and sufficient food and drink” (emphasis added).

Eventually, in August 1973, the inmates filed a class action claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against the sheriff of the county, the jailer, and members of the County Board of Supervisors on behalf of more than 8,500 prisoners.
  The Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit found that the prisoners had a valid complaint, and held that the “combined impact of these conditions made confinement in the Jackson County jail of any prisoner cruel and unusual punishment and the confinement of pretrial detainees punishment per se” (emphasis added).

The Court of Appeals admitted that the prisoners’ diet was “likely dull,”
 and even “not balanced,”
 but held that the deficiencies of the food were not bad enough to “require an express injunctive provision.”

Contrast this with the case of the Arkansas penal system.
  “The routine conditions that the ordinary Arkansas convict had to endure were characterized by the District Court [for the Eastern District of Arkansas] as ‘a dark and evil world completely alien to the free world.’”
  Just as in Mississippi, the prisoners of Arkansas faced overcrowding,
 violence,
 and dangerously unsanitary conditions.
  “The inmates slept together in large, 100-man barracks, and some convicts, known as ‘creepers,’ would slip from their beds to crawl along the floor, stalking their sleeping enemies.”
  “Homosexual rape was so common and uncontrolled that some potential victims dared not sleep; instead they would leave their beds and spend the night clinging to the bars nearest the guards' station.”
  Some inmates were even tortured.

These atrocities were not enough to distract the Supreme Court from the food issue.
  Prisoners in punitive isolation were fed mainly squares of “grue,” a “substance created by mashing meat, potatoes, oleo, syrup, vegetables, eggs, and seasoning into a paste and baking the mixture in a pan.”
  A lower court described the grue as a “tasteless, unappetizing paste-like food which is served to prisoners in solitary confinement as a form of further punishment.”
  The use of punitive isolation had no standard duration, and often did not even have a particular predetermined duration.
  In some cases prisoners languished in the isolation cells for months, until their “attitudes as appraised by prison personnel” improved to meet some unclear standard of acceptability.

The Supreme Court recognized that punitive isolation does not necessarily violate the Constitution, depending on the amount of time the isolation is used and the details of the conditions within the isolation cells.
  It even went so far as to hold that the duration of the isolation is a factor to consider when weighing whether the isolation passes constitutional muster.
  Nonetheless, the Court affirmed that, in this case, the reign of grue was unconstitutional and must end.

2. Food service times

Spare a moment and shed a tear for the plight of one Keith Gardner.  Gardner was a guest of the Virginia Department of Corrections and a voluntary member of that department’s Capital Construction Unit.
  The Capital Construction Unit provided prisoners the opportunity to do real, useful work at construction sites outside of the prison.

In late 1990 and early 1991 Gardner’s unit was working on a site now known as Southampton Intensive Treatment Center under the direction of Assistant Warden Beale.
  At first, the unit members received three meals every day.
  Beale noticed that very few inmates showed up to the early morning breakfast on Fridays, Saturdays, and Sundays, the days that the unit did not work, so he stopped providing them.
  Beale claimed that he had an informal agreement with the inmates prior to the reduction, but Gardner disputed that.

After reducing food service to just brunch and dinner, there was an eighteen-hour overnight gap between prisoners’ meals.
  There were at least 34 days on which each prisoner received just two meals.
  The Food Service Operations Manual of the Department of Corrections required three meals to each prisoner per day, and a maximum overnight gap of fourteen hours between dinner and breakfast.

Gardner did not attend the breakfast meal on non-work days before it was cancelled.
  Nevertheless, he filed an official grievance alleging that the deprivation had left him “starving.”
  Beale restored three-meal service as soon as he heard about the complaint.
  Despite the prompt response from Beale, Gardner filed a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claim over the days of cancelled meals.
  The suit claimed violation of unspecified constitutional rights and “mental anguish,” and sought a cash payout.

The court appeared to be unimpressed.  Even though it carefully relied on other grounds to grant summary judgment to the defendants, the court went to the trouble of pointing out that Gardner did not present any evidence of physical or emotional injury, and that his suffering was probably minimal because he did not attend the breakfast meals when they were available.

3. Food service conditions

On November 26, 1989, a damaging riot broke out at Powhatan Correctional Center in Virginia.
  The riot was serious enough that the entire prison was locked down briefly, and one cellblock took five months to return to normal operations.
  Jimmie Lee Johnson, an inmate in one of the hardest-hit cellblocks, suffered through the lockdown for nine or ten weeks.
  During those weeks Johnson claimed he suffered a deprivation of various constitutional rights, and subsequently he filed suit under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.
  Johnson’s suit enumerated several particular insults, including overcrowding, insufficient medical attention, improper clothing, excessive heat and cold, inadequate diet, and the fact that when meals were served they were served cold and he was forced to consume them in his own cell.

The court felt that several of the claims could not violate the Constitution in any circumstances, and the remainders were not supported by sufficient facts to build a successful case.
  On the food issues in particular the court disposed of the claim that the diet was inadequate because the claim was not supported by any facts and therefore entirely conclusory, and it felt that the presentation of the meals was adequate because “the simple fact that plaintiff was served cold bag lunch meals in his cell does not indicate that the meals were less than nutritious or served under unsanitary conditions.”
  The court was not completely unimpressed – it pointed out that harsh conditions are part of the debt that criminals must repay to society.
  The court granted the defendants’ motion for summary judgment.

Plaintiffs in a similar situation in Arizona fared a bit better.
  The state prison in the town of Safford suffered two separate riots in 1995.
  In each case the prison officials responded by restraining all of the 600-plus inmates outdoors while investigations were conducted, which was considered to be the safest way to handle the situations.

After the August riot the prisoners were held outdoors for four days.
  During that time they were exposed to temperatures reaching as high as ninety-four degrees, which caused thirteen of them to require heat-related medical treatment.
  The prisoners were also exposed to overnight rain.
  Due to inadequate toilet facilities and prohibitions against movement many were even exposed to their own urine and defecation.
  Inmates were fed sack lunches, but according to them the lunches were frequently left spoiling in the sun for hours and were “inedible” upon delivery.

After the December riot the prisoners were held outdoors for just seventeen hours, but during that time temperatures fell to just twenty-two degrees.
  During this time guards allowed prisoners to crawl a few feet to relieve themselves, but not so far as to keep urine off of nearby prisoners.
  After 5 a.m., well into the coldest part of the night, the prisoners were finally allowed to retrieve blankets for themselves.

The prisoners filed two separate class action suits under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, claiming that the conditions they had experienced constituted cruel and unusual punishment.
  The trial court granted summary judgment for the defendants because the prison officials did provide some care for the inmates held outdoors.
  The Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, however, reversed and remanded.
  It pointed out that the “relatively brief” time spent outdoors in each case could not justify an Eighth Amendment claim for “minor deprivations,” but the plaintiffs had provided evidence of “substantial deprivations” that may amount to cruel and unusual punishment.

And finally, a prisoner by the name of Berrell Freeman explored multiple meanings of food service “conditions.”
  Freeman was a guest of Wisconsin’s “Supermax” maximum-security prison.
  Due to the dangerous nature of many of the inmates there, the prison requires its inmates to stand in the middle of their cells with the lights on in order to be served each meal.
  Additionally, the prisoner must be wearing pants, must not be wearing a possible weapon, and must have a reasonably clean cell.

Freeman missed many meals due to his refusal to follow these rules, including his spectacularly unsanitary habit of smearing blood and feces on the walls of his cell and refusing to clean it.
  Over two and a half years he lost 45 pounds.
  As a result he filed suit under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, claiming that the deprivation of so many meals constituted cruel and unusual punishment.

The Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit agreed that denying food for violation of a prison rule is unusual, and if it causes “serious harm” to the prisoner it may also be cruel.
  However, it drew a distinction between the withholding of food as a punishment and requiring basic conditions to be met before the food is served.
  The prison has a legitimate interest in protecting its guards.
  Since Freeman’s was the author of his own deprivation, and he did not suffer any significant harm, the court ruled against him.

4. Quantity of food

Return for a moment to the case of the Arkansas penal system.
  In Arkansas, prisoners in punitive isolation were fed mainly squares of “grue,” a “substance created by mashing meat, potatoes, oleo, syrup, vegetables, eggs, and seasoning into a paste and baking the mixture in a pan.”

A lower court took note that the prison’s isolation procedure seemed suspicious regarding grue.
  The procedure called for each isolation prisoner to be served a full normal meal at least once every three days, and six normal meals in a row every two weeks.
  At the end of each two week period the prison would conduct a complete medical examination.
  If the prisoner’s physical condition made it necessary for the prison to restore normal meals, it would do restore them, otherwise the prisoner would remain on “this punitive treatment.”

The Arkansas prison served grue in the form of squares measuring just four inches on each side.
  The grue meal plan provided less than 1000 calories per day.
  This is less than half of the 2000 calories an adult male prisoner burns in one day.
  Almost all of the isolation prisoners on the grue meal plan were losing weight.

The lower court thought that the prison’s wary health-monitoring procedure alone showed that the prison was aware that the grue diet might not be adequate to sustain a healthy prisoner.
  The court asserted that there is “a fundamental difference between depriving a prisoner of privileges he may enjoy and depriving him of the basic necessities of human existence,” and felt that the use of the grue diet had crossed the line.
  It directed that, upon remand, the trial court should amend its decree to insist that prisoners in punitive isolation receive a “proper diet.”
  While the grue’s unappetizing nature was certainly a factor in its unconstitutionality,
 the fact that it was “inadequate” was also singled out as a problem that required correction.

Charles and Gerald Hazen have a more moderate tale to tell.
  The father-and-son robbers were sentenced to the Missouri State Penitentiary.
  However, before becoming prisoners there the duo spent approximately four months as pretrial detainees in the Phelps County Jail.
  They found conditions at the county jail insufficient to meet their standard of living, so they filed suit under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

Specifically, the jail did not provide the Hazens with inmate clothing, forced them to wash their own clothing, and provided them with an inadequate amount of food.
  The lack of jail-issued clothing forced them to “wait in various degrees of undress” while washing and drying their own clothes.
  The lack of adequate nourishment caused “notable weight loss and mildly diminished health” during their stay, even though the daily caloric deficiency was small.

The court held that although the Hazens’ rights were violated by both the nude laundering and the inadequate meal service, the deprivations they experienced did not “rise to the level of such deplorable conditions as might otherwise justify an award of substantial compensatory damages.”
  They were compensated $100 each for their suffering,
 far less than the amount that introduced them to Missouri’s justice system in the first place.

Contrast these with the case of Georgia’s DeKalib County Jail.
  George Hamm, the plaintiff, was a guest of the jail for portions of the years 1979 through 1982.
  At some times the jail housed more inmates than it was designed to accommodate.
  As a result of the overcrowding, Hamm occasionally found it necessary to make his bed on a table or the floor.
  The plaintiff also alleged that he received inadequate medical attention,
 including the improper prescription of medication without the involvement of a physician
 and the lack of treatment for a claimed rash,
 and the general complaint that the conditions at the jail had aggravated his preexisting schizophrenia to the point that he suffered a mental breakdown.
  Finally, Hamm also claimed that the food served by the jail was inadequate.

The lower court wrote an extended analysis of the medical care given to Hamm, and it seemed satisfied that if there were any shortcomings in the jail’s medical service then they were not serious enough to be considered violations of his constitutional rights.
  It granted summary judgment for the medical issue, albeit on other grounds.

After a trial, however, the lower court did agree that the jail had taken on more inmates than it was designed to accommodate.
  It also found that the jail’s practices regarding food service were “somewhat inadequate.”

Despite these findings that real problems existed, the court concluded that the difficulties Hamm faced in jail were not serious enough to be considered deprivations of his constitutional rights.
  It found that he had received adequate medical treatment, and went further to point out that a state need only avoid being “deliberately indifferent to a prisoner's serious medical needs.”
  The court felt that the general conditions he experienced in jail did not “seriously aggravate” his preexisting physical or mental problems, and he did not suffer “any injury or illness” because of them.
  It also felt that the occasional need for an inmate to sleep on the floor was “not necessarily a constitutional violation.”
  Finally, it found that the jail’s food service supplied 2,600 calories per day, and did not lead to serious illnesses; therefore the food met the nutritional requirements of the prisoners.
  The Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit affirmed all of these findings.

5. Foreign objects in the food

Mohammed Islam was a guest of the Buckingham Correctional Center of the Virginia Department of Corrections.
  At the time, the prison was serving meals provided by Montross Inn.
  On December 20, 1990, Islam received a meal containing maggot-infested meat.
  The next day, word had spread among the inmates and many of them refused to eat any more food provided by Montross Inn.
  The Sheriff, anxious to ensure that the prisoners were properly fed, instructed the prison employees to purchase food at a nearby supermarket and prepare a long-shuttered prison kitchen for use.

The temporary kitchen was in use for less than two weeks before prison officials found a new outside food supplier.
  However, during those two weeks the prisoners’ meals were prepared without gloves, despite a recent case of infectious disease, by personnel who were not certified to prepare food.
  As it turns out, the kitchen was originally shut down years earlier for its inability to meet health standards.

Islam fell ill from his maggot-infested meal on December 23.
  Prison officials provided emergency treatment, and he suffered no further medical problems.

Islam sued the prison officials and Montross Inn over the contaminated meal, and the thirteen days of meals prepared under inadequate sanitation standards.
  In his suit, Islam claimed that the defendants acted with “deliberate indifference”
 to his needs, in accordance with the governing law.

The court completely disagreed.
  It pointed out that Islam did not even claim any “serious medical and emotional deterioration.”
  It ruled that the facility’s rush to immediately provide emergency medical treatment, a new outside meal supplier, and a stopgap source of food demonstrated “deliberate concern” for the inmates’ needs.
  The difficulties inflicted upon Islam did not rise to the level of a constitutional violation.
  The court granted defendants’ motion to dismiss.

Similarly, return for a moment to the case of Georgia’s DeKalib County Jail.
  The plaintiff, Hamm, claimed not only that the food served by the jail was inadequate,
 but also that it was unsanitary.
 

When the lower court found that the jail’s practices regarding food service were “somewhat inadequate,”
 it was referring to more than just the caloric and nutritional content of the food.  Specifically, it found that the food was occasionally contaminated by “foreign objects,” and also that the preparation of prisoners’ meals frequently fell short of meeting the Food Preparation Standards of the Georgia Department of Human Resources.

Even in the face of actual problems, the court rejected the notion that action was necessary.
  It found that the jail’s food service did not lead to serious illnesses.
  The court went on to state that the Constitution only requires that prisoners be fed “reasonably adequate food,”
 and that the Constitution is not offended if that food is occasionally served cold or fouled by foreign objects.
  Again, the Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit affirmed these findings.

6. Special food needs

The preceding examples of food issues are situations to which anyone would likely object.  Beyond that, there are also a wide variety of issues which arise from the opinions of each individual prisoner.  For example, Samuel Jenkins of the Greensville Correctional Center in Virginia requested a vegan diet, and even specified a particular meal plan for the Passover holiday.
  (The defendant prison received summary judgment.
)  Sherral Kahey, a prisoner in Louisiana’s Correctional Institute for Women, requested not only that her meals be free of pork products, but that they be prepared without any cookware, flatware or utensils that have ever been in contact with pork or its byproducts.
  (This prison also received summary judgment, but at least Kahey’s case reached the appellate level.
)  Frank Afrika, a Pennsylvania inmate, demanded a diet consisting exclusively of uncooked fruits and vegetables.
  (Another win for the defendants, but this case was close enough to require a full trial and an appeal.
)  Guy McEachin of New York's Southport Correctional Facility just wanted to pray over his meal in order to make it Halal, without interruption from the prison guards.
  (The appellate court affirmed dismissal of the due process and cruel and unusual punishment claims, but remanded for further proceedings on the First Amendment claim.
)
Prisoners have also been known to request meals that are vegetarian
 or various forms of Kosher.
  Some demand expensive Halal meat,
 and some only ask for permission to eat after sunset during Ramadan.
  Prisons’ compliance with dietary requests varies.

Many of these requests are based in religious beliefs.
  In fact, some prisoners have found it easier to achieve their dietary goals by adopting a religion that demands it.
  Frank Afrika’s case in particular hinged on whether his beliefs even qualified as a religion protected under the First Amendment.
  (The court felt that his beliefs were too narrow.
)  Sometimes prison guards encourage the inmates to join and practice a religion, and sometimes they actively obstruct and discourage it.

Prisons have valid reasons for denying special food requests.  One inmate who receives meals that differ from the hundreds or thousands of other meals served in the same building may be viewed by other inmates as enjoying special treatment, sparking an explosion for other requests for special food.
  If special meals must be procured from outside the prison, contraband items could be smuggled in and directed to specific inmates by packing them inside the meals.
  Outside vendors unfamiliar with the prison’s needs may inadvertently provide packaging that could be used as a weapon.
  Special meals can also raise cost considerations, for either the meal itself or the complexities of administering multiple types of food.

B. What is Nutraloaf?

Recipes for Nutraloaf vary from prison to prison.
  Typical recipes include wheat or flour, carrots, spinach, beans, potato or potato flakes, tomato paste, and nonfat dry milk.
  A few prisons add garlic powder for taste.
  Virginia even throws in a pinch of sugar.
  Less fortunate inmates get cabbage.
  A selection of recipes is included as appendices to this Note.
Whatever the recipe, all ingredients are grated or chopped, mixed together into a uniform paste, and baked into a loaf.
  The result, of course, is typically fairly bland.
  It is served without utensils or even a tray, officially because one point of the loaf is to eliminate these items as possible weapons.
  A piece of freezer paper is all that prevents the inmate from eating directly off of the floor of the cell.

Each version of Nutraloaf is claimed to meet or exceed the nutritional requirements of an adult prisoner.
  However, in some cases prisoners have lost weight due to their unwillingness to eat it.

C. When is Nutraloaf used?

1. Policies for use

Policies regarding the use of Nutraloaf vary as much as the recipes.
  For example, New York uses the loaf as punishment for a wide variety of infractions,
 while Florida uses it chiefly for food-related misconduct.
  Michigan was forced to change its policy in 1988 after a federal judge ruled that the old procedures amounted to punishment.
  One Arizona prison made an emergency batch of Nutraloaf for the entire population after a disturbance that included inmates picking the locks of their cells with the sporks provided alongside regular meals.

2. Frequency of use

The popularity of Nutraloaf among prison officials also differs from state to state.  Vermont uses it about once a month.
  New York managed to serve it to over eight hundred inmates in 2008.
  Brian Hauswirth, a spokesman for the Missouri Department of Corrections, recently estimated that his state was using Nutraloaf in “under 100” current cases.
  In contrast, West Virginia prison administrator John McKay can only recall serving it once in his twenty-five years on the job.

Another factor to consider is how long an individual prisoner stays on Nutraloaf after the decision is made.  Some states, including Florida
 and Maryland,
 typically employ Nutraloaf for seven days at a time.  New York’s applications are less defined, ranging from a few days to weeks on end.
  One New York inmate ate Nutraloaf for a hundred days.

Several prison officials contacted for this Note were hesitant to discuss Nutraloaf at all, apparently due to recent negative attention from mainstream media.  One exception was Jay Jackson, the food program manager for the Washington State Department of Corrections.  Jackson, who has never served Nutraloaf, pointed out that its popularity in some jurisdictions may be partially due to the cost of the ingredients.
  “Beans are very inexpensive,” he explained, and food suppliers have been adding fuel surcharges in recent years.
  If Jackson’s intuition is correct, prisoners may be facing more Nutraloaf in the wake of the economic recession of 2008 and 2009.
D. Just how bad is Nutraloaf?

1. Opinions of prisoners

“It’s repulsive . . . it’s a little punishment block, not meant to eat,” said Tommy Lynn Lewis, a plaintiff in a Washington case.
  Plaintiff Wilfredo Rodriguez described the New York version as “hard, partially frozen, served in a bag” and added that “the cabbage is really smelly.”
  And, of course, the proliferation of lawsuits filed by prisoners speaks for itself.
  It has even been banned in several prisons.
  Nutraloaf did start out as punishment, after all.

2. Opinions of non-prisoners

When the Vermont Supreme Court judged Nutraloaf recently, it made samples available in the courtroom so that members of the public could judge it also.
  Observer Aaron Lipman compared it to sawdust.
  Observer Peter Gill commented “at first I didn't think it was that bad,” however, “the aftertaste was not very good.”
  During proceedings one Justice commented “Counsel, I’ve eaten Nutraloaf.  And it isn't tasty.  But many things I’ve eaten aren't tasty.”

Scott Simon, a broadcast personality with National Public Radio, had a chance to sample the Maryland recipe while on the air.
  He thought it smelled “a little bit like the food they serve in the elephant cage at the National Zoo,” but tasted “blander than bland.”
  Journalist Gregg Herrington considered the Washington recipe to be “just awful,” and added emphasis by pointing out that he “liked dorm food in college.”
  However, his bachelor colleague Tom Ryll asked for a second helping, and commented that he had cooked “a whole lot worse than that from leftovers.”

One journalist had the idea of feeding Nutraloaf to elite culinary students, presenting it as a hot new trend.
  One of the students judged it to be “sticky and strange.”
  Another noted that “texture is really odd, and the flavor is super-bland.” 
  After the tastings the reporter revealed the true nature of the recipe, and the students finally became bold enough to describe it as disgusting.
  One commented “it’s definitely punishment.  I wouldn’t give it to the dog.”
  Another noted that “this would work as a good deterrent.  I think this would be like ‘Scared Straight.’”

Erik Kriss of the New York State Department of Correctional Services asserted that “the restricted diet tastes like most other nutritional bread.  The fact that it is served 3 times per day is probably the most unappealing part of its use.”
  Dede Short of the Illinois Department of Corrections noted that the Nutraloaf has been “sampled by registered dietitians as well as facility staff,”
 so presumably it is not unpleasant enough to make people quit their jobs.
Journalist Arin Greenwood had a different reason to be displeased after sampling Nutraloaf.
  “I recently spent $15 on a nearly identical dish at a vegan cafe in New York—and it didn't even have raisins.”

3. Illnesses

Plaintiffs in a West Virginia case complained that Nutraloaf had caused vomiting and “burning in the chest and throat.”
  However, prison medical personnel did not consider the symptoms to be serious.
  John Lee Malvo, of the infamous sniper-style killing spree, suffered unremitting diarrhea and bloating from eating Nutraloaf exclusively.
  In his case though the diet was self-imposed, so presumably the discomfort was somewhat less than torture.
  Malvo’s local Sheriff Stan Barry attempted to dispel rumors of the loaf’s unpalatablity by consuming it at a news conference, but his effort did not work out quite as he planned.
  After chewing a single bite for a very long time he made it clear that the experience was not enjoyable.

4. Results

Jim Flateau, a spokesman for New York’s Department of Correctional Services, credits Nutraloaf as part of a system of discipline that has returned record low rates of violence.
  Warden Thomas Corcoran of the Maryland Correctional Adjustment Center points to Nutraloaf as reducing inmate assaults on prison staff by 50% in just two years.
  “The proof is in the loaf.”

5. Taste tests
Just how bad is Nutraloaf, anyway?  For some reason prisoners and prison officials seem unable to agree on the issue of taste.  Even professional journalists are not completely unbiased; they need to entertain their customers to some extent.  In the interests of complete and accurate research, I sentenced myself - and a jury of my brave peers - to the loaf.  We tasted several different loaves, actually, since recipes vary.
  I cooked recipes from California,
 Illinois,
 Maryland,
 and Oregon and Washington.
  Illinois has two recipes, one vegan and one with meat, so we tried both.
i. Cooking

Illinois’ recipes
 were first.  The two recipes were very similar, so I mixed most of the ingredients in one big bowl before dividing them.  Early in the mixing I noticed a strange smell when the garlic powder was wetted by the tomato paste.  Not a bad smell, but strange, like an exotic ethnic cuisine you are not sure if you want to try.  After adding all ingredients and kneading, the exotic smell damped down, but a faint, less pleasant smell popped up, especially from the vegan loaf.  It was bit like dry mold, but not really bad.  I think it was the canned spinach hitting the tomato paste.  After cooking, the result looked like something that might be favored by a health-food extremist.  It was too squashed and moist to be called bread, and it had a lot of green and orange chunks visible.
Next I tried the California recipe,
 which uses significantly more meat.
  It also calls for a stronger spice – chili powder – and more of it.
  The meat and chili powder together smelled pretty good, and with the addition of deep red kidney beans the mixture even looked good.  The cabbage, so hated by some prisoners,
 was totally inoffensive even during chopping.  After adding all ingredients, the uncooked mix looked and smelled like a good chili.  Cut the amount of beans in half and you could serve it at a barbeque restaurant chain.  After cooking, the mix looked a bit charred but still definitely worth a try.
Then I moved on to Maryland’s recipe.
  Oh, yuck.  The main problem with this recipe was the imitation cheese.
  While the cheese was cold and still had a glossy polished surface from the individual-slice packaging there was no scent at all.  Biting into a slice, it did not taste quite like cheese, but it was close enough that I could tell it was meant to be cheddar.  The aftertaste was just soybean protein and hint of paprika.  When I pressed several slices together and grated them, the substance had an opportunity to release its more volatile compounds from warm, rough, newly formed surface area.  And it took that opportunity.  The smell of the grated fake cheese was somewhat offensive despite not resembling any familiar scent.  It did not even smell of synthetic chemicals.  It was unpleasant in an entirely nonspecific way.  The canned spinach did its thing again when mixed with the tomato paste.  When I put all three together there was an absolutely vile odor that I knew would not be diluted much by the other ingredients.  This amazed me.  All of the ingredients for all of the Nutraloaf recipes were ordinary, wholesome ingredients available at any grocery.  Even if the tomato acids and cheese enzymes were literally digesting the spinach, they had had less than a minute to react.  After cooking, the smell was much less powerful but even worse in character.  A sniff of the entire finished loaf from very close range reminded me of vomit.  It was at this point that I decided not to cook the similar-looking recipes from Vermont
 and Virginia.
  At least Maryland’s Nutraloaf is vegetarian, if not vegan.

Finally I turned to the Oregon/Washington recipe.
  I knew it had to be good – it calls for over 50 percent hamburger!
  Make no mistake, this is not a bread dish.  This is a meatloaf.  One cup of oatmeal or bread chunks is no match for 1.25 pounds of beef.  I admit, the cabbage did smell a bit when thrown into a Cuisinart with the wet items, but it was a healthy, earthy smell, and the smell vanished when the veggies were mixed in with the other ingredients.  The complete uncooked mix looked just as pink as the pure ground beef had.  The cooked result smelled more like a simple hamburger patty than a complete meatloaf, but it was still plainly obvious that this would be the best-tasting recipe of all.
ii. The moment of truth

I did not face the completed Nutraloaves alone.  Different people have different tastes, so it would be unfair to the original prison chefs to be judged by a single taster.  To add some diversity, my tasting panel consisted of myself, curious about my new creations, Waldo,
 willing to eat almost anything and plenty of it, Cat,
 the slender owner a very sensitive and discriminating palette, and Terri,
 who until very recently was trusting enough to not look up unfamiliar words like “Nutraloaf.”  To heighten the realism, we ate from parchment paper, without utensils, at room temperature.  We did allow ourselves bottles of water to sip between recipes though.
First up was the Illinois vegan recipe.
  Waldo thought it had a “moist and doughy texture.  Like cold baked mashed potatoes” or “Thanksgiving stuffing on a diet.”  Cat thought it was cold, garlicky, and “scary,” while Waldo detected “subtle, almost delicate spicing.”  Terri thought it was very bland and suggested salt might help.  The only thing I could taste was a trace of the garlic powder, nearly buried in blandness.  Waldo and Cat both suggested it would be better with a sauce.  I thought it might be better if it were far less moist – dry enough to qualify as the “bread dish” that other recipes are known as.
  Cat asked for a “rejects plate,” and Waldo offered to finish her piece.  Waldo speculated that with a sauce or garnish this recipe could be “a trendy, high priced dish at an Ethiopian restaurant.”  He concluded by stating that he would be willing to eat it again, but not pay for it.
Next came the Illinois beef recipe.
  It looked and smelled a lot like the vegan recipe.
  Terri and I could taste the beef, but just barely.  The main difference was the texture the beef added.  Cat noted that it provided “some li’l bits to chew but eventually [it] turns into a paste.”  She compared it to baby food, but admitted she was chewing more than with the vegan dish.  Waldo commented that the “beef gives a little resistance when you chew, but inconsistently.  The regular texture of [the] vegan dish seems like a plus in retrospect.  It feels like I am chewing something now, but not enough to feel substantial.”  Terri and I both thought that the beef version was slightly better than the vegan version.  I only ate half of my piece though.  It wasn’t that different.

California’s recipe
 was an improvement.  Cat thought it tasted “like real food” and compared it to “a beef & bean paielli,” while Waldo attributed a “great south-west baked-chili quality to it, [and a] sometimes crunchy crust.”  Terri dubbed it “not bad actually” but noted that it would taste better if it was served hot.  I thought the chili powder gave it a nice smoky barbeque flavor.  It did not taste nearly as charred as it looked.  A slice of this recipe falls apart easier than either Illinois recipe because it is much less damp – it has about the right moisture content that you would expect for a finger food.  Cat agreed that it was “not too mushy” like Illinois’.  Waldo speculated that the “filling, meaty texture” could serve as “one hell of a bean-dip layer,” or alternatively, “serve this with horchata out of a hole-in-the-wall Mexican or Tex-Mex restaurant and I’d buy it.”  I finished my piece and thought about seconds.  Even Cat suggested she might be willing to eat another slice.
Maryland’s recipe
 was round four.  Waldo, upon his first taste, struck a thoughtful pose and stated “that’s odd.”  He thought it smelled “less foodlike than the others” and tasted “like lima beans and baked yams, except the beans taste[d] a little fruity and the yams were strained through a sock.”  I was already traumatized from preparing the disaster, so I just took one tiny nibble and announced “yuk.”  Cat compared it to “a mushy mass of slightly slimy whole wheat bread crusts.”  Waldo compared it to “a spinach quiche someone already ate.”  He concluded that “there is nothing intentionally repulsive about this, but they put no real effort into flavor matching.  It’s just accidentally repulsive.”  (Waldo did not have an opportunity to sniff the mixture before it was cooked.)  Despite his scorn, he ended with “I’m gonna finish this one” and “I don’t want to eat another one, but I will.”  He did not, however, finish his slice in front of me.  I wrapped it and another for him to take home.  Terri summed it up best: “Really?  You make people eat this?  What'd I ever do to you?”  She was not quoting a hypothetical prisoner addressing a cruel guard.  She was speaking to me.
Fortunately for our morale, we concluded with the recipe from Oregon and Washington.
  Waldo dubbed it “a meal meant to be enjoyed.”  Cat and I compared it to a somewhat bland meatloaf, which is basically what it was.  Terri thought it resembled Thanksgiving stuffing, and noted that it “wouldn't be bad with some hot gravy.”  Waldo and I thought it went beyond moist, in a good way – it was actually juicy.  Cat felt that this recipe “tasted the most like ‘real’ food” and didn’t “resemble some weird vegan food alternative.”  I had had a suspicion that this recipe would be good, so I made a very large amount.  It provided several meals over the following days, although I did serve it hot, and I added spices and catsup to the last few meals.
iii. Summary

What I was most impressed with is the large differences between the recipes.  Illinois’ recipes
 were blander than bland.  It would not take long to grow very weary of either one.  The garlic powder helped a bit, but if it was an attempt to stimulate the prisoner’s palettes it was a rather halfhearted effort.  The California recipe
 was pretty good.  The chili powder is an honest attempt to liven the food up, and it succeeded.  The Oregon and Washington dish,
 with its call for a massive amount of meat, is a clear win for the inmates but likely not for the taxpayers.  Depending on what food is served to the typical prisoners of the Northwest, some may actually want to get themselves placed on Nutraloaf for short periods.  Maryland’s recipe,
 however, certainly seems like punishment.  It may have been “accidentally repulsive” the very first time it was created, but the unpleasantness must currently be intentional.  Even if no prison employee has ever tasted it the odor is clearly disgusting.  If you think you might be prone to behavior problems while behind bars, try not to get caught in Maryland – or Vermont
 or Virginia
 for that matter.
III. Cruel and Unusual Punishment

The Eighth Amendment to the United States Constitution prohibits “cruel and unusual punishments.”
  The power of this prohibition is not limited to claims challenging the duration or nature of a punishment.
  However, the prohibition has been interpreted in a “flexible and dynamic manner.”
  In modern times the Eighth Amendment has been interpreted to proscribe not only “physically barbarous” punishments, but also punishments which “involve the unnecessary and wanton infliction of pain” or are “grossly disproportionate to the severity of the crime.”
  “Unnecessary and wanton” pain includes punishments that are “totally without penological justification.”

The Constitution does not, however, require that prisons be comfortable.
  In fact, they can even be harsh.
  However, they may not be inhumane.
  The Eighth Amendment is violated when prison conditions are serious enough to deprive an inmate of the “minimal civilized measure of life's necessities.”
  The question, then, is where to draw the line.
The Eighth Amendment has been interpreted to require that prisoners receive “adequate” food, alongside clothing, shelter, medical care, and reasonable safety.
  There is no need for the food to be “tasty” or “aesthetically pleasing.”
  Does this mean that meals of diced raw tarantula are constitutional, as long as they provide adequate nutrition?
The “circumstances, nature, and duration” of a prisoner’s deprivation must be considered when determining whether a constitutional right has been violated.
  “The more basic the need, the shorter the time it can be withheld.”
  “A condition which might not ordinarily violate the Eighth Amendment may nonetheless do so if it persists over an extended period of time.”
  It would seem, then, that serving meals of tarantula or Nutraloaf for days on end may be unconstitutional even if a single such meal is not.  However, Nutraloaf has a potentially redeeming factor: it requires no tray or utensils.
  A prison has a duty to protect its employees when the prisoners use food service items as weapons.
When a prison’s rule infringes upon an inmate’s constitutional rights, the rule may stand if it is “reasonably related to legitimate penological interests.”
  The Supreme Court has developed a four-factor test for this standard.
  Most importantly, the rule must have a “valid, rational connection” to the legitimate government interest supporting it.
  If there is such a connection, a court should also consider (2) whether the inmate has an alternate method to express the constitutional right, (3) the prison’s burden in accommodating the inmate’s right, and (4) whether the government has an alternate method to achieve its goal.

Assume for a moment that a particular Nutraloaf recipe is unpleasant enough to be possibly acceptable for a short time but possibly unconstitutional over a term of many days.  This is no idle assumption: at least one unfortunate inmate ate Nutraloaf for a hundred days,
 and the Supreme Court has ruled that another controversial prison food may or may not be unconstitutional depending on how long it is served.
  Also assume that a given prison uses this variety of Nutraloaf as one of several available punishments for a variety of misbehaviors not related to food.  This use of Nutraloaf meets the first factor – an unpleasant punishment has a valid, rational connection to encouraging the inmate to behave properly.  This use does not meet the other three factors, though, because there are a variety of other punishments that the prison could use to the same effect that are not contested as unconstitutional.
Now assume that the prison uses Nutraloaf only in response to an inmate’s misuse of eating utensils as weapons.  This use of Nutraloaf also meets the first factor – the inmate will no longer be able to use utensils as weapons.  It also satisfies the other three factors.  There are alternative methods for the government to achieve its goal: the food could be cut up by a guard and feed to the shackled inmate one bite at a time, or injected intravenously while the inmate is anesthetized.  These methods simultaneously provide the inmate alternate methods to express the constitutional right: the right to not eat food that tastes unreasonably bad.  However, these alternatives would place a heavy burden on the prison, so in this case Nutraloaf would probably be allowed for a reasonable amount of time.  Of course, in this case the prison has no reason to use a recipe that is more unappetizing than necessary to deliver adequate nutrition in the form of a loaf.
Why, though, was it even necessary for prisons to invent Nutraloaf when there are perfectly normal foods that do not require utensils?  Why not avoid all controversy by topping that scrap of freezer paper with a pizza, burrito, or baloney sandwich?
One overriding concern is nutrition.  The Eighth Amendment uncompromisingly requires adequate nourishment.
  If it is not possible to meet all facets of the nutritional standards in a common form factor, Nutraloaf is justified.  It may, for example, simply be impossible to pack in enough fruits and vegetables without using too much bread to contain them.
Assuming a popular type of food could meet nutritional requirements, Nutraloaf may also be justified if the popular food can be misused.  For example, a pizza crust may be tough enough to use as a lockpick, and the prison kitchen may have difficulty achieving such consistency that no crust is ever served hard.  If an inmate is dangerous enough, a prison may legitimately object to any throwable food item that does not crumble upon impact as easily as Nutraloaf.  One case pointed out that even increased usage of fresh fruits and vegetables could become a security threat in the form of alcohol.
  (Prison alcohol can be made without fruits or vegetables,
 but it is unclear from the opinion whether any of the parties were aware of this fact.)
Assuming a popular type of food could both meet nutritional requirements and be difficult to misuse, a prison may have a tough time proving that Nutraloaf is necessary.  If the Nutraloaf tastes unreasonably bad and the alternative food does not, the Supreme Court’s four-factor test
 would require the prison to use the alternate method.  Consider, though, that if the popular type of food is modified to fully meet same nutritional requirements as the Nutraloaf, it would consist of roughly the same mix of ingredients.  As long as the Nutraloaf preparation was not intentionally designed to be repulsive the two different presentations of the same ingredient list would likely taste somewhat similar.
Of course, all of this reasoning assumes that the Nutraloaf does, in fact, taste unreasonably bad.  If it is tasteless or even just slightly unpleasant, prisoners do not have a constitutional right to something more delicious.
  The prison administrators have more pressing considerations such as the extra cost of ingredients for the popular food type,
 the added complexity of preparing it,
 or the reactions of other prisoners to the fact that a select few receive food that could be viewed as better than the usual.
  Any lingering doubts about the propriety of Nutraloaf are swept away by the Supreme Court’s declaration that prisons should be granted “wide-ranging deference” in judgment to deal with the difficult problems they face.

In summary, the Eighth Amendment’s prohibition against cruel and unusual punishment requires that Nutraloaf supply adequate nourishment to keep its recipient healthy, that it not be used for an unnecessary amount of time on any particular prisoner, that it only be used in response to food-related misbehavior, and that the recipe not be intentionally repulsive.

IV. Due Process

The United States Constitution also requires that no person be deprived of “life, liberty, or property, without due process of law.”
  The clause applicable to the federal government is separate from the clause applicable to state governments, but their meanings are identical.
  Prisoners have a right to due process, even while behind bars.

The concept of due process is at least several hundred years old.
  In modern times, due process has developed separate “procedural” and “substantive” meanings.
  The use of Nutraloaf raises the issue of procedural due process.  How much process must a prison go through before putting a prisoner on the loaf?
Some sort of hearing is required before depriving an inmate of a protected right.
  However, the exact amount of due process is flexible, varying as appropriate depending on the situation.
  The controlling factors are (1) the private interest to be affected, (2) the risk that the procedure used will incorrectly harm the private interest and the likely value of additional procedure, and (3) the government’s interest, including the burden of additional procedure.

In the case of Nutraloaf, the interests are simple: the prisoner does not want to eat food that tastes unreasonably bad, and the government wants to prevent the misuse of normal meals.  The strength of the prisoner’s interest, however, depends on how many days of Nutraloaf the prisoner is facing.
If the prison’s proposed procedure is very basic, there few opportunities for error.  A prisoner suspected of misusing a meal is not caught weeks later with the help of shaky forensic evidence – the prisoner is right there, already behind bars and wearing an ID number.  The primary danger is that an innocent prisoner might be framed by others.  Pointless aggression is no stranger to prisons, be it from guards
 or fellow inmates.

Preventing false accusations by inmates is trivial – a prison can simply require corroboration from a guard.  Preventing abuse by guards is a bit more difficult.  Ideally every incident would be observed by multiple guards, multiple security cameras, the prisoner’s attorney, and an assortment of airline pilots and religious leaders.  That is likely to be impractical though.  As a compromise, the prison could adopt a sliding scale policy: the duration of a Nutraloaf application could be limited by the amount of process involved.  One day of Nutraloaf may be administered on the order of one guard without any hearing, but if a prison seeks to put a problem inmate on Nutraloaf for several weeks it would need to collect multiple witnesses, physical evidence, and provide the inmate a chance to rebut the prison’s case.

Regardless of what the exact process turns out to be, the Mathews test
 makes it clear that at least some degree of process is necessary.

V. Conclusion

Nutraloaf may not be tasty.
  It may even be punishment.
  It need not be totally banned though.  When Nutraloaf is to be used, the Eighth Amendment requires that the recipe provides adequate nourishment, that it is not used for an excessive amount of time on a particular prisoner, that it is used only in response to food-related misbehavior, and that the recipe is not intentionally repulsive.  The Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments require that the prisoners facing Nutraloaf receive a meaningful amount of due process.  If, and only if, these conditions are met, may prisons serve Nutraloaf with the blessing of the Constitution.
APPENDIX A

California Recipe for “Disciplinary Isolation Diet”

2-1/2 oz. nonfat dry milk

4-1/2 oz. raw grated potato

3 oz. raw carrots, chopped or grated fine

1-1/2 oz. tomato juice or puree

4-1/2 oz. raw cabbage, chopped fine

7 oz. lean ground beef, turkey or rehydrated, canned, or frozen Textured Vegetable Protein (TVP)

2-1/2 fl. oz. oil

1-1/2 oz. whole wheat flour

1/4 tsp. salt

4 tsp. raw onion, chopped

1 egg

6 oz. dry red beans, pre-cooked before baking (or 16 oz. canned or cooked red kidney beans)

4 tsp. chili powder

Shape into a loaf and bake at 350-375 degrees for 50-70 minutes.

APPENDIX B
Illinois Recipe for “Meal Loaf”

This recipe must be followed without substitution or variation in procedure.  Any such change could effect [sic] the nutrient content.

2 oz Ground Beef

Brown off in kettle and drain thoroughly

4 oz Canned, Chopped Spinach

4 oz Canned Carrots, Diced

4 oz Vegetarian Beans

Open and drain all vegetables well

4 oz Applesauce

1 oz Tomato Paste

1/2 cup Potato Flakes

1 cup Bread Crumbs

2 oz Dry Milk Powder

1 tsp Garlic Powder or Flakes

Combine beef and vegetables.  Gradually blend in remaining ingredients until well combined.  Mixture should be stiff but moist enough to spread.  Each loaf should weigh 1 1/2 pounds precooked weight and be scaled to insure proper weight.  Place mixture into a loaf pan that has been sprayed with pan release and lined with filter paper.

Each loaf should bake at 300 degrees Fahrenheit in convection/steam oven for approximately 40 minutes or until the loaf reaches 155 degrees internal temperature.
Illinois Recipe for “Vegan Meal Loaf”

4 oz Canned, Chopped Spinach

4 oz Canned Carrots, Diced

8 oz Vegetarian Beans

Open and drain all vegetables well

4 oz Applesauce

1 oz Tomato Paste

1/2 cup Potato Flakes

1 cup Bread Crumbs

1 T Margarine

1 tsp Garlic Powder or Flakes

Combine drained vegetables. Gradually and gently blend in remaining ingredients until well combined but do not over beat. Mixture should be stiff but moist enough to spread. Each loaf should weigh 1 1/2 pounds precooked weight and be scaled to insure proper weight. Place mixture into a loaf pan that has been sprayed with pan release and lined with filter paper.

Each loaf should bake at 300 degrees Fahrenheit in convection/steam oven for approximately 40 minutes or until the loaf reaches 155 degrees internal temperature.

APPENDIX C
Maryland Recipe for “Special Management Meal”

Yield - Three Loaves

6 slices whole wheat bread, finely chopped

4 ounces imitation cheddar cheese, finely grated

4 ounces raw carrots, finely grated

12 ounces spinach, canned, drained

2 cups dried Great Northern Beans, soaked, cooked and drained

4 tablespoons vegetable oil

6 ounces potato flakes, dehydrated

6 ounces tomato paste

8 ounces powdered skim milk

4 ounces raisins

Mix all ingredients in a 12-quart mixing bowl.  Make sure all wet items are drained.  Mix until stiff, just moist enough to spread. Form three loaves in glazed bread pans.  Place loaf pans in the oven on a sheet pan filled with water, to keep the bottom of the loaves from burning.  Bake at 325 degrees in a convection oven for approximately 45 minutes.  The loaf will start to pull away from the sides of the bread pan when done.
APPENDIX D
New York Recipe for “the Loaf”

“Three one-pound loaves a day made of flour, milk, yeast, sugar and lesser amounts of margarine, salt and shredded carrots and potatoes.  Plus, there's a side order of cabbage.  One cup, raw.  And water.”
“A few years ago, nutritionists changed the recipe to lighten the loaf, adding white flour instead of whole wheat and adding margarine.”
“Said one prison official, ‘There used to be liver added to it.’”
APPENDIX E
Oregon and Washington Recipe for “Nutra-Loaf”

10 pounds of ground beef or ground chicken

1 cup celery, sliced

1 cup carrots, sliced

1 cup beans (white, red, chili, baked)

1 cup cooked rice (white or brown)

1 cup of apples (cored), chopped

1 cup of tomato product (such as diced tomatoes or salsa)

2 cup of cabbage, chopped

2 cups of miscellaneous vegetables (corn, peas, green beans)

8 cups of oatmeal (or bread chunks or crackers)

1 dozen eggs

1/4 cup seasoning salt

2 cups of potatoes (mashed, or dehydrated, scalloped or fresh, diced)

Run everything through a grater or chopper.  Shape into two meatloaf-shaped loaves on cookie sheets or other large, flat pans.  Cover with foil.  Bake two hours at 325 degrees or until done.  Makes approximately 20 servings of 10 ounces each.
APPENDIX E
Vermont Recipe for “Nutraloaf”

6 slices Whole Wheat Bread, finely chopped

4 ounces Non-dairy Cheese, finely grated

4 ounces Raw Carrots, finely grated

12 ounces Spinach, canned, drained

4 ounces Seedless Raisins

2 cups Great Northern Beans, cooked and drained

4 tablespoons Vegetable Oil

6 ounces Tomato Paste

8 ounces Milk, powdered, instant nonfat/skim

6 ounces Potato Flakes, dehydrated

The above mixture will be divided into 3 loaves, providing 1 loaf per meal.

Mix all ingredients together in a 12-quart stainless steel mixing bowl.  Make sure wet items are drained.  Ingredients may be kneaded with hands (wearing plastic gloves) or mixed with a spoon.  The mixture should be stiff and just moist enough to spread.  Form loaf in glazed bread pan.  It is suggested that the loaf pan be placed in the oven on a sheet pan containing water.  This will help keep the bottom of the loaf from burning.  Bake at 325 degrees for approximately 45 minutes until each loaf reaches an internal temperature of 155 degrees.  The loaf will start to pull away from the side of the bread pan when baking is completed.
APPENDIX F

Virginia Recipe for “The Loaf”

120 slices of wheat bread

25 cups grated nondairy cheese

10 cups raisins

4 cups vegetable oil

15 cups grated carrots

15 cups well-drained spinach

60 cups vegetarian beans

8 cups tomato puree

15 cups nondairy powdered milk

12 cups instant potatoes

1 pound brown sugar

1 cup white sugar

1. Mix.

2. Bake at 325 degrees for 40 minutes.

Makes 60 servings.
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