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To 'the President of the Senate and the
Spesker of the House of Representatives-

Dear Mr. Speaker:

of This is our report entitled "An aAppraisal of the ¢
Special Summer Food Service Program for Children.® The
Food and Nutcition Service, Dapartment of Agriculture,
&dministers the program.

- We mesde our review pursguant to the Budget and
Accounting act, 1921 {31 U.S.C. 53); and the Accounting
-and Auditing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). ;
He are also 3ending thia report today to the
President of the Senste. Copigs are beihg sent to the
. Director, Office of Hanagement and Budget, and to iLhe
i sébretaxy ¢f Agriculture. £ :

sincerely yours,

Al

opptreller General
A“’-"'H of the United States

. . Flasal
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COMPI'POLLER CENERAL'S
REPORY TU TEE CONGRESS

HHY THE REVIEW WAS FEADE

- - (3 At the request of Representative
Charles A. Vanik, GAD reviewad the
Special Suwmer Food Sprvice Progvam,
for Children. This is ene of .
several programs for thz fseding of
children agninistered by the Food
and Hutrition Service.

The program §s desigmed to fTeed,
during swwmer vacation, children
fron areas havi or econanic
conditions o9 high concentrations
of vorking myihers. it is author-y
ized through ¥iscal year 1975, It
provides Fededal assistance threugh
State educetignal agencies or Ser-
vice regiongf 'offices for Tinancing
nonprofit fhod services operated by
approved spryice institutions {(call-
ed sponsqys) at approved feeding
sites. .

« ATl AT A K g sy

R s

GAQ's review includzd visits to six
large cities, one each in California,
; I1tinois, Michigan, Hew Jersey, New
i York, and Permsylivania. Federal
[ . funds allocated to these States
totaled $29.2 million of a 350.6
) * million nationwide allocation Tor
: the 1973 program. ({Sze p. 4.)

PIFDINGS ARD CORCLUSIONS

Problema in reaching
eligtble enildren

The program's effectiveness is dif-
ficult to assess because the Service

" Jear_Sheal. Upon removal, the report
cover date should be noted hereon.
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AN APPRAISAL OF THE SPECIAL -

SUMMER FOQD SFRV!CE PROGRAR “ |
FOR CRILDREN ket ]

Fend and Hutrition Service o

Departmant of Agriculture

' ‘ L

and St.te agencies have not identi-

fied the total number of children

who viere eligible nor their lecation,
Reference to the nusber of needy

children participating in the Hational

School Lunch Program indicates that

the swmer program has achieved rather
1imited coverage, especially in areas

other than the largest cities. :
(See p. 5.) ;

Problems which limited participation
include - X

- =-vagueness in the law and Fegu-
-lations as to ths extent of
coverage desired,

_--lack of strong support for'an .o
« . essentially voluntary program.
and ' .

--Federal and State funding limi-
tations resulting in & large
proporticn of allocated funds
not spent.

Progqramt ‘participation

R

Although there are basic differences
ir the coverage under the two progrems
National Schoo! Lunch participation
statistics can be used as a geherai
indfcator of the sumser prograr's
target population, since the suwmer
program was to supploment the schoel
Tunch program.
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An averagy-8.8 willion needy children
received tagais daily during the 1972-
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The authorizing law does not specify
the ages of chiidren to be served
nor how areas from which they come
should be'determined. Hor.is the
law clear as to the extent that maals

may be served free and reimbursement -
should be required from children ab]e_

to pay. (See p. 8.)

Administration of the Department's

progrém regulations has raised

questions as to the dasign(of'an

effective, economical, and equitable

program: © 4, " oy

~-The definition of ichildren,

including persons up to age
20, may ke too broad.

--The requirement that more than
Kelf the children vesiding in
an area must be needy to quali-
fy that arda for assistance
has disqualified othar areas
where needy children may reside.

~~It has been difficult, if not
impracticable, to determine

. tEm

P -
,/(?,.-:';
e e

areas in which more than half

Promotional, efforts
) G~

The State agencies could have made
greater efioris to recruit spensors,
especially in areas, other than major
cities, where coverage was relatively
Tow. (See p. 1.) ~ |

State agencies generally directed
their efforts to sponsors who, had
participated in previous years.

They did not systematically follow

up to ercourage additional organiza-
tions to start operations in communi-
ties not previously served. State .
agencies zttributed théir limited
efforts primarily to the lack of staff

due taginsufficient administrative
funds. L

Rundi®a constrainte

State al)encies ‘safd they had 1ittle
incentive to expand progrem partici-
pation:because of Federal funding
constraints Timiting both State
adninistrative expenses and sponsors'’
program costs. {See p. 13.)

i2r program served meals/fo a daily the mothers work outside the g
Saverage 1.5 mitlion chifdren during _ home. ;-
¢ the program's peak week in July. It .
is not known to what Axtent children ~-The Service has not required
in the summer prografi were needy. spansors to determine whether
(See p. 6.) individual childreu receiving
7 meals were needy. Free meals
In the States GAD selected for re- have been served to children
view, participation statistics from families able to pay.
showed: that summer program partici- ‘
pation was relatively much greater The same law ard regulations apply :
in the major citfes than in the te the summer program and to a year- j :
remainders of the States. Scheol round day-care program, although¥he : 1
lunch participation, by contrast, two programs are essentially different § <
was distributed widely. (See p. 7.) and call for different administrative o
. . ’ procedures. !
E Eligibility eriteria W
{
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State officials said that wore ad-
ministrative funds were needed so
that additional staff could be

“employed commensurate with program

requirements. The Service had
recognized this need but, because
of budgetary constraints, did not
request additional funds until
fiscal year 1975,

The Service planred to adopt alter-

native procedures that would more
adequately consider the States' .
administrative needs and establish
matching requirements for State
contributions. Ilowever, some
legislative change$ would be
necessary. (See p. 15.)

According to State officials, Federal
procedures for allocating program
funds caused the States to.limit
funding reguests to expected alloca-
tions rather than present estimated
needs. The States were reluctant to
exceed their tentative allocations
from the Service because they had

no assurance that additicnal program
costs would be reimbursed.

GAO observed that over 30 percent of -
the funds allocated to the States
remained unspent at the end of each
of program years 1971, 1972, end
1973, (See p. 16.) State officials
said these unspent funds resulted
primarily from sponsors' inflated

cost estimates and the States’ in-
ability to verify these estimates in
time to make any unneeded funds .

"available for additional feeding sites.

->GAD bhelieves that, on the@qésis of

the improved estimating procedures

ysed in 1974 in scme Statesy- the
.Service should issue guidelines

applicable to all State§. Thaese.

procedures relatad estimates to
previous cost experience and resulted
in reducing tne percentage of unspent
funds for 1974. .

Prot lems in fegding-etite
operatichs (;j;

GAO's observations-of. 1973 prograw
operations in six cities showed that
the pregram generally accomplished
its objective of providing nutritious
meals to many eligible-children.
(See-p. 19.) T

A rumber.of shortcomings and in-
stances of noncompliance with pro-
gram requirements, however, adversely
affected program operations. These
included:

--Children taking meals from the
sites,.often because of inades
quate facilities, sc that super-
visery personne} could not be
sure that children ate the meals.

--Adults not eligible for meals
eating or taking meals intended
Tor children.,

'L --Large ‘numbers of meals left over
and wasted because regquired ad-
{Justments in"mend deliveries
'were not made. |y

qﬁﬁea1s that had tode destroyed
' because they,were exposed to
‘spoilage an ‘ynsanitary con-
ditions. ’ .

5

--Roncompliance with record-
keeping requirements at .
feeding sites. (See pp. 20 !
to 26. -

The Department's auditors had identi-
fied similar deficiencies in the

¢
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1971 and 1972 Frograns. The efforts of the Service and the

Department's 0ffice of -Audit have

aved foy tinely ploming helped to make State agencies and
. ¥l adeguata monitoring sponsors better aware of their monf- -
G TTTTTTTTTT T toring duties; but the recurvence of
C " Program administration has improved shortcomings shows the need for con-
as Federal, State, and local agencies tinued improvements and streng moni-
* have gained experience. However, toring at all levels.
further improvéments could be rca- o . , f
Tized. Agency officials generally _ RECOMEHDATIONS : £
cited staffing and funding problems e . .- , i ‘
as limiting their planning and Should the proGram be authordzed oo
monitoring dctivities. . beyond June 1975, the Secrétary of N .
. o ( ‘Agriculture should have fhe Service i '
The Service suggested that the -take the following actiens: ‘ i
administering agencies establish B
time-phased schedules for various .(:; --1f the new law wore adequately . :
planning actions, including the defines the intended program . :
training of administrative and ' coverage, determine, in\cooper- "l
operationz] pérsonnel. These sug- atfon with State educatignal N (f}
gested pl)nning actions, however, agencies, the target population 3
were not implemanted in some States ) to be served and establis program :
and adequate planning often had not . goals as A means for bettdr pro= %
been carried out. (See n: 23.) gram planning and evaluatibn. : 3
- . ! £
Although some sponsors must operate --Seek intensified promotiondl . i
on tight budgets and without adequate efforts by Service regiona . 1
working capital, especially during offices and State agencies 0 : oo
the planning stage, the Secretary L recruit sponsors in large ahd - i
does not have authority to make xd- small comunities not suffi i §
vance payments of summer program ciently reached in the past 4’ § }
funds as ‘ne has under the Natfonal : i
School Lunch Program. Such authority} --Seek the Tegislation necessqry : j
s with proper safeguards, could help to institute a revised funding ? ;
, SPONSOTrs improve ﬁhelr plaaning and- progcedure and a formaTized .| y b
; other- administrative activities. . matching requirement for Sta . |
(See p. 28.) . ' adninistrative expense funds|, i
State officials said that State . -~Devise refined procedures fo ;
monitoring personhel often could ‘ot estimating program costs to be ’ i,
devote enough time to the summer | ’ incurred to permit effectiv §
progrem because of other duties. use of allocated funds and }
Their reviews were scmetimes untimely, maxfmize sponsor participatipn.: 1
. of insufficient scope, and not success- . f
- ful in bringing about needed corrective . =-Rssist State agencies and spon- !
. actions. (See p. 28.) o sors in developing and implementing i
P ' ! 3 v
i . N (:\'
H .
CLT N 9 - i -
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,5¢) time-phased schedules fer - legislation the extent of coverage ;
planning surmer feeding - desirad.  Clarification should :
operations, with special include oo ,
' emphasis on train1ng adminis- ) ' . )
trative and operational per- -~separating the program's :
sonnel, o authorization from that of :
’ ' the year-round day-care . ;
~--Help State agencies, or 1n<ur= program; , y
that Service regional offices : :
where=appropriate, implement . =--spacifying the ages of eligible . ;
L an effective system for mont}& children;
toring the operations of spon
sors an¢ the feeding sites --providing more definitive cri-
under their responsihility teria for.determining their
and for insuring that spoasors eligibility; and .
adequately carry out their - 3
monitoring duties and promptly ~~stating whether there shall
correct deficiencies. (See be authority to serve free -
_ pp. 18 and 31.) : meals to partfcipating children,
. ‘ regardless of their ability to
ACERCY ACTIONS AXD URRESOLVED ISSUES . pay. (See p. 7. ) -
The Department said that 1t basical- The Congress should consider provid-
3 ly agread with the findings and ing specifiz authority to the Secre- }
: recommendations in this report. It tary to make advance payments of -
e recognized that there had been ad- . sumner program funds to Sponsors.

' ministrative and operational problems

with the Program and it cited the
efforts that had been made to up-
grade and improve program administra-
tion. These included changing regu-
lations, improving spowisor guidance
materials, helping selected sponsors

Such authority--similar to thit pro-
vided under section 8 of the tational
Sthool Lunch Act for advance payments

of national school lunch funds--could, ~

with proper safeguards, help sponsors
improve their program pianning
(See p. 32 J

to plan and organize their programs,
and seeking increased State admini-
strative funds;: (See pp 18 and 32.) “ .

et o W s AR b A N i e ¥ i L s 4t bl st s P Dt AN A M b o Acaionssn o Mnwetibn b

; e MATZZ‘E’RS FOR COHSIDERATION BY THE
CONGRESS

S e .
N R R o
. .

This report should assist the Congress
} in considering an extension of the
‘i summer program bayond dJune 1975. . .

3

If the program is to be continued, : , ;
-the Congress yshould clarify in such . :
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CHAPTER 1
E o)

INTRODUCTICON

. The Food and Nutrition Service (FNS), bDepartacept of
Agriculture, administers the Soecial Summet Food Service
pProgram for Children-~one of several child-feeding progtam&f;x
which the Congress has authorized to safequard the health ”[~
and well-being of the Nation®s children. The pregram is &
designed to feed, during the summer vacation, children from .
areds having poor economic conditions or high cbncentrat ions
of working mothers. ) . C

-

ety

A

¢ public Law 90-302, approved May 8, 1968 (42 U,S.C.
1761), amended the National Schocl Lunch Act of 1945 (42 ~
U.8.C., 1751) to authorize both tpe s ipmer Program and a | :
year-round food program for childrer in institutions :
where children are not maintained in residence, The law
authcrized Pederal assistance to States in fiscal years
1963 through 1971 for initiating, maintaining, or expanding
nonprofit food service programs for children in public or ’ T
“private nonprofit service institutions, such as day-care - ",
centers, settlement houses, and recrea®ion centers. The
law permits such. institutions -(referred to by FNS as spon-
sors) to develop.special summer programs providing food
services similar’ to those available to children under the
National :School Lunch/Ptoqram during the school year,

public Law 92-32, approved June 30, 1971 (85 Stat. 85).
authorized Pederal assistance for fiscal years 19%2 and 1973.
public Lawv $2-433, approved September 26, 1972 (86 Stat.

- 7243, agtho;ized Federal assistance through June 30, 1975.

RESPCNSZBILITY FOR ADMINISTRATION o ,

ry Q

PNS carries out  its administrative responsibilities
through a headquarters office and five regional offices.
FNS headquarters (1) develops and publishes program requlg~
tions, (2) allocates funds tc States, (3) develops progranm
uidance and training matecials for FNS regional offices, |
tate educational agencies, and spongors, {4) provides ) >
technical and administrative assistance to regional oZfices
and State agencies, (5) reviews State, sponsor, 3nd feeding
site operations, and (6) sets standards for nutritious

4 .
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meals. FNS Tregional ollices provzuﬂ technical and *zdmin~
istrative assistance to Stete agencies to- imsure that all
program requirements are mnet,

At the State level, the State eaucaticnal agency
administers the prograu unless the agency is noet permitted
by law or is otherwise unable to disburse Federal funds to
sponsors, in which case the FRS-reginnal office acus as the
administering agency. Under this arras clement, FNS reglcqpl
offices administeréd the 1973 programe in 16 Statea .and the
1914 progriam in 17 States, )

The State agency's responaloxlltles are to;

1.. Submit a Tideal year State plan for chllé
nutrition opcrations for FNS approval.

R . _ ) . y
2. ‘Make potcntial sponsors aware of the pré@:gm
. and encourage participation. .
3 Rev1ew and approve qponsqys' applications
. for particxpatlng in, the "program. -
4. Execuvte program oppratxng agreements with .

local sponsors.

. 5. Account’ for progrém funds, | .

i - . |

-6, #Maintain reco?ﬂs ¢n program ope;atlons.of
_SPORSOLS. N

7. Provide sgupervisory -assistance to sponsors.

8. Investigate complaints. : ' “

§ -~ A

9} Pay sponsors' teimbursement claims for '
meals served.

.
-

Ce At the local 1level, spENSCrs assume the responsibility .
for program operations at approvéd. feedlng sites, 1nclud1ng
the activities of organizations to "which site operations
may have been delegated. Sponsors are required submit
to the State agency criteria for defermining tye eligibility
of children to receive free or reduqed ptxce eals at their
.feeding sites. They must comply with the terfns of the -
opecating agreement with the bxnate agency and. maintain )
accurate fecords to support claims. for Federdl, exmbursement.\
Sponsors aﬂploylng fowi vendors or (Suppiiers-hust insurxe in
their food service contracts that, among other things, meals
delivered meet FNS minimum- nutritional requirements

) c # ) A : .

\
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.f‘w\\\\i<\}hé 1971 through 1972 summer prugjrams were.as

. claims are 'valid and are based on accurate records..

.'.."1

« " /'l

The Department's Office of Audit, formerly: the Office
of the Inspector General, cenducts tirtancial and management |
judits of .program operations. It reviews program management
procedures of FNS regional offices and selectad State edu--

- cational ag%pwies,and.spongars.to determnine whéther they

comply with “program regulations. In additions, it examines
sponsors' reimbursement claims to determine whether their

-

1
LA

PROGRAM FUNDING . /

.The law and implementing regulations authorize program
£inds to be Whed to (1) reimbucse spoasors for the costs

" of obtaining food based on the established reimbursement

rate for each meal or (2) pay sponsors up to 30 percent

of 'their total program operating costs including in-kind ' .
contributions in circumstances of severe neeg in;, which the .
reizbursement rate is-insufficient. FNS regulations limit

payrents Under the 80-percent formula to 100 percent vf a

sponsor's cash expenditures, if lower, and to a .specified

maximum rate a meal. Under reimbursement arrangement (1},

the maximum rate for a reqular weal was 30 cents in. the 1973

program and 36 cents in the 1974 program. Under reimburse-

ment _arrargement (2), the maximum rate for a regular real ’ .

wag 60 cents in 1973 and 73 cents in 1974. :

2

e An addition, up to 25 pdEgent of the program funds can
be used to provide up tO 75 percent of the cost of equipment
purchagsed or rented by sponsors to help them establish, (
,maintain, and expand food services. - -

Ca

Yunds’ allocated ‘and expended to reimburse¥£p nsor s—£or —t
ollous, T

T . . “@) . * . A » . ) e L o . .
Calendar year- - Allocation Expenditure =~ | : ‘
SRR 'Y NN $ 29,964,441 $20,382,729 ©-. . o
.o, 19712 Co 50,369%390 -, 28,655,358 . 7" . e
1973 * .. 50,645,000 ﬂﬂ g3.005,228 . AT
- s =~ - . : LT e

%

FNS. allocated $60.6 miliiqn and expende&,about'sﬁg.s'hillion
foT the 1974 summer program. . s ‘ «

.
- ~

L4

personai services, food, or equipment donated to:the oL
N ‘pl‘ogram. . :\‘ o ' . - L S 3; '::'-,..(.,'
: . % . 4
s v . . ’ As
3 t - .4
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Total $130,8327851 4, . $82,043,315 o
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R According to FNS records, the program gerved, during
the peak week in July, the following total daily average

T number of children.. - ‘ e ..
! ~ . R « . - . '3

. Average Feeding 'sites
Calendar year daily attendance repor ting

-1871 1,086,000 i 5,715 - :
1972 1,437,000 S . 11,26 .
1973 T 1,524,000 ‘ " 10+530 ’

: 1974 1,745,000 <:> ~11,880

Appendix I sh&ws éﬁé number of chil&rén served in each

State.
[

z | Federal funds are also available to administer the pro- -
' gram in each State.: Such funds are provided to the States

as a lump.sum for all FNS-sponsored- child-feeding programs
‘ and are not specifically ecarmarked or reported for the

summer pIogram. T .

L
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We reviewed the administration of the 1973 program and
. the planning for the 1974 program to evaluate (1) the::
effectiveness of the program iﬁ~geachigq eligible children
and (2) the adequacy of operations ac the feeding sites.
We made our review in six States--California, Illinois,’ 3
’ Michigan, Mew Jersey, New Zork, and Pennsylvanit. For the © 3 ,
' . . 1973 program, the six States represented about 61 percent 3 i
: .. of the total participation by children and about 58 percent B
) . % of the funds allocated nationwide. Appendix I1 shows the :
: amountgraf Eedqﬁal funds made available to the six States.
; appendix 1II;sfpws the State edu Lional agencies respon- )
sible .for the#¥fogram in the six States and the sponsors
in majotr cities in these States’whose operations we reviewed.
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PROBLEMS IN REACHING EPIGIBLE CIIILDREN

Because FNS and State agencieg have not identified,
nationwide or Statewide, the number and location c¢f
children eligible under the program, it is difficuit to
assess the program's effectiveness in reachxng ity target
populatlon. Howevet, in absence-of pertinent data and
although there are differences in- proqram direction and
provxqzona, referance to the number of needy children parti-
cipating in the National School Lunch Preogram~~which the
summer program was intended to supplement during the summer
vacation--indicates that the sumnmer progranm has achieved
rather limited coverage,.especially in @®reas o*her than
the largest cities. .

Problems encountered by the program, which have limited
participation, have been in particular (1) vagueness in the
law and the regulations as to the extent of coverage de-
sired, (2) lack of strong support at the Federal, State,
and local levels for sn essentially voluntary progras that
need sctive backing and promotional effort, and (3) Federal-
and S tate-‘unding limitations and certain State-~estimating
procedures resulting in a large proportion of allucated
funds not spent.

PROGRAH PARTICIPATION

ﬂ.’,

FNS established annual goals of children to be assiséﬁh
principally on the basis of available funding. The agency
considered a determination of the total target population

not practicableé because the criteria in the legislation as

to the areas to be served by the program were too general .
and because adequate statistics on needy children werée not
readily available.

In the absence of data on the program's total target

' population,” %.he number of needy children participating in

the Natfonal School Lunch Program can be used as a general
indicator. A principal purpose of the summer program was

"to assist many of these children during the wonths when

school ‘was not in session. It wust be recognized, however,
that program direction differs--the Hational School lLunch
Program is directzd to the individiual chiid in a participa-
ting school whereas the summer proyrem is directed .to areas
having poor economic conditiong or high concentrations oZf
working mothers--and that there are several differences in

the potential covefage under the two progrems, <

.
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~-Needy children participating in the National School

Lunch Prdgram may be working during the summer or may
. : . not need assistance under the sumiker program. . . \
P ‘ . . .
--The national school lunch data does not include \; .

certain categories of children covercd by the J§?~, .
" summer program, namely, (1) children attending T A"

schocls which are not participytins in the

schoel lunch program and (2) chﬂldgkn not

attending school because they are under school

age, are abovwe school sge and under 21, or have

dropped out of schoel. \

*

-~ =-Target arc%s wvithin a State do not nacesgarily
coincide in the two pregrams. ational schopl -
lunch data ' is compiled by schools, whoreas data

: for participation in the summer program is déter- ,
mined by area of residence. . :

Notwithstanding these diiferences, overall compariscns ;
of -the coverage by thé two programs have been psed in the
past in evaluation studies nade by -FNS-and other organiza-
tions concerned with the reszults of the summer progranm.

- H

. According to PFNS.statistics, the Nati{ohal School Lunch
- Program red®hed an average 8.8 million needy children daily
. . during the 1672-73 school year. Thdse statistics show ;
; . that the total number of needy school children entitled ) .
. - t0 free or reduced-price meals was 104 million, of whom

) 1.7 million did not participate in the’ school lunch program.

[P

The 1973 summer program reached a ily averege 1.5 ' i
million children during the program's- peXk week, Presumably,
most of these children .were needy becausel™f the lozation of
feeding sites in or close to areas having r economic
conditions. But not all children served were necessarily

? :
i .-
; . needy (as further brought out in this chapter). FNS dia ’ .t
{ not maintain or rvequire records on whether individual ;
e children served were needy. I ” ‘

The number of participating children in the summer
program may bz somewhat overstated because it was based on :
the number- of meals for which sponsors claimed reimbursement o B
. during the peak week of July. This bumber was not generally .

; adjusted for meals not eaten by children or for excess meals
i *ig_% M‘___%_i_spgs;zd_,ofyhy»- serving - some-children motre than ofie meal a
a y - . N

A comparison of tﬁgwnumberuof children participating
in the two programg,éfs}applied to the =six Stafes selected
. J';
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sU mer program partis

for ‘our review, further sheowed that ] pax
in the wajor cities

cipation was relatively much greater

we visited than in -the remainaers of the. States. T
o  Children reached daily (note a)
. - ‘National School
Summer program ¢ Lunch Program .
{1973) (1972-73)
. - Percent Percent
. State amrd city Number of State Number of State
, - ‘ %
California: . o ) e
LoS Angeles 93,352 80.9 176,006 25.17
Remainder of .
- |State 23,4905 19.1 _ 507,969 74.3
I11indis: ' '
Chicago 67,355 68.7 212,326 63.3
Remaindec of ’
_State 30,645 '31:3 123,286 .36.7"
,Michiéan: ‘ Co RN
Rémainder of T A ' T .
 State 32,020 36.6 -165,397 - 70.2
New Jersey: X . .o ‘ :
Newark - 22,820 4047 42,373, 34.1 .
Remainder of ) : o :
|State .33,310 '59.3 ‘81,895 ©  65.9 ° <
-MNew‘ngk: B 'f . ) - @ .-
New York City 406,297 80.0 - 467,245 67.6
Remainder of ‘ : - o
state 101,379 20.0 223,955  32.4
Pennsylvania: , . “ e P
philadelphia 38,940 63,4 | 73,1 32,2
Remainder of | ) ’ .
State 22'519 3606 155"‘66 67.8
a i'\ . . . v

The number of children in the summer program represents the
during the program's peak veek

- ... average daily participation

in July 1973.

The num

ber for the National School Lunch
Program represents the average dqily participation duging

March 1973.
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;

" —
o

In thesy States, the major citics accounted, on the

- average, for 74 percent of fotal participation, An FR§
analysis of children partidipating in the NatxonalfSchool
Lunch Program showed that, [nationwide, cities with popula-
tions over 10C,000 accountged for 31 percent of togul par- -

ticipation dyring the 1973-73.school year indicating a

much wldeﬁépgogram distribution including smaller; comnuni-

ties, Fedéral and State pificials saild that in smaller
compunities, -especially in nonurban areas, it was more

difficilt to find organizations willxng and able to act as

summer program sponsors. .
CRI’I‘ERIZ\ FOR DSTERI&ININ PROGRAM COVERAGE

NEED CLARIFICATION [

™

The legislation makes t&% summer and year-round food
tance available tg children from areas in which poor
it conditions exist or in which there are high con-
cedtr tions of working/ mothers, Section 13 of the National

*Schoag Lunch Act, as amended (d? U.5.C. 1761), does not

assi

fe e b A et s

"~ Specify the ages of the childre mprbe served and how the
“areas from vhich toey come sh@l determined.
\
Tb 1mplement tle legislat;on, FNS regulations define
ehildren as persons under age 21« For selecting areas
gligible for summer food assisﬂdncwn the regqulations have
requlggc, starting with the 1 program, that feeding sites,
to be dpproved for “program P ipatibn, must-‘

DI A [ g

1. in whieéh more thén 50 %erce%t of the .

résiding "children are elxgible for free “or re- :

'b’ duced-price meals under State gquidelinesiestab-
lished for‘the National Schicol Lurnich Program,

4

ot L Y

Serve areaE

Serve areas in which more than 50.percent of the
mothers ate engaged in wock outside the home,

The regulations requn sponsors to document that each
select site would serve children from poor economic areas
based on, but not /limited to, information provided by Model
city target areaqgwithin a community, welfare departments,
zoning gommissions, and census data or from the number of

meals, uhder the National School Lunéh Program. 'FNS also
requxrnd ‘documentation for gites selected te serve areayn
with concentrations of working mothers but suggested no
specxfic supporting data.

The administration of FNS regulations has raised several
questions as tO%mhe design of an effective, economical, and
equitable progrdam in accdrdnnce with, the intent of the .
legislation. ;. B
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-

-~ 1. The definition of ‘childrén in the regulations,
< smetting no limits on the participation of those belaw apd
above . school age, may be broader than-intended in the legis-
Jlation. Section 13{b)(2) prescribes, fior purposes of
allotting funds among the States, a formula which shall
" consider the humber of children in each Stats aged 3 to x7.
. These age limits, however, are not specifically préscribed
» for purposes of determining progrom eligibility,

- T e o

2. The requlrenent in the requlations that a majority - 1
of the children residing in an area must be needy to gua- Yo

s lify that area for assistance has disqualified other areas !
where 50 percent or less of the residing chlidren wete needy.

As a result, many needy children may not have received food
i agsistance during the summer. Also, neither the law nox! . .
< the requlations define the term ‘area. / ' . o0

deternine the presence of needy childten on the bas of ;
‘statistical data suggested in the regulations. Sud data
was not always readily available and, if available;/ might
\ not have been reliable. FPor example, census data pay not
- ghow tha current status of families in need of asg tance
" and may become obgsolete shortly after publica ;onj aspecial-~
ly ir a State having a highly mobile populati ny {

: y ’/ : g
Y. 3. Sponsors have found it difficult in some ¢ zes t \ 0

Mjo*"

-, -
SR s 4 e e
2 .

4. PNS gtaff studies have shown that it has bben ae o
. difficult, if not impracticable, for sponsors to determine
. areas in which more than 50 percent of the nothers ‘were \

working outside the home. -This provision, to be workable, i
. would require an enrollment “system that nmay be feasible in . !
2 : the year-round child-care program, but has beef konsidered - .
i unwor kable in the summer proggwn using parks, playgrounds, T ‘
h

- [N
B N e 1o L
-~ N
J B

A s em e w s

. ) and other informal gathering aces becausae of the difﬁiculty

_ in determining whether, and many, mothers in a des;gpat@
area are working. .

/
[

i . 5. The information on areas selected by ﬂponsors hag
2T not been verified by State agencies and FNS because of the !
administrative effort that would have been involved. ' State i
agencies and@ FPNS regional offices have approved feeding sites
relying on sponsorg' determinations, recordedl on nit& infor~ ’
‘wmation sheets, that 81tes would draw attendnhnc from an . .
. eligible area. e = A' oo

6. FNS has not required sponsors to detetmine vhethier *
individual children recciving meals at éan approvnd site were) = = 1 %
needy. AS a result, oifes have served ‘fred meals to children' - .
from familxes _able %o pay for the cost pf the meals in full ) :
or 1n—part. . :
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~._. and to collect money at the sites from those children eble

~- .. free to nonneedy children and had spent considerable time

< ,~:} ‘{:w . N\
L . .
The law is not clear as to vhat extent free or redueced-
price meals may be served to children fram eligible’ areas
and to what cxtept children f{rom families able to pay shall
be required to pay in full or in part for meals they rececive.
Section 13(f) reguires that sponsors determine, in accordance
with a publicly announced policy, the 'eligibility of chil-
. dren to reccive free or reduded-price meals, considering, among
g Other .factors, the level of family incomec., However, the sec- ,
ticen prohibits any discrimination against a child because i
of inability tn pay and “"any overt identification of any
such’ child. by special tokens or tickets, announced or pub- )
lished lists of names, or other means.™ _This prohibition o
gréat]ly limits any procedure for distinguishing between
children entitled to rpceive free or subsidized meals and
those reqguired to pay. b4 . ‘
3 .

«

‘
P
!

/ ' 'FNS regulations for the 1973 program stated that sponsors
needinot make individual determinations of need for free
meals if they had evidence that all children at a yiven .
site were unable to pay the full cost--of a meal. But the .
regulations further stated that sponsors must collect the . :
full: or reduced cost of a meal, as &ppropriate, from any ' i
child that they determined was able to pay for the meal, - o

G o ot s advnaen o

. i:Although FNS records showed that about 4 percent of the )
68.6 million meals served during the 1973 program had -been - '
fully or partly paid for, State agencies and sponsors

said’ that it generally was not feasible to use an enrcllment
system that would identify children eligible for free meals

witO Pay.~ An FNS staff study of the 1973 summer program in six
. ¥gelected citi@s~-two of which we also visited--concluded that
~ the progfam had become totally free and that most sites at
one time or another served: free meals to children who dla
not :meet local eligibilXty criteria. -t

n;nlcomﬁenting on this matter, the Department said that
FNS was sympathetic to the philosophy of not providing meals

§
v
it ot tnnr) Somn i Rttt s Wenbek” k. s el

and effort in attempting to assist State agencies and spon-. . ]
surs in developing acceptable methods to identify and collect '
money from these children. (See app. IV.) It said, however, [
that evatuations had shown that this effort has not been
successful, due primarily to the program's organization,
structure, and short duration. .

. oL Therefore, the Department said, to insure that the pro- }
gram basically served needy children and was located in ;
eligible target areas,” it had concentrated on program plan- ° :
ning and the selection of sites in such areas, '
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.. Je bolicve tnat tane Longress, il it shoula cecide tc
extenu the prograw beyoue June 1v7%, shoulu consiver clari-
fying the eligqioility criteria irn tne legislation to temove
tne ambiguities which have aevelopeu in auainistering tae

_gresent law anc implenenting reguiaticns, - In particular,

we suggest thet the law shoula:
--Autnerize -the sudice pregram secarately from
« the year-rounu cnile-care proaras to state more
clearly the conaitions unuer whicn each progtan

o ™

- ¥
—

3
—©C

@)

y strowkd—tunetion. —bXisting—law—and tnewimplementing'

requlations have prescribed tne same ground rulés
for both prograns, altho.gh tney are of essentially
differeit character and call for differ aatini~
stractive procedures. . or example, as eXgplained
earliocr, the provision\tnat areas with concen- '
trations of working mothers shall gqualify for
assistance can be administerea for the year~round
day-care program which nses enrollment proceaures
but has beep found generally unworkable .tor the more
informally administergd summer program.

--Clarify the age groups of eligible children.
--Clarify how areas in which poor economic conditions

exist shoulu be determineu, if this critericn is
retainea for selectiny feeaing siteg, with respecth

- to size of an area, its location in an urban or

.rural environment, and tpe proportion of neeay
chilaren resiaing therew: - .

--Clarify the authority to serve free meels'to
chilaren participating at a feeding site and when
reimbursement is requires from children anle to -
pay in full orvin part for the cost of a meal.

. Clarifying eligibility criteria’wonld not only uelp
sponsoring agencies to select feeding sites but also en-
able #NS and State ogencies to identify tne target popula-
tion to be reachea by the program naticnwiuve ana Statewiae.
witnout adequate information on fthe nuwber ana location of
eligible cniluren, it is rot possible to establish realia-
tic program goals, prepare appropriate buaget proposals,
and fully evaluate program accomplisgaments. ’

PRUNOTIONAL EFFORTS COULD ol INCKEASLD

) State educational agencies could have made greater
eftorts to recruit sponsors for tine program, eapecially
in areas, other than the major cities, where progran
coverage was relatively low.

»
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“ . . .

State agencies were responsible for recruiting program
spongors and were_expected by FNS to make potential sponsers
aware of the summer program and encourage their particivation.
Public Law 92-433, approved in September 1972, encolraged
the maximum feasible use of school systems as. sponsors or

- the use of existing food service facilities of public and i
nonprofit private schools by other sponsors. FNS sakd ‘
this provision was based on the expsrience that the food v
program generally could be operated more efficiently by and ;
in schools because of their supperior facilities, compared ‘ o
with those of ‘other vossible Sponsors, and their expertise .
gained in operating)the National .Szhool Lunch Program, .

State agencies had generally directed their efforts , . g
to (1) recruiting sponsors who had participated in pre- ~ e
vious years, (2) answering requests for information from P
organizations showing an interest in the program, and- (3) -
in some cases, sendiag information letters ‘to mayors or !
school districts primarily in large urban areas. State
agencies did not make systematic followup efforts to
ehcourage organizations not previously participating to enter
“the program and to start operations in communities not pre~!
vﬁ@ﬁhly covered. : .

[l

ar

P

) FNS and State officials explained that local govern- .
f ments and private organizations were oftenh reluctant to par- .
ticipate as sponsors because of the administrative burden i
that must be assumed, insufficient staff to operate the

program, and funding constraints. They pointed out that,
notwithstanding the legislative intent to encourage the use

, of eschool systems or school facilities, there was little

. such involvement. The school districts did not participate
because: ‘

PR N e

1. aaditional administrative costs would ﬁe
incurred- in opening schools during the
summer but would not be fully reimbursable.

.
et 3 s S 2 e i e i s s DD St P IO 0 @ ks
-

2. The regular school staff was often engaged
in professional teacher training for the
next school year and. therefore was not-
available for supervisory duty.

- v e
<

e ' 3. Kitchen facilities weréJQeing,répaired or . : .
ot were otherwiSe not available for use during g /
N the summer. : .

1

o e st Tt e e e s S 2t

i s "4, vandalism in school. buildings held open IS .
1 L during the summer could be a problem in ‘ ‘
! ; . someiareas. ‘

) < | -
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Because large cities, have the hzghest oncentrationsiot
eedy children, State.efforts gencrally were directed Lo @m
cru1t1ng sSponsQrs to serve areas in big cities. State
officials explairned that in smaller communities espncxall}
in nonurban areds, finding organlzatxons able and willing -,

'to act as sponsors was more difficult,

FNS and State officials agreed that efforts to recruit
sponsors for the 1973 summer program generally wcore 1nade~
quate throughout the States to expand progranm participation.
They attributed the limited efforts primarily to the lack
of ‘State agency staffs dae to insuff.cient administrvative
£unds.

’
©

'

The FNS staff study of the 1973 summer program in six
selected cities concluded that the 1973 outreach'efforts had
been inadequate and a factor in preventing PNS from meeting
program goals. .The study recommended that a concerted .pro-
gram information and cutreach effort be undertaken before
the start of the next summer, program, to flow fxom the -
national to--the State .and Lﬂg local levels, using-.all news

media as.-well as newsSletters, pamphlets, and flyers to school

chil8fen. The effort was to seek support of local governments

and of social and service organizations to serve as Sponsors
and was to receive adequate Federal support to assist in
identifying areas of need and locating eligible progrem
participants,

Our review of the planning for the 1974 aumnet program
showed that tecrultmenﬁ efforts in the six States generally
werfe-of the same scope as in 1973, except for increused ef-
forts in some additional large cities. The study's recommen-

dations for concerted program 1nformation and cutreac! efforts

largely were not implemented.

Because, this is a voluntary'p:ogram whose success de-
pends on the active support of local gévernmental and public
or private service organizations, special and intensive

*

‘ptomotional efforts by FNS regignal offices and State eda=~

cational agencies are needed-to generate interest in the
program and enlist the services of willing sponsors in both
large and small communities. -

FUNDING CONSTRAINTS )

State officials pointed out that the§ had” little incen-
tive to expand program participation in their States be-
cause of certain’ Federal fuhding practices limiting both
State administrative expenses and sponsors' program Cogts.
The States, however, have accepted overstated funding esti-
mates from sponsors which caused large amounts of allocated’

* funds to remain unspent at the end of the program peciod.

t
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Mncluding the Head Start programs previously funded by /

State administrative expenses

On the basis of an apportionment formula required by the
authorizing legislation, FNS has provided Federal funds for °
State administrative expenses in a iump sum to cover all PFHNE-
sponsored child-feeding programs "and allowed the. Stakues to L.
direct the funds to each program as they degired. These :
Federal funds were intended to supplement_tﬁ funds provigded
by the States to administer the child- feedin§ programs, but
there was no formal Federal matching’ re@yxrenent for the
States' own fund contributions. .

. . FNS had not deternined the spec1£1c needs of Lhe States
by individual program after 1971 and the administrative funds
made available in the years thereafter were not specifically
related to the amounts of program funds allocated to the .
States. .

State officials said that more administrative funrds,’ .,
both State and Federal, were needed for the. summer progran
so that additional staff could be employed comsensurate with
the administrative effort required, especially if they were
to increase their efforts to obtain additicnal sponsors. .
Additional staff was also needed for adequate planning ang
rmonitoving of sponsors' operations. (See ch. 3.2

-7 Some of these officlals said that they would have to
turn over adrinistration of the summer program to FNS if wore

" administrative funds were not made available.’ Subsegquently, .
_the New York State Education Department "decided not to parti- v

cipate in administering the 1974 program bécause it con-
sidered the level of administrative funding it expected to
receive for the 1974 program insufficient for the staff

needed tc propérly supervise and monitor program operations.
FNS, however, determined that 1t could not increase the’

1974 allocation of adminigtrative funds for the States, and .
New York was subject to the same allocation formula as all
other States. Therefore,. the PNS northeast regional office
took over administrative responsibility for the program in

New York., .

FNS has recognizéd the need for additional'State admini-
strative expense funds so that the summer program could be
more effectively administered, but bédause of departmental
budgetary constraints--reflecting the qen%ral national '
budget policies~-~FNS did.not ask for such fund increases ‘i
from 1971 until fiscal year 1975 when its budget request
included an increase of ahout $3 million, The increased
amount, whith has beer. appropriated; will be allocated in
a lump sum to cover all FNS-sponsored child-feeding proarvams,

Q
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the Department ~of Health, Educati
wege added to FNS's gear~round udngchool foced assistance”

n, and Welfdre, which

prograns ef fective January 1, 1574.

FNS officials sdid that they* had considered two
dltérpative procekdures for making funds available for Stdte
administrative, expenses, instead of allotting such funds

“in &' luwp sum for all child-feeding programs. One pro-
®cedure wounld take into account the State's administrative
needs hy individual program. The other proceduré would allow
a set percentaqe of program funds toc be dsed for State
adminiztration. According to FNS officicls, both procedures
wouad require the matching of Federal fumds with the State's
own funds at ah establisned ratio. The Depariment has not
yet decided which "alternative would be the most appropriate{“r
™ <~/

It appears that' legislation would be necessary to make

"a percéntace of program funds available for State ad@ini-
strative expenses and to-establish matching requirements.
Determinatiop of each State's admiristrative needs'by indi-
vidual program would not require additional legislation.

‘ TR . ‘

We bel.ieve that, if the summer program is “to be con-
tinued, the Department should seek the legdslation necessary -
to institute a revised funding procedure and a formalized
matching requirement for Stateﬁfunds.»ﬁgm }

<

- . * A

Pregram funds

For 1974 and previous years, FNS determined its pro-~
. -posed annual level of program funds on the basis of the pre-
.ceding year's expenditures adjusted.by an additional amount
for proyrapm expansion. FNS notified each State of its ten-
tative allocation and requested it to submit its estimated
funding needs for that year. After recelving the States®
- submissions, FNS made the final allocation of program funds.

According to State officials, the States felt con-
strained by the tentative allocations recgived from FNS and
generally submitted estimates within the allocated amounts.
The officials said that their estimates of “funding needs
were based on food operationg cost ectimates submitted by
applying sponsors, and that they approvud sponsors' appli-
cations only to the extent that the cost estimates, in the
aggregate, came within the tentative FNS allocations. The
States were.reluctunt to expand program participation

*beyond the allocated funding levels because they had n¢
assyrance. that additional costs:-would be reimbursed.

Although State officials indicated that more Federal-
funds could have been used for the program, the States'
actual verformance record shows that a large 'proportion

. v - .

b,

.

3

v

P
e

..

f&,-(u_;

»

—

.
5
v

”*%

v M me

‘eg.

o W
| 17 PP At T

.

5? )




x

>

A |

.
[P

»

-

s § 4 gy fht g s ¥, e v o @

LS e R T

PR P S R e

PRSI

\

PR

¢

-,
-, PR
oros s 42
o
Ry

é

i

: i
& - ' Federal

kS

of the funas allocated to the States rem:.iped unspent.
Over one-third of the funds allocated fc: the 1921, 1972,
and 1973 jprograms was not speht, as shown in tie following
summary. o \ - ]
A - - : . X .
. Unspent ‘ /s
' Percent of ;7
allocation

e
5

allocat@gn -, Amount

“(millions) w(mi%lions) .
. 3 . . ’ S e )
1971 - $30.0.1 $ 9.6 .- 32.0,
1972 50.3 216 43.0
1973 . _56.6 - 17.6 - v 34.8 ,
- a . - o
Total $130.8 ¢~ $48. 37.3 - -

P

e —

a
Does rot add due to rourding.

pe
» i q‘;'hl

.- For the six States whose operations we reviewed, about
$8.5 million, or 29 percent, of the $29.2 million allocated
for the 1973 program remained unspent although additional
eligible children could have been assisted. State officials
sald that these unspent funds resulted primerily from spon-
sors® inflated.cost estimates, that the estimates could. .
not be verified, and that it could not be determined early
ir the program whether all allocated funds would be spent
and if additional sponsors or feeding sités could be added
for the remainder of the summer.

~ Epr.éhe 1974 program, funding estimates were iﬁprovgd N
in some States-so that additional sponsors could be approved

‘““within the PNS fund allocation. For example, California -

refined individual sponsors®' cost egtimates by adjusting them
on the basis of .the previous year's experience; and .in New
York, where the FNS -regional office had taken over administra-
tion of the program, all sponsofs’ cost estimates vete re-
duced by 10 percent, following the trend Of actual versus

H 'y

estimated costs experienced in previous years. - . .

@

For these two States,; where about 52 percent (Caliﬁbrnfﬁ)
and 12 percent (New York) of: the funds alldcated for the pro-
graw in 1973 remained unspent, ‘the percentages df unspent fungs , | -
in 1974 were reduced to 8 and, 11 percent, respectively. With \«
these two States accounting foi about 47 percent of the total

o}

progran funds speat in 1974, the percentage of unspent funds R Uy

for the total program in 1974 was reduced o 18.3 percent,

Ch the basia of the experience gained in“California ~ &

-

_and New York, FNS shonld devise quidelines for all State .. =

.. - . 16 .»:-f < ) . H
. H N
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agencies and FNS reaional officesys= that a tefined
estimating procedurec for program costs can be instituted

in all States to maximize spomgor participation and reach =~ .
‘an- increased number of children within the availability of «
- funds allocated by FNS. ) . '

« ‘ Ay

CONCLUSIONS ‘ S > a . f

i Federal, State, and local officials administering‘;be’

program have found it difficult to define the target popu-

lation of children to be reachsd because cf the very general

criteria in the authorizing legislation.’ Adrinistration of - o
FNS requlatiops has raised questions as to the ages of

children ‘to be served, the selection of areas in which eli-

gible children ghall reside, and the determination and . -~ .
entitlement of children who .may receive free meals as 2 ¢ )
opposed to those able to pay in ‘full or in part for the cost
of meals received. : :

“ v

If the Congress authorizes the program beyond June 1975, T %?3
it should considex clarifying in the leqislation the eligi- ,‘Wjag”' E

bility criteria under which childgen shall receivgﬁassisfhnce. 7

The program has encounteéed‘several problems which need’
to be overcome if a larger number of children are to be fed.

Greater efforts could have been made to recruit aponsors :l

for the program, especially in‘areas, other than the major -
cities, where program coverage was relativelys low. = Because
this is a voluntary program depending on active support by
local governments and service organizations, FNS and State D
agencies need to intensify promotional efforts’ to secure ‘
sponsors able:dWd4#i1lindg to carry ont the program in large

and small commungéﬁgg."/’ . J :

FNS fundﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁcedures have placed consiraints on the
administrative funds available to the States and should be
revised--ac contemplated bv FNS--and the nesessary legisla~ -,
‘tion should be requested to permit adequate administrative’
efforts by the Statec’ «nd to establish an appropriate
requirement for state-matching contributions. state-Zunding
procedures, in turn, should be refined to pregluae tarye
amounts of allocated program fuhds remaining unspent and to
facilitate more-effective use of such funds. .

. .

s .

! ¢ \cUNdegss authorizes the pngram'bégénﬁmﬂune 1975,
we recommend that such legislation clarify the extent of
coverage desired.under_the program. Such clarification
should include (1) separating zuthorization of the summer.

' >
»
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: * . program from that the year-round day-care program to ‘
. reccgn;ze their d3 erxng admlnlstratlve character istigs,

i - (2) specifying the ages of elxglble £children, (3) providing
i more definitive criteria for deterTLnxng their eligibi)ity--
¢ by more clearly specifying the areas in which eligible
children shall reside or by provxdlng other appropriate
criteria for determln‘ng eligibility~-and (4) stati
whether there shall be. abthority to serve free meals to
chiwdren participating in the program, regardless of their
A ‘, b/abxlxty to pay feor the cost of the meals.

RECCHMENDATIONS TG THE . . . AR S
SECRETARY"OF AGRICULTURE S ©

s . We recomnend that, if the program's legislative autho- :
ST rity is extended beyond June 1975, the Secratary of Agri- }
. * culture have the Admxnzst'ator, FNS, take the following E
actions. .oE S |
i

i

;- —~If the new law more adeyuately defines the
L intended program coverage, determine, in Do
: . cooperation with State educational agencies, : R
..’ the target population to be served and - - : . :
) _establish program goals as a means for better . N
wn prdgram plannlng ard . evaluation, ] - '
<M -
~-Seek 1ntenszf1ed promotlonal efforts by FNS
regional offices and State agencies'to re- o g
. cruit sponsors in large and small communi- L
. ties not sufficiently reached in the past. ' s

L *  ~-Seek the legislation_necessary to institute
. - a revised fundan”/kocedute and a formalized .
matching requirement for State admlnlstratxve‘
. ==~ ~“experge  funds. .

T

o :

. —-Devxse refined procadures for estimating pro- o

. » . " gram costs t0 be incurred to permit use of Coh
allocated- funds and maximize sponsor parti- . '
cipation. . .

P
< , —_— : ' i
L J

- * The Depar tment (see app. IV) said that it basically L »
. agreed with the findings and recommendations and ci¥ad the . -
- . increased State administrative funding for fiscal year 1975 L

" ~as one of its effozts to uvpgrade and improve program . ',
- admznlstration. - B :
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'.'; leccal agencies responsible for the pregram have gzined ex~ . v
4
{

v .. CHAPTER 3

LY N - N WL
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‘ ' 'ﬂ PROBLEHS IN OPER?&'I;‘IONS AT FEEDING SITES : f:—}‘ 1
- '&s’;sig". .
20

e At the feeding sites we visited -during the 1373 summer
_ program, the program generally accomplished its objective
of providing tutritious meals to many eligible children,. , .o S
We ard the Department's auditors, however, observed a nuéﬁ,r?
of shortcomings and instances of noncompliance ui%ﬁﬁ%rogﬁam <

requirements which adversely aifected prpgt&m opsrations,,

. Jhe Departrent's avditogs had identified similar defi- °
ciencies in the 1971 and 1972 programs, The deficiencies -
seem to stem partly from inherent conditions which make' ' . - i
efficient program administration difficelt, such as:

e W

. <y
~~The program's short duration--about 8 to 10 )
weeks--which required a ey startup each . D

year and did not permit continuity in ‘ SRR Ve

B administration.” i
- S T T e ey e e et -

--The use of volunteer workers, often inex- - -
: " merienced in -food service operations, S ‘

arzT
PR A

s

¢ ‘ --Inadequate eating facilities at some sites.

» s r

E ") ~-Varying numbers of children atteﬁdingj
.o X ‘feeding sites from day to day and-their - .
: likes,apd dislikes for the food served,- ~ - -

Notwithstanding phése~conditions,'Eiagian administféti&n'
at feeding-sites has improved as the Federal, State, and . -

perience. If the agencies planned and monliored feeding | -~
site operatidns better, however, further improvement could -
be realized. e ) .o .
N ' PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED IN . _ ST ‘? T
‘ SUANER PROGRAM ODERATIONS _ P

R ‘puring July and August 1973 the Office of Audit reviewed
‘, the operations of six spunsors--one in each of aix major
" ditiés. The auditors wdere concerncd with whether the spon-~’
sors were serving eligible childrea nutritious meals which .oe
met program requirements and vhetner the aponsors' reim- s

bursement claims were valid. . .

Sk To determine -compliance withzﬁrogram requirenents, the

. auditors, accotpanied by cummer aides, visited numsrous
feeding sites randomly szlected from about 2,200 sites the

«
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rof a lack of adequate eating facilities.

-

six sponsors served. The auditors used a comprehensive
questionnaire to document particular site problems, non-

. compliance wzth program requlrements, and the reasons tor

such deficiencies. . .

Ve accompanied the auditors to 113 feeding sites--
including churches, recr@ation centéfs, schools, play—
grounds, parks, and.-housing projects--to observe site
operations and the “auditors' methods of evaluating the’
adeguacy of administration.

-~

childrén taking meals from the feeding site

FNS guidelines require sponsors to insure that children
eat, their meals at the feeding site. If children carry
their meals from the site, site personnel would not know if
the children gte the meals and obtained the intended nutri-
tional benefit. Meals tgken offsite could be stolen from”
the child, given .to another person, or become spoiled if
not eaten promptly. Onsite eating enables site personnel
to teach children good eating habits and manners.

“In all six cities, children -took meals from some-of the—
sites. In some cases site personnel- -allowed this because
In other cases,
hcwever, they =ither disregarded ot did aot know program
rules. ) )

For example, in one city the najority of meals served
at two sites were carried offsite because of inadequate
facilities.’ "

~-One of the sites, h-gymnasium approved to serve an
estimated 700 children-daily, had no tables or
- chairs+ —The—site—supervisor said he was aware-

. Hw

P N

that children were not to take their meals offsite,
but he permitted them to do so because eating facili~
ties were not available. o

--Phe other site, approved to serve,an estimated 200
children daily, was a storefrout church and-social
hall filled with boxes and® other material which
was not large enough for 200 children.

The following photographs suow a site with 1nadequate

. eating faciljties contrasted w1th one having’ satxsfactory

facillties. : AN
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‘FNS regional offxce, State, and sponsor officials said
that the onsite eating rule was unsuited for sites, such as

storefronts,|
The official

where food ¢an be distributed but not eaten,
$. said they believed that, as lorg as the

children werf provx&ed weals, the ptogr@@)s purpose was

achieved.

Because it is difficult to follow the onsite eating
rule when adequate facilities are lacking, suitable feeolnq
axtes should be selected more carefully. -

dlS eaten

&

or taken by adults

7’

FNS reg

to FNS guide
food service
to prchibit

ulations limit free meals to children through
ts are not eligible for free meals. According
lines, site personnel are to control .access to
through physical and supervisory ar;angements
the serving of food to unauthorized adults.

At 35 s

- the sites vi

ites in Wew York City--or about. 29 percent of

sited during the 1373 program-~Department audi- .

tors obsetveb adults eat1ng or taking-lunches which ‘were

e
PR A

PN

-
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o p e e A A gt roean Ay ke e age <
. .
»

intended to
great in the

tate a
adult feedin
difficult to
that police
that some si

to adults who

other States

“This problem wae not as .
otber five c1t1es.

Ld sponsor officials in New York agreed that
was a serious problem but said that it was
|control, especially in high crime afeas’ ahd
Drotectxon vas not practicable. They saigd
te personnel were reluctant to refuse food
may be hurgry. Officials in New-York and
generally believed that the only effective

action that cotld be taken would‘be to close the feeding<
site, but this would deny meals to children who may need

them. Some

adults take meals than to ptovoke them to possible hostility.

against site

!
L
P

A%

[

A s B X Y Bl W I b 0 (06

e
N
s i .

L)

officials also said that ‘it wss better to let

personnel.

FNS's revised sponsor handbook, published in April

1974, sugges
at sites and

gram is intended only for children.

the need for

ts that sponsors and site personnel post.signs
inform adults, irn the community that the pro-

program personnel to understand the importahce

of courtesy and tact in handling this situation,

Needed meal adjustments not made

‘9

To minimize the problem of having too many or too few

meals at feeding sites, FNS regulations require that coantracts

between sponsors-and vendors expressly provide for making
adjustments in -the numbet of mears dT£4veted ‘to.each site .

. 32
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The handbook emphagxzes
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> within a period of prior notice mutually agﬁeed\upon. FNS
gpidelines reguire that sites have a means of communicating
w1th the sponsor to make daily’ adjuftments and that this L
matter be coverad during tralnzng sessions, il * i

PR YA
.

.
L]

In many cases s1te personnel had not prom tly notificd
the ysponsors of adjustments that shouwld have ‘been’'made be-~
caRSe the sponsors often were unfamiliar with or ignored ) '
thé prescribed adjusting procedures. For example, one site
o cghsxstently received meals exceedlng its daily needs by >’
i i€lo-thirds, The site supervisor said that she had not been :
3 instructed how to order adjustments and had not attended

' training sessions held before the pwogram~started.\

[

(
Because attend%nce at sites may vary substantlally from

day to day and -because most -vendors need scme leadtime to

make adjustments, some leftover meals are unavoidable.,

Bowever, FNS expects spoasors to avoid consxstent and large

numbers of excess meals which could result in considerable

waste. PNS encourages sponsors to return excess meals. to .

vendors or to serve them as second meals -to children whoy, ,

are at the site for at least 5 hours or who are still . g

hungry. . ) j

JROSVS SGUE NPTV SINIP PRSI AP ARV SR S R

Meals exbosed to spoilage and unsanitary conditions

&j FNS regulations sequire that each feeding site have

3 gequate facilities for the meal service planned. The

, sponsor must arrange for delivering and holdlng meals with- . \

' . in acceptable local health standards and, if'there are ex-
cess meals, zrrangepents must be made for storing them until ®
they are served. FNS guidelines provide that such arrange- .
ments include refrigeration for wilk and other foods which
have a high spoilage potential.

At a nunber of sites we visited, excess meals were
destroyed because the sites did not have facilities for

_overnight storage, and 36 of 83 sites we visited in four N

. cities did not have proper refrigeration facilities for - 1
holding meals until the™ children were served. Some sponsor 3
off1c1als said that refrigeration facilities were not needed ]
because the sites were approved for only a one-meal service 1.
and the meals were delivered in refrigerated trucks. How- ’
ever, these arrangements could only safeguard the guality VN B
of the food if it was, consumed promptly.

:e" ., -

Some food waste also occurred when primary sxtes re- )
s21ved meals for secondary sites which failed to.pick up the S
meales, or when primary sites received more mgals than the

— -\ secondary sites needed. Waste also occurred when children

A

i, i e St

- ‘refused to eat _the meals because. they did not like the type "
. B WO me a0 g N
. ’ . C, N
Y .o N 23 R E' -
"’\ * . 1Y < ., ’ % P
I ‘ T . 33 &
‘. . iy
\)l - ) ot N e o AR O By IHEAY Wy W B b 2 [ hatbead
\‘?‘ E MCL FUNGPC VA TNV Ir vk Perd per 2 y PrISFURPIIRIIS, AP A7 WP mw '»..:n-«':a-w v AL L IO SRR 1% |

.




The

ty.
ions,

'

varlie

lacked

&4

meals
hs show two of thepe situat

4

ng photograp

Wl

of food served or because the

- folle

~ N -
. i .
- e W avaiw x by g e b AAwEm e € 14..!)\!«-. e S R T g P T nr v e ¥ - 9 e - Maias A
. ' b
. . %
4' d . Fl - M H
. . !
Lo mie e e ] :
. i 3
. : ~ . . . . . M
- “ i
‘ i .
N - ’ !
. .
\ v - !
. . . i
” . 3
_ )
W - 3
- t Y a
- . w
Ny
) . 4

*
!

‘like

L.
A

)

i
{1k cartons
up and hag

e
- o vt 25
o 4. 3. e oo e ) Y ’
mmﬂ.ﬂmﬂnf LA o P L
‘ b T o RS LRI : ]
ot .\..wn»_,» ﬁxm ViR Ced
33 oF ,«ww.« Ja&&%ﬂ 2 Mu.. . 8

-preceding ddy

‘

1la
3

picked

‘o’

,»ix -
2N .33 IR R 1.5 - : i
LTI B APty X s = N A N AP A e P DA et
nmﬂumuxmxw@m@w«.%wﬂmw_,wwmw%% o B .,ﬁﬂmﬁwﬂ%@%wﬂ R Sw%m.w..ur 2 o .
A T et T A L e R ¥ B N 3. : RIS
1 T .\m@v..éw«ﬁmﬁﬁﬁ._wﬁ o PR W%&ﬁ%mamu ; 5 b~ v
‘ IR PR BNt Rl ML Ead e ANy
: SERE R TR ) SRRy = ,
ﬂm.:.m e .n.».., v,e...“.w.m.mﬁww m.mw.m. Na% L «= -2 W...M\mw‘m-hhwww.u M.»‘.u - .Jw,M ot .. i 4
o 53 sy N v‘x..;.v.w.»ﬁ TR A (Mp( g .w«.umT.. IR 2 = * H
Y s ety < b, < LT L S e AR e 2 | .
VIR G e W S Lt ¢ eI ; g 4
gt AT T Ry u‘w..\m. o AT :R«vvw.%.im.mi\wﬁz ' [y i e FIMIL A w N [
NI SR LR ST B il Tl 1 R L PF AR i AL B L B k!
A R Y i R e s AU S AR N B @ > IR SO I N
S = 5 QT o by gV SEY, SN DA T NIa .
i PR W JoRCE S F © Rt RIS ! i
1)}
[
e
rd

dary s
cause of danger of
ded because

EX
“
%
4
A
vl

3
’
<

*,
#

R 'y
U
A
L
R 9;;
e
BRI
o Rryaer A

ndd il
.

KN

N

R
R
I3

T N AR A Al
M&,« AN NWN%W,M i

RAPE- B w«?. 52 Rt
il ¥y Sm..‘"\vﬂ\.ﬁt 5 .wp

r1scar

300 complete lunches and 330 n

&

T g e 847
B P BT
R

¥
ches were left'over from the

eing-serveds:

¥ v
[ BTN
S XA T ST

2
or secon
wi

‘be d

N Serm N IB Lt Le p e

- L340
[PV TS AN o~ /».i
5 PTNRY a3y ~\w$ra.{wrh;%. ., /Q.V»Lq.w S nM

\1...

.

RN

P et

-

discarded be

18 si.e,

tended f

to be

and had to

_____;;he_meatfb

These sand

in

At th

l memw b1 vh

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

l




Cancws ¥
" b g

-
e

LA oy T S oL M 7

e

¥

- 4
. i .
et e L Aemacar v;mrw,«‘lq.wwazy\v Ladiote s sandic LGt X
. .
. .
.
N -

&

7 - operations—in—one city showed that local health officials
. Ghd various violations of sanitary standards at vendor

_"+ the locations where the.rprogram was to operate, Therefore, ‘ e S
‘the health department did not inspect the sponsor's and oy

. Required feeding site recorés

"2

. . . Records of health and sanitation' inspections of .vendor

C A b e % s

" facilities. The officials found violations in food refri- . ;
geration, storage; and protection; insect controly equip~ .
ment construction ard maintenance; and sanitatiocn facilities.

At .the close of our fieldwork, the officials were taking steps -
tc have corrections made. . .

»

Program guidelines require that sponsors obtain health
department approval for their proposed food service and that
.State agencies insure that sponsors have notified the appro-
priate health and sanitation agency before sponsor and site
applications are approved. i) N S

4 ‘
N o

In‘pne city;'thq sponsor had not notified thé~city's
health department of 'the date its program was to begin and

2

vendor’s food operation before the program started. State
officials said they had not determined whether the uponsor

B R S O
*

o o

had contacted the responsib&e—health~autho:itiesﬁbecaqse e Sl
they dié not have the necessary staff to do so.

not maintained : l =

e

FNS regulations require that spomnsors maintain £nll and

accurate records of food service operations. Reccérds must

be kept on the number of children attending the sites each *
day, number and type of meals delivered and served, income
received, program expenditures, and in-kind contributions.
. The t@co;dswgrq_to serve as a basis for sponsors' monthly
reimbursemént. claims &nd are to be available for audit aid

reviewv. & . *

iy

E)
ey

[E ORI

R ' ; R s 3 * - v
#aintaining .adequate feeding site records has been a .
coftinuing problem. ~According to an FNS evaluation report on
77 sponsors' 1972 program operations, 13 sponsors had not
received’ periodic reports from site supervisors on the num-
ber and type of meals served to children. Of the 294 sites
FNS surveyed, about 50 reported they had not maintained the
{

3

required records. ¥ o

The sponsors we visited had established yecord- systems
which their sites were to use in accounting for meals, but
many of the sites had not maintained complete and accurate -
data needed to support the sponsors' reimbursement claims. 3
.Spongor officials said that site personpel often had net - .

[y

PR R A
e

~_peen—sufEiciently trained in or informed of the recérd ~ /.. :
requirements: - .- T % N Lo ‘ . T 2
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As a result, some sponsors relicd on vendors' delivery
records to support reimbursement claims. This often neces-
sitated an extensive process of reconciling vendors'
records,; with available site; records and accounting for
discrepancies. This process cauvsed delays in sponsors’
being reimbursed and consegquently in’ the vendors' bezng
rexmbursed. -Qk»

FNS officials said they recognized that inadequate
_recordkeeping by sponsors ha¥ been a major problem
nationwide and therefore a separate section in the FPHS 1974
-sponsor handbook was duvoted to recordkeeping. The officidls
~_ said this revised inscruction was expected to glve better
guxdance to ~sponsors.

s

NEED FOR TIMELY PLANNIRG

The responsible agencies have recognized that careful
planning, including sufficient training of operating per-
_sonnel, well before the program begins is the best way to
minimize operational problems at feeding sites. However,
adequate planning often has not been carrxed out.

For the 1973 program, FNS' suggested to ite tegional
offices and State agencies a plan of operations which was
to help them develop a time schedule .for completing FNS,
State agency, and sponsor planning activities. FNS stressed
the importance of obtaining a maximum .degree of coordination
and meeting certain suggested target dates, starting in March,
until the begxnnxng of feeding operations 1n June,

FNS also emphasized the need for training at all levels
to clarify program responsibilities, explain recordkeeping
requirements, and offer sound management techniques before
plans vere finalized and program operations began. PNS
said that it was wvital that the personnel who would be
directly, involved in the-daily food service atvend sponsor
training sessions.

The State agencies ve reviewed had not implemented the
suggested plan within specific time frames. FNS officials.
said that, early in the year, State agencies were still .-
preoccupied with administering the National School Lunch’
Program an were not ready to assign staff to plan the
summer program.

_ Some sponsoc officiwls said that they had difficblty
_lroperly planning for the program because, in their opinion,
the Juidance and direction which FNS and State agencies
ptovxded before the 1973 .program .began.was often insuffis -

£

A

of. program regulations«on May -8, 1973-~a’ few weeks before
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,*F”~*1—~<*»~~M~w»commercia1~food -vendorsj.and . ..

.sers or their prograns were - changed close te the start of

sponsors were to begin operatluws«—adverselv affected various
phases of their planning efforts. Although FNS had published
essentially the same regulations in draft on February 20,
1973, many of the sponsors were ot aware of them,

State officials said that, without sufficient 1ead~
time, State and local off1c1als could not.adequately plan,
organize, and staff their programs.

enough time to* order the food for the summer .

Acco:dlng to PNS and some State agencles, inguffxcxent .
training had been a continuing problem in some programs. Ly

Because they had not attended training sessions, many site. .
personnel wvere unaware of or unfamiliar with basic’ program
rules. Some site perscnnel had not been instructed to

attend. One State agency'!s final report on the 1973 program
stated that 50 percent of the personnel assigned to feeding
sites had not received training. ) )

N

Training efforts were particularly hampered when .spon-

feeding operations. For example, in one city, a sponsor
took over the,1873 program on June 7 when -the previous
sponso * dropped out. 1In another city, the sponaor added
100 fe<ding sites when feeding operations were about toady
to start.

t

They also said that . , A
focd vendors servicing large sponsors did not always have . . ;

FNS took various actions to help State agencies and’ )
sponsors plan for the 1974 program. It revised its sponsor )
handbook to provide more comprehensive guidance on how a
sponsor, with FNS and State agency assistance, should plan

and menage a feeding program. The handbook explained in detail
the sponsor s program responsibilities and suggested various
approaches ‘to meet them. In particular, the handbook empha-
sized the need for the sponsor to

. « X
i s s sl Wb A ik B e b Ay W2 B

~--evaluate the extent of needy children eligible¥in’
its area, the interest and support that could be /
erpected from the community, and the availability
of personnel to operate an effectively adminiatered
program;

,=~conduct training sessions before and throughout the
progran so that all personnel would have a clear )
underatanding of program rules and regulations; o

--congider the various alternatives fur providing .
food service, including-the use of school food .
service facilities, onsite meal prepatatlon, or -~

~
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© —-exercise a high degree of care andy@ffort in SRS -
planning the selection of feeding Sites.r : '

-

R g e
v

Farly in 1974 FNS helped selected sponsors and State .- \?gw
. - agencies plan their 1974 programs in 22 cities in 18 States. '

) The principal efforts were devoted to traiping State agency |
and sponsor personnel, identifying areas ip which sites. |
could be established,-and developing. methods for contrplling
site operations. : ’

T . FNS also changed its regulations to °
. time, for earmarking of a specific amount
‘ of the per-meal reimbursement rate to be
: administrative expenses. Consequently,
; their administrative efforts on the basi
I and thus strengthen program planning a

llow, for the first
~up to 6 cents--
sed for sponsors’
ponsors could plan
of expected funds
administration,

o Some sponsor officials, however, #aid that these funds L«u'
: became available'only\thtough reimburgement ard that they
: . would be better able to plan their prpgrams if part of the
funds could be advanced during the pYanning stage. FNS
. officials agreed that advance payments would be egpecially
; helpful to sponsors who must operate on tight budgets and
‘ those without adequate working capital but pointed out that
- the authorizing legislation does not specifically authorize
the Secretary to make advance payments under the summer e
program, .. : :

b

o

PRI

A 1972 amendment to the Nafional School Lunch Act (42
U.8.C. 1757) gave the Secretary specific authority, to make .
disbursements to schopls for the National School Lunch Fro=-
gram in advance or by way of reimbursement. PNS officials
expregsed the view that similar authority for advance pay-
’ ments under the summer program, if it is extended beyond
June 1975,. could help iuprové program planning efforts.

. . 1Y
Although such authority:could help improve sponsors®
operations, the Department should only exercise this authority
with adequate safeguards insure that (1) sponsors have
- the ‘ability to administer successful program and (2) the
amounts advanced are commepsurate with the volume of food
Services the gponsors are [expected to: provide. y

S T S o P {2 N A ki S % 3

13

. NEED FOR ADEQUATE MONITORING-

- “

g T e

To insure efficient |feeding site operations and prompt
correttive actions when needed, sponsor and feeding site
operations should be monjtored continously, throughout the .
program period. .FNS regplations require that a sponsor
have adéquate supervisory and operational personnel Ffor
, overall monitoring. and mpnagement of each food service
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i. - operation” including agdeguate pg;sonnel to visit all feed- ) . .
Sk . . ing sites at ledst ongce within the first 4 weeks of the pro- S
i gram's operation, o promptly take hecessary action to , . -
.3 correct deficiencies fourd during that visit, amd to main- o .
R tain a reasonable level-of -site monitor ing thereafter,
. . . T4 - - LT

»
- H .
hd . -l

{ . . The "six sponsors whose activities we reviewed® operated e .
R a total of about 2,200 sites. In’one city, sponsor person-— ‘
é nel had not made“mpnitoring visits to some sites ard had

visitred other ‘sitesX’late in the program. Spomsor officials - o
Lo said that he funds \available for program administration did

: , . not allow Jor pecess ﬁ? scafffng*'and that somé regular moni-~
toring visits ‘had to bé1cuftai%§d

at other si‘es. Ly

sto followup on wzaknesses’ :

. FNS regulationyg also reguire that each State agency
provide adequate peysonnel for program supervisioa, ine_ _

]

§

; cludjng supervisory assistance to sponsors to insuce ade- s
} 3

i

{

da e am o e e

quacy of program operations. As part of the supervisorv

assistance activities, administrative evaluations, includ- R ¢
" ing onsite visits to sponsors, are to be made. For the ‘ .

1973 orogram, FHS guidelines suggested that each State | - .-
) agency, or FNS regional office where applicable, review
. each of its sponsors' operations at least once during the

program period and visit a minimum of 10 percent of each

spongor 'si feeding sites.l/ . “1 '

- State officials smid that they tried to rfeview sponsoxr

. and site opyrations during the 1973 program in accordance

- 1 with FNS reguirements but that their monitoring personnel \
T often could not devote enough time to the summer program v

because they also-had monitoring duties for other FNS

child-feeding programs which were larger and lasted longer.

[
]

The monitors® reviews of the summer >
untimely, of insufficient scope, or
bringing-about corrective actions.

--One State!s.monitors had not
sisits in one city until the

program were sometimes

not successful in

For example:
3 ’ i
. - \
’.M -

begun -their
1273 program

e LA b 2ok A e A o

N

wag more than half compleked.

N --pccording to an Office of Audit report, the .
State monitors® visits were not fully effec~
tive because, in many cases, the monitors left o -
the sites before all children had been served ) ’
and tharefore could not obsérvqﬁthe adequacy e

I

.

[ -

-~
.
e ot > Wmon he

-

I 3 . :
PNS regulations,chgnged this suggestion to a requirement
. . effective January. i, 1874. ’ :
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S * ’
- of cetta‘n practlces, such as handllng and
dispos:ng of excess meals.

--State monitors had not, in ‘all cascs, made .
followup visits to determine whether spon-. . .
sors had taken corrective action on the '

Office of Auvdit's "fast reports"~-reports . s
used to notify State agencies of defxc1encies
’needing prompt autentxon.
State officials said that the shOttage of qdnquate
staff was a major factor hampﬂrxng the State agencies!
monitoring functlonn. ) . .

DUtlng the 1972 and 1973 programs, the FNS teglonal 7
office in San Pranciscw, California, at.-the State agency's '
request, began monltoring site operations in Lqs Angeles
County, which had about two-~thirds of the State's summer ' -
program activity, becauvse the¢ State agency did not have ‘
enough staff to cover the county effectively., FRS p:o:xded
the State agency with its monitoring results and with the
Office of Audit's review results. Although PHS expected
the State agency to followup on all actions recommended to -
improve program cperations, the State agency told us that e

R B
R R R SRR L

3 4 f
e » 13 ’4
Y D T g ST W e 0 T
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Ty

e~ -

i e

fE’ofEEﬁ‘atﬂ—not—becanse~of—insuffid%ent*manpawwr—“

FNS officianls said that ‘théy were hesztant to apply
pressure on the State agencies to take corrective action o
because the State agencies may decide they no longer wish i
tc .serve as program administrators and FNS would need to -
take over this responsibility. As noted .on page 14, the New
York State Education Department discontinued its participa-
tion in the program in‘'l1974 because it determined it would
"not receiv2 enovgh administrative funds for the 1974 pro- '«

~ gram for the staff needed to properly- Bupervise and monitor

program opnrations. s,

: The Depattment has devoted substantial efforts to
. improve monitoring of the progrsm at all levéls. I add-
tion to isouing . regulattons, handbooks, and other direc~
tives and. quidelines, PNS has made staff studies and eval-.

uations of each year's program to identify improvements
to be-made -in the' following year's psogram. The Office of

audit~has nade financial and management audits, -reported - R

its £indings of shortcomings for prompt c¢orrection, and
‘reviewed the validity of sponsors' reimbursement claims
to insure ‘that progrant funds are spent according to FNS
requxtementa.

These. efforts’ have helped “to make the State agen®es
and sponsors better aware of their administrative dutiesg
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and of" thg heed f&r more eff-c;ent good service operationu.
Aﬁoweve:, the. recu:rence of sheortcomings and of noncoa-
ioa gliance with program requiremcnts shows the need for con-

tnued xmprovements and strorg ‘menitoring at- all levels. e

T

concnusfbus

> EIVISA

- f. £

Many of the nmoalems tha; cccurred at feeding sxtes Ny

L seemed to stem, to sowe“extenx, from such inherent con- .
e ditions as the program's ghort duration, the -difficulty n
A of finding adequate eatirg facilities, and the .problem oﬁ'“
: recruiting and training staff.- FNS has taken some_actions -
" to deal with ‘fgeding site problems, buk’ ‘further improve-.

T ‘ments could be®¥ealized throush more timely. platining and
s " adequate monitoring of feedxng site opetations by the

- administering agencies. ' ’
VR ©° FNS suggested that the admin;ste;xng agencies egtab-

. lish time-phased schedules, for various planairg actions,
including the training of a&m1nistrat1ve and operational
personnel. Because such schedules are desirable, FNS should

i .. “help State agencies and sponsors develop and Amplenent
i the schedules, starting as early in the calendar year -as
. pessible. Special -.phasis should be given duting the
SR planning stage to staff training, %

. - Because Some spongors must dperate on tight bucgets anu‘
without adeguate working capital, especially during the::

: important planning stage, aunthority for the Secretary to

P ‘make advance paynents of summer program Iunds--similar to the

. _ authority he now has under the National School Lunch Pro-
gram--could help sponsors improve their planning and other

“ o administrative activities. fThis authority should be exer-

- cised only. with proper safequards te insure that sponsors ..

have the ability to, administer a successful program and °

that any advances are commensurate with the volume of food

? . services the 8ponsoxs are expected to provxde. g¢}

I Although the, efforts of PNS and the Office of Audit

o of their monitoring duties, recurring shortcomings in the
: _ program show the need for continued 1mptovements and strong
. . monitoring at all levels. A
RECOHﬁ?ND&TIONS TO TBB .
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

We recommend thn £, if the program is autho:ized beyond June
_1975, the Secraetary of Agriculture have the Administratot, FNS:

S .. =-hssist State agencies and sponsors in developing
oo and iQplementing time-phased schedules for planning

-
I >} T
. . - . ’ .
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have helped to make the administering &gencies better aware . .. o
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o

R . aunmer feeding operatlons, with special emphasis
PR ‘on training administrative and operat‘Onal
. personnel. v

--Help State agené¥es, or insure that FRS
. segional offices where approptlate,_lmple-
_ nent an effective system for monxtor;ng the
. N\ operations of sponsors and feeding sites

-

N Mmeen W v adsre P g Ve e -
. .

, under ‘their responsibility and €¢r insuring -
: that sponsors #dequategly carry. out theif
monxtorxng dutles & promptly correct - Lo
' - deficiencies, . . oo .

MATTER FO3 cons:nmwéﬁ\’ ) ) ¢ T S ;

BY THE CONGRESS™ [ A - e -

Becausé‘s ecrfic authority to make advance paymedts :
of summer program funds could help sponsors improwve their T
program planning, the Congress, if it decides to continue
the program, nay wish to give the Secretary authority simi-
lar to thht K\ﬁ vided under section 8 of the National School
d

""‘ﬁ"“““‘“‘" €

Lunch-Act fo vange payments of national school lunch
funds.

Such authority should, however, provide for édequate 3
safequards to insure that sponsors have the ability to ad- L
minister a successful program and that amounts advanced are A
] commensurate with the volume.of food services the sponsors * v
. are expected to provide. Although the necessary safeguards
i could ba set forth in the legislation, we believe- that the .
same 'purpose could be achieved by including specific j
language to this effect in the committee_report accompany- i
inq sny proposed legislation.

'S

v

y DLPARTMENT COMRENTS

ok y : .

(Y Y W R R R N T

- The Department said that #it hasically agreed with the

- findings and recommendations. (See -app. IV.) It recognized

that there hhd Beén adminiatra»ive and operational problems

i with the program and said tha«, although these problems |

: vere not linited te major cities, itg evalvation efforts ,

’ had pointed out* that they were more pronounced in metro- . )
politan areas, such "as those we vigited. ’ . -

e s

The Department said that its operating ezperience had . | :
. been useful in improving the overall administration and | R i
: effectivensas of the progfam and, among the efforts to . W ;
: upgrade und improve program’ administration, it cited the
following actlons which were diggussed in this chapﬁer.

~-Helping selected sponsors to plan and
organize their programs. (See p. 28.)

]
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. .-=Revising program regu;ations to a&llow - . . N
. %ee . - .. .spongors up {0 6 cents a meal for adwinistra- o i\g
- tive costs and to provide specific monztor;ng — “. -
8 objectives (See -ap. 28 and 29. } . , . , s

-~~Revising the sponsor handbook to provxae ]
‘nore comprehen51ve guidance to sponsors .- i
* and sites. ({See’ pp. 22, 26, and 27.) *
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A “we made our review of the special summer food program’

[EERE SR
N

,ﬂ- o . at ENS headquarters in washington, D.C.,.and at thiee Fi§ ) "
Lo . regional offices in Chicago, Illinois; Primceton, New~ 5, i
R Jersey; and dan Francisco, California. we aleo visited the | i
- State educational agencies in California, Xllinois, dichigan, o
iy Mew Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania apd reyiewed the 3
i 1973 operations of six sponsors, on2 each in Los.Angeles, Fr
Co Chicagoc, Detroit, Newark, New York City, and Philadelphia. 4
2 We accompanied Department auditors to 113 foogd service sites s
. in these cities-to observe the feediny operations. . DT
i , : - ’ U
a . We reviewed the applicable legislation and the 3 i
L pelicies, procedures, and program records of FNS, the six .=
-t Staté. educational agencies, and the six sponsors and their 3,
N fooa tervice sites. We interviewed Federal, State, and f?,
My local officials responsible for supervising and administer- -3
4 _ ing the 1973 program and- made followup inquiries to deter- .
< mine the actions taken or planned for acministering the o . 3;
{ 1874 program. We reviewed aundit reports which the Office B A A
i of Audit had issued as 2 result of its reviews of the ' T
¢ .. Summer progran's operation. , ‘ " E .
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N MBJR GF FEEOING SITES REPORTING AND THE DAILY ; o -
AVERAGE MMBER %F CHILDREN SERVED BY STATE . R Lo g
July 1971 July 1972 Suly 3873 ¢ © uly 1918 - LI
; Feeding feeding Fesding . eeding - - . . A
State. sites - .. ADA sites. "7 ADA sites ADA  _sites . ADA - L |
» (notea) . T o
Nebars W) @8 . 65 12702450 187 2,960 . 209 30,993 L
aska F - - - 9 -, — ———— - .
Arfrony- . ~ 26 2,760 44 §.527 T\ W 1,422 - 0 .0 3,144 K
Arkansas, b9 1,80 20 3,83 7§ 5,662 65 7,792 .
Californfa ~ - 354 , 41,072 1,009 115,564 1085 122,757 L1112 179,420
Colorad ) i 9,130 a7 1,950 21 3,688 i T : > 4
Connecticut 2a . 1,108 &2 5,149 B 10,40 13 23,808 - o
Delaweare - r ns 4. 4,898 45 5,381 6 5,023 o
District-of . °. =, ot <5y
Columbia 188 43,353 130 38,531 185 28,726 181 23,166 o o
Florida &N 43,195 273 35,054 IBS  «3,593 .30 53,273 * -
Georgla 164 103,546 21 55,368 525 65,350 60 °65,723 3’
Hawaft - - 8 1,763 10 1,445 16 1,073 3
ldaho 22 1,477 3 80 ¥, 8, .7 1 -, 5 . - i
INinots k28 - 7212 582 71,084 766 93,000...~ 971% 83,00 Eoa g
Indfasa - 69 6.562 84 9,394 Y68 10,444 & 10,141 T VU
Towa ‘12 . 850 14 1,150 4%, 810 2 - 663 o
Kansas 28 1 165 - 66 - 2,648 13 1,332 -3 Il ’ RES
KReatucky 1 14,625 N0 13,308 15t 11,135 202 12,832 . Ve £y
Louts 1ats ¢ 32,47 194 25.0%% 195 26,656 29 &3, - o Y
Hyine 1) 8,655 o4 2,355 N 810 6 - 18t . R
Marytund - 210 31,275 210 .06 47 29,822 53 RN,527 A
Passachusetts oy ¥4} 6,68} <85 14,000 J42 ° 20,043 297 - 26,317 H fi
Hichigan | ~ - 305 45,25} 338 so,m? 555 87,485 161 14,923 /‘ v
Kinnesola - 49 6,767 82 13,465 38 1,544 W, 1,47 e i
Hississippt 36 10,613 47 8,876 -7 2,590 3% ' W02 o i
Hissouri 162 23,775 20 34,55 225 2,83 93 16,515 ‘f 1
Montona & 1,00 5§ - 812 3 272 4 319 o }
Nobraska 8 280 7 3.3 € 353 3% 3,250 o
Navada - .1 3063 - p 15 1"57 P 2 .068 ". E
Naw Harpshire <. bl 5 1,032 1 17 12 $5% o :
Jarsey 192 a.2n 468 66,812 517 56,130 832 56,770 ok 3
Hew Nuxico ] © 5,213 10 4,257 S1 §5.21%4 - - . - . o
New York 528 169,250 2,258 423,375 2,008 507,676 2,560 614,854 e y
Naorth Carolfna 81 2780 75 25,614 438 4,555 - 53 v267 19
forth Dikota 4 360 5 805 8 ., - 699 2 85 G fh o
Ohlo . 251 31,612 s 49,49 250 41,463 380 | 51,259 e .
Oklahom 9 13,879 120 13,658 73 5,936 - - A 5
Oregon 3 5,558 $0 . 6,39 g 4
Pertisylvanta 305 46,415 40 63,08 :
Rhode Island 29 2,860 45 3,351 -
South Carolima 79 39,470 a6y 34,087
South Dskota 2 1.27% 22 31 S
Tennesser 194 51,167 s 4,27 %, |
Texns 255 63,400 375 51,20 O
Utsh 19 801 n 735 4
Yermont N 4 138 - - !
Virginta 255 . 37,663 1306 19,699 .
Washington 100 7,358 40 6,194 <
Hest g?miniﬁ 2¢ 6,013 1. 2,2% 4, 3
Hisconsin Ag 1,224 59 . 7430 ! :
Wyoning 9 61 4 A6 5 N L.
Puerto Rico 158 6,586 1,904 - 50%973 251 10,465 B4 L8403 7 )
Trust Terrftory s - 1 30 15 &7 . - . : i
« :o:ﬂ S115  LUI.Z6! 11,067 1,436,869 10,630 1,528 126 11,800 J.745,205 g X
. b v H
. Averege daily sttandance, . . P
3
~ : 35 i i
« oo - f% - .
&l . . I 4
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o APPENDIX 1V ' - .

L ~ ‘ - ,-. L3
S B UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
N ) FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE

3

. | WASHINGTON.D.C. 20250

. N N - . 1 \J
Mr. Renry Eschwegs, Diractor . -
Resources and Economic Development Division JAR 311975 :
United States General Accounting Office ) !

Daar Mr. Buschwege: ’ ‘ o .o T

Bagically we agree with the Sindings and recommendations containdd ,
in the draft of yo:» Report to -the Cowo,xesa of the United States on
the Effectiveness and Admin{stration of tha Special Susmmer: Food %
Service Program for Children. :

We recognize that thare have been adminiﬁratiw and operational
problems with the susmer program. Howaver, our review and evaluation
efforts in the field have helpoad us fdentify problems at the Federal‘
State and local levels. Tha oparating cxparience has been useful in
improving the overall administration.and effectivenass of the program.

We have found that many eligible sponsors experiencs difffeulty in

& cbtaloing adequate fapilities and manpower to effoctively operate the
program. The lack of stuff has created numsrous problems in super-
vising pnd monitoring the program at the site and sponsor level.
Because of the lack of food production facilities, {t 18 necossary
for many gponsors to depend on thie serwvices of commercial facilities
in-order to operate a program. Although thece problems are not
limited to major cities, our avaluation efforts.hava pointed out that
they ape wore pronounced in metropolitan areas. The subjact report
reflects’ these conclugions since it primarily focuases on gix programs

J located in such arecas.

B U U

Ve mayers crwe w o, ot e

.
SRFYTURPPIRUEIST PP~ YRS WIS SRR PP VORI

~

P T R

. Our efforts to upgrade and fmprove the administration of the Summer
: Special Food Service Program have included: (1) improwved reviaw and
"; . monitoring cfforts at the Fedoral and State lavels, (2) regulatory

' changse, (3) improvad guidance materisls to local speansors and (4)
increaged State adninistrative funding. '

co (1) Improved Review and Monitoring Efforts

oy . ' Pederal - Program operating oxperfenca has shown tha noed to
) irprove our monitoring cfforte in the £ield. Therefors, in 1973 and j
: 1974, the Agency embarked on 'a project of providing. sponsors with ! ; -
i T agsistance from dur ataff, in eddition’ to involvumeat by our Regions !
: and States. Oyr petsonnel agsiasted in helping sponsors plan, organizo
and oparats SUMUAr programs. .
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Henry Eschwege

o,

State - Although it has been necessary for Staten to direct major
efforts to aceas with the largest concentration of childron vho qualify
for the program, e¢fforts have boen directed to smaller comminitics and
rural areas. Awvailable data for the 1974 program verifies this fact.
Natfonally, &4 percent of the 1,075 spongars had only one gite and an
additional 31 percent of the sponsors had 10 or lass sites. The
majority of these sponsovsg were located in ruval areas.’

(2) Regulatory Changes

Numerous changes have besn mada which we feel have helpad to
improve the overall administration of the program (i.e., changes in
meal requirements, the provisfon for sllowing sponsors up o 6 cents,
for administrative costs and specific monitoring objactives).

| (3) Improved Guidance Materials to Sponsors and Sites L
A major effort has been made to devolop comprehensive waterials for
spongors snd sites. The guldance materials dsveloped for thia past
sumrar provided ‘spongors with in-depth assistance in plénndog the program,
gelecting sites, setting up the administrative operation, training, ‘gite,
operations and record-keeping. ' . ~

(4) Increasad State Adminiatrative Funding .

Through our efforts to upgrads the administration of tho Spelal
Summer Food Service Program we have reslized the need to incraase State
administrative funding and this waa reflected in our £igcal year 1975 o~
budget request. The rocently emacted Agricultursl Appropriations Act

'~ provides for an increass of over threec million dollars in State

Administrative Espense funds. We Uelfeve this additional funding will
agsigt States in improving the management efforts rolated to the Special
Susmer Food Service Program. : )

The report indicated that during the 1973~74 gchool year, 8.8 millfon
needy children received frea or reduced price meala under the National
School Iunch Program, whereas the 1973 Special- Summer Food Service
Program gerved meals to a daily average of 1.5 pitllion children. Due
to the di{ffarences betwsen the authoriring legislation for tho two
programs, we do not belfove puch cowparisons are entirely valid,

Agsistance under the Natfonal School Lunch Program fe directed to the
individual child in any public or nonprofit school desiring to partici-
pate. Assfstance under the Summor Special Pood Service Program ia
directed to nonresidental child ¢aro centers that serve childron from
areag with poor economic conditfona and from areas with high concentrations
of vorking mothers. Once they have boen wpproved, chfld care centers

39
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Y

Henry Eschwega - ‘ . 3 .

raceive Federal assistance for the overall faeding program rather than
on the basis of fndividual children. As a reusslt, maoy children
eligible for free and reduced price meals under the National School
Lunch Program are not in the target group to which the Special Food
service Program is directed. .

The authorizing legislation for the Special Food Service Program
outlines responsibilities of the sponsor to ensure thst needy children
receivae meals at a reduced cost or no cost. The majority of sponsors
do not determine non-needy children nor collect money from these
children, " The Food and Nutrition Sarvice is sympathetic to the philos-
ophy of not providing meals free to non-ncedy children. 1In this :
context we hava spent congiderible time and offort in attempting to :
aggist State agencies and local spousors in developing acceptable 3
methods ,to identify and collect monay from these children. Howaver, 4 1
evaluat::lons have ghown that this has not been guccessful. This is :
primarily due to the organization, structure and ghort duration of ‘ .
the summer program. Therefore, in order to ensurad that the Sunmer
Special Pood Service Program basically sarves needy children and. s
located in eligible target aress, we have concentrated on ptogram
planning and the salection of sites locatad in such areas.

PP e T

Unlike the National School Luinch Program legimlation, the Special Food
Sarvice Program legisiation doce not provide for varied levals of .
agpistance as batwsen needy and non~needy children; rather, £t pi‘gvldes
for assistanca to fndividual food service prograws. In implomonting o
this program, sponsors receive reimbursement at the game level, or a
percentage.thereof for meals sarved to all children., In copecially
needy programs, incore (including children's payments) 1s considered in
establishing reiuwburcement levels. ) ) -

<

PR
.

We appreciate the opport\mity to comsent on your report of the
effectiveness and administration of the Summer Special Food Servica
Program for Ghildren.
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Sincerely,

- .,
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PRINCEBAL JFFICIA

THE DEPARTHEN OF AGRI
STRATION

" RESPONSIBLE FOR ADHIIE
TEIS HRPORT
""{

DISCUSSED (2t

SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURK:
- Farl L. BDutz
K Clifford M. Bardin

 ASSISTANT SECRETARY, MARKETIG'.

SAND CONSUMER SERVICESt
Richard L. Feltner’
«%: Clayton Yeutter
"z, Richard B. Lyng

Nt

ADHINISTRATOR, FOCD AND
NUTRITION SERVICE:
© ' Bdward J. Bekman
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