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COMPTROLLER GENERAJ- OP T:111 LtkitTRD

WASUMNATCM. t).C. 1.3.4

B.,178564

To the President of the Senate and the
Speak.tr of the House of Representatives-

Dear Mr. Speaker:

This is our report entitled An Appraisal of the
Special Summer Food Service Program for Children.' The
Food and Nutrition Service, Department of Agriculture,
administers the program.

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and
Accounting Act, 1921 431 U.S.C. 53); and the Accounting
and Auditing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67).

We are also zending this rep6rt today to the
President of the Senate. Copies are being sent tO the
Director, Office of Hanagement and Budget, and to the
secretary of Agriculture. r)

Sincerely yours,

4)(1 114114-
'Comptroll r General

AcIINI of the U ted States
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Cafi'VOLLER CENERAL'S
REPORT TO TIDE COZRESF

ti

I S I

,WHY TIIE REVIEW WAS MADE

C"3 -At the request of Representative ,

Charles A. Vanik, GAO reviewed the
Special Summer Food Sprvice Prog;eam,

for Children. This is one of tee:.

several programs for the feeding of
children ministered by the Food
and Nutrition Service.

The program is designed to feed,
during surser vacation, children
frem areas hay' or economic
conditions o high concentrations
of working ta tors. It is author,
ized through fiscal year 1975. It

provides Fede -1 assistance through
State educati /nal agencies or Ser-

vice region offices for financing
nonprofit f od services operated by
approved s rvice institutions (call-
ed epons s) at approved feeding
sites.

GAO's review included visits to six
large cities, one each in California,
Illinois, Michigan, New Jersey, New
York, and Pennsylvania. Federal

funds allocated to these States
totaled $29.2 million of a $50.6

' million nationwide allocation for
the 1973 program. (See p. 4.)

FINDINGS ARD conamoNs

Prebtea in reaching
eligiI777gMren

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

of Isar_Shal. Upon removal, the report
cover data should be noted hereon.

!
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AR APPRAISAL OF THL SPECIAL

SUMMER FOOD SiRVICE PROUAM
FOR CHILDREN '
Food and Nutrition Service
Department of Agriculture

and Stete agencies have not identi-
fied the total number of children
who were eligible nor their location.
Reference to the number of needy
children participating in the National
School Lunch Program indicates that
the sumer program has achieved rather
limited coverage, especially in areas
other than the largest cities.
(See p. 5.)

Problems which limited participation
include

- --vagueness in the law and i'egu-
Aations as to the extent of
coverage desired,

.--lack cf strong support for"an

. essentially voluntary program,
and

'--Federal and State funding limi-
tations resulting' in a large
proportion of allocated funds .

not spent.

A1-though there are basic differences
in the coverage under the two pmgramE
National School Lunch participation
statistics can be used as a general
indicator of the suer program's
target population, since the summer
program was to supplement the school
lunch program.

An averagp-8.8 million needy children
received meals daily. during, the

. salo 1. . Aw., v4... v
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ichool year, wnereas th 3 sum-
yet- program served meals o a daily
'average 1.5 million children during
the program's peak we in July. It

/ is not known to what, xtent children
in the summer progr were needy.
(See p. 6.)

In the StatiS GAO selected for re-
view, participation statistics
showed- that summer program partici-
pation was relatively much greater
in the major cities than in the
remainders of the States. School
lunch participation, by contrast,
was distributed widely. (See p. 7.)

ETi:ribility criteria

The authorizing law does not specify
the ages of children to be served
nor how areas from which they come
should be'determined. Mor.is the
law clear as to the extent that Meals
may be served free and reimbursement
should be required from children able
to pay. (See p. 8.)

Administration of the Department's
program regulations has raised
questions as to the design °fan
effective, economical, and
progrun

--The definition of,'iChildren,

including persOns up to age
20, may be too broad.

--The requirement that more than
half the children residing in
an area must be needy to quali-
fy that area for assistance
has disqualified other areas
where needy children may reside.

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

areas in which more than.half

the mothers work outside the
home.

--The Service has not required
sponsors to' determine whether

individual children receiving
meals were needy. Free meals
have been served to children
from families able to pay.

The same law and regulations apply
to the summer program and to a year-
round day-care program, although4the
two programs are essentially different
and call for different administrative
procedures.

tierna to

The State agencies could have made
greater efforts to recruit sponsors,
especially in arras, other than major
cities, where coverage was relatively
low. (See p.11.)

State agencies generally directed
their efforts to sponsors who, had
participated in previous years.
They did not systematically follow
up to encourage additional organize-
ons to start operations in coninuni-
ties not previously served. State .

agencies attributed th4fr limited
efforts primarily to the lack of staff
due tre insufficient administrative
funds.

?Lodi constraints

State a enciessaid they had little
incentive to expand program partici-
pationbecause of Federal funding
constraints limiting both State
administrative expenses and, ponsors'
program cots. (See p. 13.) 1



State officials said that more 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 planned to adopt alter-
native procedures that would more
adequately consider the States' . .

administratiye teeds and establish
matching requirements for State

contributions. However, some
legislative changes would be

necessary. (See p. 15.)

According to State officials, Federal
procedures-for allocating program
funds caused the States to.limit
funding requests 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 additional 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, and

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.

.

---,GAO believes that, on the` -basis of

the improved estimating procedures
used in 1974 in some Statesiithe
Service should issue guidelines
applicable to all States. .Thesek,

"rear 11411

(

8

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

Prof ems in fte4ing-eite
operatioh8

GAO's observationsof 1973 program
operations in six cities showed that
the program generally accomplished
fits objective of providing nutritious
meals to many eligible-children.
(Seep. 19.)

A number,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 inade,
quate facilities, se that super-
visery personnel could not be
sure that children ate the meals.

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

- -Large `numbers of meals left over
and wasted because required ad-
(Justments in-mearl deliveries
were not made.

-4teals that had tome destroyed
,because they were exposed to
'spoilage and'Imsanitary con-
ditions.

4
--Noncompliance with record-

keepingrequirements at.
feeding sites. (See pp.'20
to 26.)

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

)
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/971 and 1972 programs.

nn2 aario monitoriw

Program administration has improved
as Federal, State, and local agencies
have gained experience. However,
further improvements could be rea-
lized. Agency officials generally
cited staffing and funding problems
as limiting their planning and
monitoring activities.

The Service suggested that the
administering agencies establish
time-phased schedules for various
planning actions, including the
training of administrative and
operational pirsonnel. These sug-
gested pllnning actions, however,
were n'ot implemented. in some States

and adequate planning often had not
been carried out. (See e.e 2g.)

Although some sponsors mus. operate
on tight budgets and without adequate
working capital, especially during
the planning stage, the Secretary
does not have authority to make ed-
vance payments of summer program
funds as he has under the National
School Lunch Program. Such authorityl,
with proper safe ards, could help
sponsors improve heir planning anO-
otheradministra ive activities.
(See p. 28.)

G3

State officials laid that State .

monitoring persbnhel often could rot
devote enough time to the summer '
program because of other duties.
Their reviews were sometimes untimely,
of insufficient scope, and not success-
ful in bringing about needed corrective
actions. (See p. 28.)

Iv

The efforts of the Service and-the

Department's Office of-Audit have
helped to make State agencies and

sponsors better aware of their moni-
toring duties; but the recurrence pf
shortcomings shows the need for con-
tinued improvements and streng mont-
toring at all levels.

RECON,ENDATI4S

'Should the program be autho ized
beyond June 1975, the Sec etary of
-Agriculture should have' heService
lake_the following act ons:

--If the new law more a quately
defines the intended p gram
coverage, determine, in cooper-
ation with State educati nal
agencies, the target pop lation
'to be served and establis program
goals as'e means for better pro;
gram planning and evaluation.

. #
--Seek intensified promotion 1

efforts by Service. regiona
offices and State agencies o
recruit sponsors in large a d
small communities.not suffi
ciently reached in the past

--Seek the legislation necess ry
to institute a revised fund ng,
procedure and a formalized _

matching requirement for 4ta
administrative expense funds

--DeVise refined procedures fo
estimating program costs to tie

incurred to permit effectiv
use of allocated funds and
maximize sponsor participati

--Assist State agencies and sn-
sors in developing and tmpl. enttng

At AorA. A A.,. ow A AAA., A ...... ............... 4,.. .....
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time-phased schedules for
planning summer feeding
operations, with special
emphasis on training adminis-
trative and operational per-
sonnel.

1
--Help State agenCies, or insure

that Service regional offices
There appropriate, implement
an effeetive system for moni
toring tne operations of span
sors and the feeding sites
under their responsihility
and for insuring that sponsors
adequately carry out their
monitoring duties'and promptly
correct deficiencies. (See

pp. 18 and 31.)

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES

The Department said that it basical-
ly agreed witirthe findings and
recomendations in this report. It

recognized that there had been ad-
ministrative and operational problems
with the grogram and it cited the
efforts that had been made to up-
grade and improve program administra-
tion. These included changing regu-
lations, improving sponsor guidance
materials, helping selected sponsors
to plan, and organize their programs,
and seeking increased State admini-
strative fundsi) (See pp. 18 and 32.)

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY PRE
CONGRESS

This report should assist the Congress
in considering an extension of the
summer program beyond June 1975.

If the program is to be continued,
-the Congrekt)should clarify in such

I

legislation the extent of coverage
desired., Clarification should
inclJde .

--separating the program's
authorization from that of
the year-round day-care
program;

. --Specifying the as of eligible
children;

--providing more definitive cri-
teria for.detenrAning their
eligibility; and

--stating whether there shall
be authority to serve free ,

meals to, participating children,
regardless of their ability. to
pay. (Seep. 17.)

The Congress should consider provid-
ing specific authority to the Secre-
tary to make advance payments of
summer program funds to sponsors.
Such authority--similar to thst pro-
vided under section 8 of the national
School Lunch Act for advance payments
of national school lunch funds--could,
with proper safeguards, help sponsors
improve the* program planning.
(See p. 32.

.314 rt.r
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

. The Fo'qd and Nutrition Service (FNS), Departaasat of
Agriculture, administers the Soecial Summer Food Service
Program for Children--one of several child-feeding programsr)
which the Congress,has authorized to safeguard the health r
and well-being of the Nation's children. The program is -6%a

designed to feed, during the summer vacation, children from
areas having poor economic conditions or high cbncentrations
of working-mothers.

Public Law 90-302, approved May' 8, 1968 (42 U.S.C.
1761), amended the National School Lunch Act 01.1945 (42 ;
U.S.C. 1751). to authorize both the simmer mogram and a
year-round food program for chifdrea in institutions
where children are not maintained in residencea The law
authorized Federal assistance to States in fiscal years
1969 through 1971 for initiating, maintaining, or expanding
nonprofit food uervice programs for children in public or
'private nonprofit service institutions, such as day-care
centers, settlement houses, and recreation centers. The
law permits such.institutions-(referrecFto by FNS as spon-
sors) to develoraspecial summer programs providing food
services simklaeto those available to children under the
National=School Lunch Program during the school year.

Public Law 92-32, approved June 30, 1971 (85 Stat. 85). 4
authorized Federal assistance for fiscal years 10)4',and 1973.
Public Law S2-433, approved September 26, 1972 (86 gtat.

, 724), atithogized Federal assistance through June 30, 1975.

RESPONS/BILITY FOR ADMINISTRATION

iti

P 3

FNS carries out its administrative responsibilities . :

i* through a headquarters office and five regional, offices. 1

FNS headquarters (l_) develops and publishes program regula-
tions, (2) allocates funds to States, (3) develops program
uidance and training materials for FNS regional offices,
tate educational agencies, and sponsors, (4) provides q
technical and administrative assistance to regional offices

t:

and State agencies, (5) reviews State, sponsor, 4nd feeding
site operations, and (61 sets standards for nutritious

...-

, -

0

1

. 0

t
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1

meals. FINS re.gional oLlices 'provide technical aneadmin-
istrative assistance to State agencies e- insure that all
program requirements are met.

At the State le'vcl, the State eoucational agency
administers the program unless the agency is not permitted
by law or is otherwise unable to disburse Federal funds to
sponsors, in which case tne FNSregirmal office acts as the
administering agency. Under this arraielemeht,,FNS regional
offices administered the 1973 program. in 16 Stated .arid the
19'14 program in 17 States.

The State agency's responsibilities are to;

1._ Submit a TA.cal year State plan for child
nutrition operations for FNS approval.

2. 'Make potential sponsors aware of the lord'grilm
and encourage participation. .

3 'Review and approve sponsops' applicafions
for participating in, the'program.

. 4. Execute program operating agreements with
local sponsors.

5. Account'for program fusds.

.6. Maintain reco'ds on program operationso
sponsors.

7. Provide supervisory .assistance to sponsors.

8: Investigate complaints.

9: Pay sponsors' reimbursement claims for
meals served.

At the local level, sppnsors asume the responsibility
for program operations at approved feeding sites, including
the activities of organizations to which site operations
may have been delegatd. Sponsors are required submit
to the State agency criteria for defer:mining t e eligibility
of children to receive free or reqp9ed-pice eals, at their
feeding sites. They must comply wail th't ter s Of the
operating agreement with the State agency an maintain
accurate tecords to support claim for Feder 2, reimbursement.
sponsors employing food vendors or Suppliersqust insure in
their food service contracts that, among other things, Meals
delivered meet FNS minimumnutritienal requirements.

I



The Department's Office of Audit, formerly-the Office
of the Inspector General, conducts tinancial and management ,

uudiks of .program operations. It: reviews program management
procedures of FNS regional offices and selected State edu--
cational agen.Aes;and,sponsara.to determine whether they
comply with:pcogram regulations. In addition', it examines
sponsors' reimbursement claims to determine whether their

claims are valid and are based on accurate records. .

PROGRAM FUNDING

The law and implementing regulations authorize program
hinds to be 4ed to (1) reimburse sponsors for the costs
of obtaining food based on the established reimbursement
rate. for each meal or (2) pay sponsors up to 80 percent
of their total program operating costs including in-kind
contributions in circumstances of severe need in; Which the
reimbursement rate is- insufficient. FNS regulations limit
payments'under the 80-percent fo'rmula to 100 percent of a
sponsor's cash expendituves, if lower, and to a.specified
maximum rate a meal. Under reimbursement arrangement (1),
the maximum rate for a regular meal was 30 cents in.the 1973
program and. 36 cents in the 1974 program. Under reimburse-
mentarrangement (2), the maximum rate .for a regular meal
was 10 cents in 1973' and 73 cents in 1974.

In addition, op tq05 pent of the program funds can
be used to provide up ta 75 percent of the cost of equipment
purchased or rented by sponsors to help them establish,

, maintain, and expand food services.
.4 .

.,:

.
Funds'allocatea, and expen,

---------..he 1971 througt, 1973 summer
-

. ,.._

411x1
Calendar year'.

..-. .: -,

,, .

1,471 $ 29,9 41 $20,382,729
f , 1972

/973

d'to reimburs pqnsors1--for
ngrams were:as , .

Allocation ustii19151

5°,3 90 10. 28,655,358
5r,46 ,000 i3,005,228

Total $1,30,832, $82",043,315
4,

PNS,allocaeed 1110.6 million and expended, about $49.5'million
fci; 1974 :summer program.

Personal services, food, or equipment donated to:the,
'program.

. '

.

ruor,

.

/3
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According to FNS records, the program Served, during
the peak week in July, the following total daily average

.number) of children.,

Calendar year
Average

daily attendance
Feeding 'sits

reporting

'1471 1,066,000 5,734

1972 1,437,000
1973 1,52,4,000 1 53'0

1974 1,745,000 A.1,880

Appendix I shgws the number of children served in each

State.

Federal funds are also' available to administer the pro-
gram in eacn State. Such funds are provided to the States

as a lumpsum for all FNS-sponsored-child-feeding programs
and are not specifically earmarked or reported for the

summer program.
A

We reviewed the administration of the 1973 program and

the planning for tpe 1974 program to evaluate (1) the"'
effectiveness of the program in reaching eligible children
and (2) the adequacy of operations az the feeding sites.
We made our review in six States--California, Illinois,-
Michigan, New Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania.. For the
1973 program, the six States represented about 61 percent
of the total participation by children and about 58 perCent

of the funds allocated nationwide. Appendix II shows the
amountvat Fedefal funds made available .to the six States.
appendrx III Ws the State edu tional agencies respon-
sible r theoffogram in the six'S,tates and the sponsors
in majo cities in these states whose operations we reviewed.

4
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CHAPTER,J.

PROBLEMS IN REACHING ELIGIBLE CHILDREN

Because FNS and State agencies have not identified,
nationwide or Statewide, the number and location of
children eligible undeT the program, it is difficult to
assess the program's effectivenecis in reaching target
populatibn. However, in absence .of pertinent data and
although there are differences in-program direction and
provisions, reference to the number of needy children parti-
cipating in the National School Lunch Program - -which the
summer program was intended 'to supplement during the summer
vacationindicates that the summer program has achieved
rather limited coverage,. especially in areas other than
the largest cities.

Problems encountered by the program', which ha...re 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 an essentially voluntary prograd that
need active backing and promotional effort, and. (3) Federal -
and tate-funding limitations and certain State-estimating
procedures resulting in a large proportion of allocated
funds not spent.

PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

FNS established annual goals of children to be aisis4
principally on the basis of available funding. The agency
considered a determination of the total target population
not practicable 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 were not
readily available.

In the absence of data on the program's total target
population; ';.he number of needy children participating in
the Natronal 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 months when
school'was not in session. It must be recognized, however,
that program direction differs--the National School Lunch
Program is directed to the indirtinal child in a participa-
ting school whereas the summer provem is directed ,to areas
having poor economic conditions or high concentrations of_
working mothers- -and that there are several differences in
the potential coverage under the two programs.

.44 Po.
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--Weedy children participating in the National Schoolo
Lunch Prdgram may be working during the summer or may

. not need assistance under the sumMer program.

--The national school lunch data dos not include
certain categories of children covered by the
summer program, namely, (1) childrir attending
schools which are not participating in the
school lunch program and (2) chtildrtn not
attending school because they are under school
age, are above school age and under '21, or have
dropped out og school.

----Target ares withiis a State do not necessarily
coincide in the two programs. pational schopi
lunch datvis compiled by schools, whereas data
for participation in the summer prograM is Oter-
mined by area of residence.

Notwithstanding these differences, overall comparisons
of ,the coverage by the two programs have been used in tile
past in evaluation studies made by-MS-end other organiza-
tions concerned with the results of the summer program.

According.to PNS.statistics, the Natf6nal School' Lunch
Program redthed an average 8.8 million, needy children daily
during the 1972-73 school year. These statistics show
that the total number of needy school children entitled
to free or reduced-price meals was 104 million, of whom
1.7 million did not participate in the school lunch program.

The 1973 summer program reached a ily average 1.5
million children during the program's- pe k week. Presumably,
most of these children.Weie needy because f the location of
feeding sites in or close to areas havIn9 r economic
conditions. But not all children served ere necessarily

.needy (as further broUght;out in this chap er). FNS did
not maintain or require records on whether individual
children served were needy.

The number of participating children in the summer
program may be somewhat overstated because it was bailed on
the number- of meals for which.Sponsors claimed reimbursement
during the peak week of July, This number was not generally
adjusted for meals not eaten by children'or for etcess meals
cliAposed_of_by serving some-children more than-aa-meA a
day.

A comparison of thp-numberof children participating
in the two programs,s,applied to the six States selected

4.44, .41 ,-461
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for 'our review, (urther showed that mer program part

cipation was relatively much greater in the jor cities

we visited than in -the remainoers of the. States.

Children reached daily (note a)

National School
,

Lunch Program .
(1972773)

Percent
Number of StateStat= and cit

Summer program
(1973)

Percent
Number of State

Calif

R

rllin

rnia;
s Angeles
mainder of
State

is:

93,352

23,405

130,9

19.1

Chicago 67,355 68.7

Remainder of
State 30,645 '31:3

Michigan:
Detroit 55,466 63,04

Remainder of
*State 32,020 36.6

Nei/ Jersey:
Newark 22,820- '40.7
Remainder of
'State .33,310 159.3

New Igrk:
Now York City 406,297: '80.0-
Remainder of

State 101,379 20.0

Pennsylvania:
Philadelphia ,38,940 6314

Remainder of
State 22,519 36.6

176,006 25.7

507,969 74.3

212,326 .63.3

123,286 .36;7'

70,238, 29.8

-165,317 70.2

42,373., 34.1

'81,895 65.9 <

467,245. :67.6

223,955 32.4

,..

'73,711 32.2

1554464 67.8

a
The number of children in the summer program represents the

. average daily participation during the program's peak,week

in July 1973. The number for the National School Lunch .

Program represents the average daily participation during

March 1973.
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'-' In these, States, the m jor cities accounted, on the
average, for 74 percent of otal participation. An F148 .

analysis of children participating in the National !School
Lunch Program showed that, nationwide, cities with, popula-
tions over 100,000 account d for 31 percent of total par-.
ticipation d ring the 1971-73-school year indicating a
much wider rogram distri ution'including smallericommuni-
ties. Fed ral'and State fficials said that in smaller
communities, especially nonurban'areas, it was More
difficOlt to 'find organi ations willing and able to act as
summer program sponsors.

CRITERIA FOR DETCRMININe PROGRAM COVERAGE
NEEITTLARIFICATION

The legislation Makes ttp summer and year-round food
asst tance available t child .en from areas in which poor

;., efo f it conditions ex st or in which' there are high con-_

cedtrations of working mothers. Section 13 of the National
-SchoOl Lunch Act, as ended" ( 2 U.S.C.'1761), does not
,,''Spedify the ages of the childre ,to be served and how the
"areas from which tney cote shill be determined.

TO implement tCe legislatl* FNS regulations define
Children- as persons under acie 114 For selecting area:

,

4ligible for summer food assisaTIcew the regulations have
requirS,,,-,starting with the 1: program, that,feeding sites,
to toe. apprOVed for program y= ipatibn, must: -

"At..)-

1. Serve area in whith more than, 50 percett of the 1

residing g-c ildren axe eligible for free-or re-
duced -pric, meals under State guidelinesiestab-

9
lished for the NationalSchool Ludch PrograM.

2. Serve areas ic,which more than 50._percent of the
mothers, are en4aged'in work outside the home,

The regulations require 5!ionsors to document that each
selecte0 site woulti serve children from poor economic areas
based on, but not jlimited to, information provided by Model
City target areaswithiha community, welfare departments,
zoning Commission , and census' data or from the number of
approved;-apgications on file for free and reduced-price
meals, under the National School Lunch Program. 'FNS also
required ,documentation for sites selected to serve areas
with concentrations of working mothers but suggested no
specific Supporting data.

The administration of FNS regulations has raised several
questions as toLithe design.of_an effective, economical, and
equitable progrO in accOfdance with, the intent of the
legislation.

18
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1. The definition of f-childrdn in the regulations,.
setting no limits on the participation of those below apd
above - school age, may be broader than-intended in the legis-
lation. Section 13(b)(2) prescribes, for purposes of '

allotting funds among the States, a, formula which shall
consider the number of children in each State ageA.3 to 17.
These age limits, however, are not specifically prdscribed
for purposes of determining program eligibility.

2. The requirement in the regulations that a majority
Of the children residing in an area must be needy to qua-,
life that area for assistance hes disqualified other areas'
where 50 percent or less of the residing children were needy.
As a result, many needy children may not have received food

assistance during the summer. Also, neither the lawinor
Ithe regulations define the term ''area."

3. Sponsors have found it difficult in some- c Ses,t4
determine the presence of needy children on the bats p'ofe,
'statistical data suggested in the regulations. Suc jdata
was not always readily' available and, if. available; Might
not have been reliable. For example, census data y not .

show tha current status of families in need of ass tance
and may become obsolete shortly after' publication, especial-
ly in a State having a highly mobile. populatien: I

4. FNS staff' studies have shown that it has been
difficult, if not impracticable, for sponsors to determine
areas in which more than 50 percent of the mothers were
working .outside the home. -This provision, to be; workable,
would require an enrollment'system that may be fgatible in
the year-round child -care program, but has bad Onaidered
unworkable in the summer prog ram using parka, OkaY900unds,
and other informal gathering laces because of the difficulty,
in determining whether, and h many, mothers in a designOledc,,
area are working.

5. The informationon areas selected by'sponSors hap
not been verified by State agencids and FNS' because of the
administrative effort that would have been involved. :State
agencies and PUS regional officeP have approVed feed sites
relying on sponsors' determinations, recorded on sit infer-

. mation sheets, that sites would draw attendance from an .

eligible area.

6' FNS has not required sponsors
individual children receiving meals at
needy. As a result, sifes have served
from families able to Riw for the cost
or in -part.

9

. ,

to determine whethtr
an approved site wer.e
rreo,meals to children

meals in full

4
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The law is not clear as to what extent free or reduced-.

price Meals may be served to children from eligible areas
and to what extept children from families able to pay shall
be required to pay in full or in part for meals they receive.
Section 13(f) requires that sponsors determine, in accordance
with a publicly announced policy, the 'eligibility of chil-
dren to receive free or reduded-price meals, considering, among

A other .factors, the level of family income. However, the sec-
tion prohibits any discrimination against a child because r k.
of inability to 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
greatly limits any procedpre for distinguishing between
children entitled to receive free or subsidized meals and
those required to pay.

( -FNS regulations for the 1973 program stated that sponsors
needinot make individual determinations of need for free
meal" if they had evidence that all children at a given
site were unable to 'pay the full cost-of a meal. But the
regulations turther stated that sponsbrs must collect the
fu)T or reduced cost of a meal, as appropriate, from any
child,that they determined was able to pay for the meal.

..Although FNS records showed that about 4 percent of the
68.6, million meals served durihg the 1973 program had -been
fully or partly paid for, State agencies and sponsors
said' that it generally was not feasible to use an enrollment
system that would identify children eligible for free meals
and to collect money at the sites from thoSe children able

pay., An FNS, staff study of the 1973 summer program in six
7"lielected citlds--two of which 'we also visited--concluded that

the program had become totally free and that most sites at
onetime or another serv02 free meals to children who did ,

notmeet local eligibilitty criteria.

. In-commenting on this matter, the Department said that
FNS was sympathetic to the philosophy of not, providing meals

-free to nonneedy children and had spent considerable time
and effdrt in attempting to assist State agencies and spon-,
sors in developing acceptable methods to identify and collect
money from these children. (See app. IV.) It said, however,
that evaluations had shown that this effort has not been
successpl, due primarily to the program's organization,
structure, and short duration.

Therefore, the Department said, to insure that the pro-
gram basically served needy children and wan located ih
eligible target areas,' it had concentrated on program plan-
ning and the selection of sites in such areas.

10
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-. vie believe tnat tne Longrebs, It it should ueci6e to

extenu the progra.,, beynno June 1975, should consioer clari-
fying the eligibility criteria in the legislation to" remove
tne ambiguities which have nevelope-.1 in auministering the

__-;:resent law ana implenenting reyuiatiGns.- In partieular,
we suggest that the law should:

--Autnorize-the suM±ec program separately from
the year -round cnila-care program to state moe
clearly the conditions under wnicn each program
shodl-d- t- imtt-i-on- .-- -E-xi- sting Law- -a tire _implementing
regulations have prescribes tne same ground rules
for both programs, altho.gh tney are of essentially
different character and call or diftert admini-
strative procedures. 7e,or example, as e lained
earlier, the provision \tnat areas with concen- .

trations of working mothers shall qualify for
assistance can be aeministered for the 'Year-round
day-care program which uses enrollment proceoures
but has beep/found generally unworkable4or the more
informally administerd summer progpm.

-- Clarify the age groups of eligible children.

--Claoify'how areas in which poor economic conditions
exist should. be determined, if this criterion is
retained for selecting feeding sites, with respecl'
to size of an area, its location in an urban or
.rural environment, and tne proportion of needy
children residing there

--Clarify the authority td serve free meals' to
children participating at a feeding site and when
reimbursement is required from cnildren able to =-

pay in full or '-in part for the cost of a meal.

Clarifying eligibility criteria'woald not only help
sponsoring agencies to select feeding sites but also en-
able lis and State agencies to identify tne target popula-
tion to be reached by the program nationwide ano Statewioe.
Wf.tnout adequate information onlithe nuwder ano location of
eligible cniluren, it is not possible to establish realis-
tic program goals, prepare appropriate buoget proposals,
-and fully evaluate program accomplishments.

PROMOTIOaAL EFFORTS COULD aL INCREALLD

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

.11
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State agencies were responsible for recruiting program
sponsors and were expected by FNS to make potential sponsors
aware of the summer program and encourage their participation.
Public Law 92-433, approved in September 1972, encouraged
the maximum feasible use of school systems as sponsors or
the use of existing food service facilities of public and
nonprofit private schools by other sponsors. FNS said
this provision was based on the experience that the food
program generally could be operated more efficiently by and
in schools because of their superior facilities, compared
with those of 'other,. possible Sponsors, and their expertise
gained in operati the National.Szhool Lunch Program.

State agencies had generally directed their efforts
to (1) recruiting sponsors who had participated in pre-
vious years, (2) answering requests for information from
organizations showing an interest in the program, and- (3)
in some cases, sending information letters to mayors or
school districts primarily in large urban areas. State
agencies died not make systematic followup efforts to
encourage organizations not previously participating to enter
-the_program and to start operations in communities not pre-i,
v 'sly covered.

FNS and State officials explained that local govern-
ments and private organizations were often reluctant to par-
ticipate as sponsors because of the administrative burden
that must be assumed, insufficient staff to operate the
program, and fuhding constraints. They, pointed out that,
notwithstanding the legislative intent to encourage the use
of school systems or school facilities, there was little
.such involvement. The school districts did not participate
because:

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

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.

CA
3. Kitchen facilities were being.repaired or

were otherwibe not availble for use during
the summer.

'4. Vandalism in school, buildings held open
during the summer could be a problem in
some areas. .

12
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Because large cities, have the highest Amcentrationsfot
needy children, State.efforts generally were directed to 0(7-

cruiting spans rs to serve areas in big cities. State) `.,

officials expla'ned that in smaller communities, especially --,.,

in nonurban ac'e's, finding organizations 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 were inade-
quate throughout the States to expand program participation.
They attributed the limited efforts primarily to the lack
of State agency staffs due to insuff.w.cient administrative
funds.

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 FNS from meeting
program goals. The study recommended that a concerted:pro-
gram information and outreach effort be undertaken before
the start of the next summer program, to flew from the
national to- he.-State -and the local levels, using -.all news
media as.well as newsletters, pamphlets, and flyers to school
chileen.L 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 program
participants.

Our review of therplanning for the 1974 summer program
showed that recruitment efforts in the six States generally
weiegof the same scope as in 1973, except for increased ef-
forts in some additional large cities. The study's recommen-
dations for concerted program information and outreae efforts
largely were not` implemented.

Because, this is a voluntary program whose success de-
pends on the active support of local governmental and public
or private service organizations, special and intensive
,promotional efforts by FNS regiqnal offices and State edu-
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 they had incen-
tive to expand program participation in their States be-7
cause of certain'Federal fulnding practices limiting both
State administrative expenses and sponsors' program costs.
The States, however, have accepted overstated funding esti-
matesmates from sponsors which caused large amounts of allocated
fundS to remain unspent at the end of the program period.

13
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Stateadminisrative expenses

On the basis of an apportionment formula required by the
authorizing legislation, FNS has provided Federal funds for
State administrative expenses in a lump sum to cover all ENS-
sponsored child-feeding programs and allbwed the. States to
direct the funds to each program as they deSlred. These
Federal funds were intended to supplement tH funds proVided
by the States to administer the child-feedin 'programs, but
there was no formal Federal matching'requireneet for the
States' own fund contributions.

. ENS had not determined the specific needs ,of the 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 funds,:
both State and Federal, were needed for the summer Program
so that additional staff could be employed commensurate with
the administrative effort ,required, especially if they were
to increase their efforts to obtain additional sponsors.
Additional staff was also needed for adequate planning and
monitoting of sponsors' operations. (See ch. 3.)

-- Some of the offielals said that they would have to
,

, turn over aftinistration of the, summer program to FNS if more
administrative funds were not made available.' Subsequently,
the New York State Education Department-decided_not to parti-
cipate in administering the 1974 program bicause it con-
sidered the level of administrative funding it expected to
receive for the 1974 program insufficient for the staff
needed to properly supervise and monitor program operations.
FNS, however, determined that it could not increase the
1974 allocation of administrative funds for the States, and .

New York was subject to the same allocation formula as all
other States: Therefore,. the FNS northeast regional office
took over administrative responsibility for the program in'
New York.

FNS has recognized the need for additional 'State admini-
strative expense funds so that the summer program could be
more effectively administered, but because ,of departmental
budgetary constraints -- reflecting, the genbral national
budget policies--FNS did,not aSklor such fund increases
from 1971 until fiscal year 1975 when its budget request
included an increase of about $3 million. The in creased
amount, whith has been appropriated, will be allocated in
a lump sum to cover all FNS-sponsored child-feeding procenma,
lincluding the Head Start programs prevously funded by
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the Dep'ariment-of Health, tducat) n, and Welfitre, :Aich .

wer.e added to FNS 's /ear-round an c:ool food assistance'
programs effective January 1, 1974.

FNS officials said that they' had considered two
Alternative procbdures for making funds available for Stte
administrative. expenses, instead of allotting such funds
'in a lump sum for all child-feeding piograms. One pro-
°cedure would take into account the State's administrative
needs by individual prograM. The other .procedure would allow
a set percentage of program funds to be used for State
administration. According to FNS officials, yoth procedures
would require the matching of'Federal fur,:is with the State's
own funds at ab establined ratio. The Department has not
yet decided which 'alternative would be the most appropriate.m:

It appears"that'legislation would be necessary to make
a percentage of program funds available for State addiini-
strative expenses and toestablish matching requitements.
Determination of each State's administrative needs'by indi-
vidual program would not require additional legislation.

We believe that, if the summer ,program is to be con-
tinued, the Department should seek the legislation necessary
to institute a revised funding procedure and a formalized
matching requirement for State funds._

,$

Pr9ram funds

For 1974 and previous years, FNS determined its pro-
posed annual level of program funds on the basis ,of the pre7
ceding year's expenditures adjusted.by an additional amount
for program expansion. FNS notified each State of its ten-
tative allocation and requested it to submit its estimated
funding needs for that year. After receiving ttie Staten'
submissions, FNS made the final allocation of program funds.

According to State officials,- the States felt con -
strained by the tentative allocations reckived from FNS and
generally submitted estimates within the 'allocated amounts.
The officials said that their estimates of.'funding needs
were based on food operations cost estimates submitted by
applying sponsors, and that they approved sponsors' appli-
cations only to the extent that the cost estimates, in the
aggregate, calve within the tentative FNS allocAtions. The
States were.reluctant to expand program participation

'beyond the allocated fundin4 levels- because they had no
assurance. that additional costsl.would be reimbursed.

Although State officials indicated that more Federal-
funds could have been used for the program, the States'
actual performance record shows that a large',proportion
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of the funas allocated to the States retr..fued unspent.
Over one-third of the funds allocated fc.: the 1971, 1972,
and 1973 ;programs was not speht, as sheton in tLe follcrvring
summary.

a

Unsnent
Federal Percent of
allocatip Amount allocation

(millions)

1%71 $30.0 ,
1972 50.3
1973 50.6

a
Total $130.8

Does not add due to rounding.

(millions)

$ 9*.6 32.0,
21.6 0; 43.0
17.6- 4.8

$48.8 37.3

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
said that these unspent funds reisulted'primarily from spon-
sors-1 inflated. cost estimates, that the estimates could.
not be verified, and that it could not be determined early
in the program whether all allocated funds would be spent
and if additional sponsors or feeding sites could be added
for the remainder of the summer.

Far.the 1974 program, funding, estimates were improved
r-n some Statesso that additional sponsors'could be apprOved
`Within the FNS fund allocation. For example, California
refined individual sponsors' cost estimates by adjusting them
on the basis of.the evious year's experience; and .in New
York, where the FNS -regional office had. taken over administra-
tion of the program, all sponsofa' cost estimates were re-
duced by 10 percent, following the trend Of actual versus
estimated costs experienced in Previous years.

For these two States, where'about 52 percent (Califtorni'a)

and 12 percent (New York) of,the funds allepated for' the pro-

gram in 1973 remained unspent', the percentages bf unspent fun
in 1974 were reduced to 8 and 11 percent, respectively. With
these two States accounting fOt about 47 percent of the total
program funds spent in 1974, the percentagepf unspent funds
for the total program in 1974 was reduced to 18.3 percent.

Cn the basis of 'the" experience gained inACalifornia
and New'York,'FNS should devise guidelines for all Stiite

s.
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agencies and FNS regional offices rhat a refined

estimating procedure for progiam costa can be instituted

in all States to maximize spoor participation and reach

am increased number of children within the availability of v7-

funds allocated by FNS.

CONCLUSIONS ,

Federal, State, and local officials administering-the '

program have found it difficult to define the target-popu-
lation of children to be reached because of the very general

criteria in the authorizing legislation.' Administration of

FNS regulatibps has raised questions as to the ages of
children-to be served, the selection of areas in which eli-

gible children shall reside, and the deterMination and
entitlement of children who' -may receive free meals as (..%

opposed to those able to pay in.full or in part for the cost

of meals received. .

If the .Congress authorizes the program beyond June 1975,

it should consider clarifying in the legislation the eligi-
bility criteria under which chiloWn shall receiveassistance.

The program has encountered'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

for the program, especially inareas, other than the major' -

cities, wHere program coverage was relativelysloW. Because
this is a voluntary program depending on active support by

local governments and service organizations, FNS and State

agencies need to intensify promotional efforts'to secure

sponsors able.::Ad7,1,415.4% to carry out the program in large

and small comMurrita*S.''/'

FNS fundin§k, ,ocedures have placed conmIcaintd on the

administrative foridi available to the States and should be

revised--as contemplated by FNS--and the wessary legisla-
tion should be requested-to permit adequate' administrative
efforts by the Statee dnd to establigb an appropriate

requirement for State-matching contributions. State-funding
procedures, in turn, should be refiaed to precluoe larve

amounts of allocated program funds' remaining unspent and to
facilitate more-tffective use of such funds.

MATTE FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS

e''set)H4t-40 autboXizes the program b_ onbr'June 1975,

we recommend that such legislation clarify the,, extent of

coverage desired under_the program. Such clarification

should include (1) separating authorization of the summer.

17
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program fr.om that o ,the year-round day-care program to

. recognize their d: tering administrative characteristi s,
(2) spe4tyihg the ages of eligiqe,childten, (3) prow ding
more d,?,finitive criteria for determlning-their eligibi ity--
by more Clearly specifying thee areas in v4hich eligible
children shall reside or by providing other appropria e
criteria for determining eligibility- -and (4) stati
whether there shall be authority to serve free meals to
chiren participating, in the program, regardless of their

,___abflity to pay for the cost of the' meals.

RECOMMENDATIONS 'lb :THE
,

SECRETARY'OF AGRICULITRE

We recommend that, if the program's legislative autho-
rity is extended beyond June 1975, the Secretary of Agri-
culture have the Administ'rator, FNS, take the following
actions.

--If the new law more adequately defines the
intended_ program coverage, determine, in
cooperation with State educational agencies,

' the target population-to be served and
establish program goals as a means for better
program planning and,evaluation.

--Seek intensified promotional efforts' by FNS
regional offices and State agencies'to re-.
cruit sponsors in large and small &immuni-
ties not sufficiently reached in the past.

--Seek the legislationnecesiary to institute
- a revised funding --frocedure and a formalized -

matching requirement for State administrative -
-expense-funds.

--Devise .refined procedures for estimating pro-
gram costs to be incurred to permit use of
allocated:funds and maximize sponsor parti-
cipation.

DEPAPTMENT COMERTS

The Department (see app. IV) said that it basically
agreed with the findings and recommendations and cited the
increased State admihittrative funding for fiscal year 1975
as one of its efforts to upgrade and improve program
administration.

- 1.8
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*CHAPTER 3

.

PROBLEMS IN OPERATIONS AT FEEDING SITES

At the feeding sites we visited -during the 197 summer
program, the program generally accomplished its objective
of providing nutritious meals to many eligible chilaremk
We apd -the Department's auditors, however, observed,,?
of shortcomings and instances of noncompliance wi'iVte*aM
requirements which adversely affected program operations,..

The epartmen't's auditorjs had identified similar defi- :
ciencies in the 1971 arid-1972 programs. The deficiencies..
seem to stem partly'from inherent conditions which make'' 4
efficient program administration difficult, such as:

k

--The program.'s short durationabout 8 to 10
weeks--which required a rein startup each
year and did not permit continuity in
administration.

--The use of voluhteer workers, often inex-
,aerienced in .food service operations.

--Inadequate eatincacklities at some sites.

--Varying numbers of children attending
feeding sites from day to day and-their

.

likesv.and dislikes for the food served.

Notwithstanding these conditions, program administratien'
at feeding-sites has improVed as the Federal, State, and
local agencies responsible for the program have gained ex-
perience. If the agencies planned and mnlibie0 feeding
site.operatidns better, however, further improvement could
be realized.

PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED IN
SLIMMER PROGR.AATYONS

.During July and August 1973 the Office of Audit reviewed
the operations of six sponsors--one in each of six major
&ties. The auditors Oere concerned with whether the spon-7'
sors were Serving eligible children nutritious meals which
met program' requirements and whether the sponsors' reim-
bursement claims were valid.

To determine-compliance with 'Program requirements, the
auditors, adcotpanied by summer aides, visited numerous'
feeding sites randomly sftlected from about 2,200 sites the

19
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six sponsors served. The auditors used a comprehensive
questionnaire to document particular site problems, non-,
compliance With program requirements, and the reasons for
such deficiencies.

We accompanied the auditors to 113 feeding sites--
including churches, recreation centers, schools, play-
grounds, parks, and. - housing projects--to observe site
operations and the auditors' methods of evaluating the
adequacy of.administration.

Chiikdrt.n taking mea ls from the feeding site

FNS guidelines require sponsors to'insure that children
at, their Teals at the feeding site. If children carry
their meals from the site, site personnel would not know if
the children ale the meals and obtained the intended nutri-
tional benefit. Meals taken oftsite could be stolen from
the child, givenAoanother person, or become spoiled if
not eaten promptly. Onsite eating enables site personnel
to teach children good eating habits and manners.

41

-In all six cities, children took meals from some-of-the-
sites. In some cases site personnelallowed this because
of a lack of adequate eating'facilities. In other cases,
hcwever, they either disregarded of did not know program
rules.

For example, in one City the majority of peals served 1

at two sites were carried offsite because of inadequate
facilities.'

--One of the sites,- a-gymnasium approved to serve an
estimated 700 children daily, had no tables or
chair-s. The-site-supervisor said he was aware
that children were. not to take their meals offsite,
but he permitted them to do so because eating facili-
ties were not available.

--The other site, approved to serve,an estimated 200
children daily, was A storefront church andsocial
hall filled with boxes and'other material which
was not large enough for 200 children.

The following photographs thow a site with inadequate
eating facilities contrasted with. one having satisfactory
facilities.
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'FNS regional office, State, and sponsor officials said
that the onsite eating rule was unsuited for sites, such as
storefronts,iwbere fond -can be distributed but not eaten.
The officials-said they believed that, as long as the
children were provlded meals, the programs purpose was
achieved. !

Because it is difficult to hollow the onsite eating
rule when adequate facilities are lacking, suitable feeding
sites should be selected more carefully.

I ,

Meals eaten or taken by adults

FRS'r4ilations limit free meals to Children through
age "20; aduts are not eligible for free eala. According
to FNS guid lines, site personnel are td control access to
food servic through Physical and supervisory arrangements
to prohibit the serving of food to unauthorized adults.

At 35 ites in New York City--or about. 29 percent of
the sites visited during the 1973 program-..-DepartmW audi- .

t8rs observed adults eating or taking-lunches which 'were
intended to be fed, to children. This problem was not as .

great in the other five cities.

State alld sponsor officials inNew York agreed 'that
adult feeding was a serious problem but said that it- Lwas
difficult tocontrol, especially in high crime areas and
that police protedtion was not practicable. They said
that some site peisonnel were reluctant to refuse food
to adults whd may be hungry. Officials in New-York and
other States generally believed that the only effective
action that could be taken'would`be to close the feeding.-
site, but this_would_deny Meals to children who may_need
them. Some officials also said thatat was better to let
adults take meals than to provoke them to poss
against site personnel-.

FNS's revised sponsor handbook, published in April
1974,.suggests that sponsors and site personnel post- signs
at 'sites arid inform adults, in the community that the pro -
grath is intended only for children. The handbook emph4.1zes
the need for program perionnel to understand the importance
of courtesy and tact in handling this situation.

Needed meal adjustments not made

To minimize the problem of having too many or too few
meals at feeding sites, FNS regulations require that contracts
between sponsors'and vendors expressly provide for making
adjustments in the number of 44ea dtivered to.each.site

0
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within a period of prior notice mutually ageeed\upon. FNS
gpidelines require that sites have; a means of communicating
with the sponsor to make daily adjustments and that this
matter be covered during training sessions. 4

In many cases site personnel had not prom tly notified
the 'sponsors of adjustments that should have 'ID en'made be-

-
cause the sponsors often were unfamiliar with o ignored
the prescribed adjusting procedures. For example, one site
!.qrisistently received meals exceeding its daily needs by
:i-thirds, The site supervisor said that she had not been
instructed how to order adjustments and had not attended
training sessions held before the program -started.\

Becauseattend6nce at sites may vary substantially from
day to day and -because most -vendors need some leadtiMe to
make adjUstments, some leftover meals are unavoidable,
However, FNS expects sponsors to avoid consistent and large
numbers of excess meals which could result in considerable
waste. FNS encourages sponsors to return excess meals. to
Vendors or to serve them as second meals .to children whol
are at the site for at least 5 hours or who are still
.hungry.

Meals exposed to spoilage and unsanitary conditions

FNS regulations- -require that each feeding site have .

aequate facilities for the meal service planned. The
sponsor must arrange for deliveringand 'holding meals with-
in acceptable local health. standards and, if_'there are ex-
cess meals, trrangements must be made for storing them until 14
they are served. FNS guidelines provide that such arrange-
ments include refrigeration for milkdand other foods which
have a high spoilage potential.

At a number 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
cities did not have prqper refrigeration facilities for
holding meals until the'4children were served. Some sponsor
officialS:said that refrigeration facilities were not needed
because the sites were approved for only a one-meal service
and the meals weie delivered in refrigerated trucks. How-
ever, these arrangements could only safeguard the quality
ofthefoodifitIvaconsumed promptly.

Some food waste also occurred when primary sites re-
,*.11%ed meals for secondary sites which failed toRick up the
meal% or when primary sites received more meals than the
secondary sites needed. Waste also occurred when children
refused to eat_the meals because-they-did not like the type

23
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of food served or because the'meals lacked variety. The
following photographs show two of,theie situations.

.7fAt this sire, 300 complete lunches and 330 milk cartons
intended for secondary sites were not pick.ed up and had
to be discarded because of danger of's i4age.

4.w....& - ',........ ,+-, - ,,
.^:

:4'4.1y;416

These sandwiches were leftloVer from the-preceding cizti
and had to ,be discarded because ,chlldren.did notl,ike
the_meztt being_ red..
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._ Records of health and sanitation mspections of _vendor

operat' s-in-one city showed that local health officials'
and various violations oT. sanitary standards at vendor

facilities. The officials found violations in food refri-
geration, storage, and protection; insect control; equip-
ment construc4don and maintenance; and sanitation facilities.
At.the close of our fieldwork, the officials were taking steps

to 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.

In one city,, the sponsor had not notified the city's
health depattment ofthe date its program was to begin and
the locations -where the.program was to operate. Therefore,
the health .department did not inspect the sponsor's and
vendor's food operation before the program started. State
officials said- they had not determined whether the aponsot
had contracted the responsible health-authorities, becA:lise

they did not have the necessary staff to do so.

Required feeding site records
not ma5TiiiiTa

FNS regulations require that sponsors maintain fall and
accurate records of food service operations. Records 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 records are to serve as .a basis for spOnsors monthly
reiMbUrseinei&claims'and are to be available for audit and
review.

4

Naintainingedequate feeding site records has been a
continuing 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

required records.
. .

The sponsors we visited had established record systems
Which their sites were to use in acceliaing for meals, but
many of the sites had not maintained complete and accurate
data needed to support the sponsors' reimbursemenc/aims.
.Sponsor officials said, that site personnel often had not
been sufficiently_trained in or informed _ot_the record

Is -"
requiremeats4

25



As a result, some sponsors relis.A on vendors' delivery
records to support reimbursement claims. This often neces-
sitated an extensive process of reconciling vendors'
recordswith Available siterecords and accounting for
discrepancies. This process caused delays in sponsors'
being reimbursed and consequently the vendors' being
reimbursed. '

FNS officials said they recognized that inadequate
recordkeeping by sponsors ha6' been a major problem
nationwide and therefore a separate section in the FNS 1974
-sponsor handbook was 1':voted to recordke,eping. ,The officials
said this revised inP'cruction was expected to give better

'guidance to-'sponsors.

NEED FOR TIMELY PLANNING

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

For the 1973 program, PNSsuggested to its regional
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 ?Web,
until the beginning of feeding operations in 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 were finalized and program operations began. FNS
said that it was vital that the personnel who would be
directly, involved in the -daily food service atiend sponsor
training sessions.

The State agencies we reviewhad 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 an1/41 were not ready to assign staff to plan the
summer program.

Some sponsor officiAs said that they tad difficUlty
.roiNerly planning for the program because, in their opinion,
the guidance and direction which FNS and State agencies

:.' provided-before tile wagtam began-was pften irtsufftr
ciontlunclea
of program re4ttlations -on -May 8, -1973-.-a few weeks -before_ A
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sponsors were to begin operations- adversely 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-lead-
time, State and local officials could notadeguately plan,
organize, and staff their programs. They also said that
food vendors servicing large sponsors did not always have__
enough time ta order the food for the summer.

According to INS and some Stab.; agencies,: insufficient
training had been a continuing problem in some programs.

. Because they had not attended training sessions, many site
personnel were unaware of or unfamiliar with basic'program
rules. Some site personnel 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.

' 4

Training efforts were particularly hampered when spon-
. sors or their programs were changed close to-the tart of

feeding operations. For example, in one city, a sponsor
took over thee1973 program on June 7 whenthe previous
sponso dropped out. In another city, the spohsor added
100 fending sites when feeding operations were about ready
to start.

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

--evaluate the extent of needy children eligible*-La'
its area, the interest and support that could be
expected from the community, and the availability
of personnel to operate an effectively administered
programs

-- conduct training sessions before and throughout the
prograd so that all personnel would have a cleai ,

understanding of program rules and regulations;

-- consider the various alternatives for providing
food service, includingthe use of school food
service facilities, onsite meal preparation, or
commercial-food-vendors.;_and ,.

S
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--exercise a high degree of care andy4ffort in
planning the selection of feeding sites.r

Early in' 1974 ENS helped selected sponsors and State,
agencies plan their 1974 programs in 22 cities i 18 States.

'\

The principal efforts were devoted to trai.ing State agency
and sponsor personnel, identifying areas i which sites.
could be established,, and developingmetho s for contrplling
site operations.

FNS also changed its regulations to .11ow, for the first
time, for earmarking of a specific amount -.up to 6 cents--
of the per-meal reimbursement rate to be sec) for sponsors'
administrative expenses. Consequently, ponsors could plan
their administrative effortt on the basi of expected funds
and thus strengthen program planning a administration.

Some sponsor officials, however,
becanie available only ,through reimbur
would be better able to plan their pr
funds could be advanced during the p
Offieials agreed that advance payme
helpful to sponsors who must opera
th se without adequate working cap
th authorizing legislation does
th Secretary to make advance pa
pr gram.

aid that these funds
ement and that they
grams if part of the
anrung stage. FNS
is would-be especially
on tight budgets and

tal but pointed out that
of specifically authorize
ents under the summer ;,-

S

A 1972 amendment to the Na ionai School Lunch Act (42
U.S.C. 1757) gave the Secretary specific authority, to make
disbursements to schopls for t e National School Lunch Fro-
gram in advance or by way of eimbursement; FNS officials
expredsed the view that simil r authority for advance pay-.
ments under the summer prosr if it, is extended beyond
June 1975,:could help irAprov program planning efforts.

-7 $:

Although such authOri 'could help improve sponsors'
operations, the Department hould only exercise this authority
with adequate safeguards insure that (1) sponsors have
the `ability to administer successful program and (2) the
amounts advanced are come surate with the volume of food
Services the sponsors are expected to provide;

. NEED FOR ADEQUATE MONITOR; NG-

To insure efficient
correCtive actions when ,

operations should be mon
program *period. FNS reg
have adequate supervisor
overall monitoring. and m

feeding site operations and proMpt
eeded, sponsor and feeding site
tored continously,thioughout the
lations require that a sponsor
and operational personnel for

nagement of, each food. service
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1

operation, including adequate
ing sites at lea.st once within
gram's operation, to promptly
correct deficit.tncies found dur
fain a reasonable level.of.sit

k4
11

personnel to visit all feed -
the first 4 weeks of the pro-
take necessary action to
ing that visit, and to rin-
a monitoring thereafter

I

The six sponsors whose activities we reviewed' operated
a total of about 2, 200 ;In'pne city, sponsor person-
nel had not made tlitoring visits to some sites and had
visited otber Slte late in the program. _Sponsor officials
said that The funds auilable for program administration did
not allow or necess et staffing'Znd that some regular moni-
toring visits tad to bdlcurtaill04bo followup on weaknesses-
at other si:.es.

FNS regulation also require that each State agency"
provide adequate pe sonnel for program supervision,
clud).ng supervisory assistance to sponsors to insure ade-
quacy of program operations. As part of the supervisory
assistance activities, administrative evaluations, includ-
ing onsite visits to spohsors, are to be made. For the
1973 program, FNS guidelines suggested thateach State
agency, or FNS regional office where applicable, review
each of its sponsors' operations at ).east once during the

program period and visit a minimum of 10 percent o? each
spontOr'seeding sites.1/ 1

.

State officials said that they' tried to teview sponsor
and site opwations during the 1973 program in accordance
with FNS requirements but that their monitoring personnel
often could" not devote enough time to the summer program
because they also-had monitoring duties for other FNS
child-feeding programs which were larger and lasted longer.
The monitors' reviews of the summer program were sometimes
untimely, of insufficient scope, or not successful in
bringinvabout corrective actions. For example:

--One State!s.monitors had not begun their
visits in one city until the 1973 program
was more than half completed.

-- According to an Office. of Audit report, the .

State monitors' visits were not fully effec-
tive becpuse, in many cases, the monitors left
the sites before all children had been served
and tll,refore could not observe3the adequacy

1
FNS regulations, changed this suggestion to a requirement
effective January. 1, 1%74.
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of certain practices, such as 'handling and
disposing of excess meals.

--State monitors had not, in all cases, ,made
followup visits to determine whether spon-
sore had taken corrective action on the
Office of Audit's "fast reports"--repOrts
used to notify, State agencies of deficiencies
"needing.promptabtentio!1.

State officials said that the shortage of adequate
staff was a major factor hampering the State agencieb'
monitoring functions.

Duringthe 1972 and 1973 programs, the FNS regional
office in San Francisco., Californiat at,the State agencyls
request, began monitoring site operations in WA Angeles
Cpunty, whiCh had about two-thirds of the State's summer
program activity, because the State agency did not,have
enough staff to cover the county effectively. FNS provided
the State agency with its monitoring results and with the
Office of Audit's review results. Although FNS expected
the State agency to followup on all actions recommended to
improve program operations, the State Agency told us that
it of ten did not-be-cduse of-instrf-fidieirt-man-p-ower.

v.

ENS officials said that they were hesitant to apply
pressure on the State agencies 6 take corrective action .'
because the State agencies may decide they no longer wish
to .serve as program administrators arid 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 ins 974 because it determined it would
not receive enough alministrative funds for the 1974 pro -'o-
gram for the staff needed to' properly supervise and monitor
program operations.

T4e Department has devoted substantial efforts to
improve monitoring of the program .at all levols. Inadd-
tion to Pmuing.regulations, handbooks, and othet direc-
tives and.gnidelines, FNS has made staff studies end eval-,
uations of each year's program to identify improvements
to 6&-made-in the following year's program. The Office of
Audit has made financial and management audits,-reported
its findings of shortcomings for prompt correction, and
'reviewed the validity of sponsors' reimbursement claims
to inSurethat program* funds are spent according to ENS
requirements.

.These, efforts' have helped to make the State agenOos
and sponsors better aware of their administrative duties
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and.of,'-,the,need for mare efficient food Service operations,
.

jo4evit,-the recurrence of shortcomings end of noncom-,
fiance with program requirements shows the need for Con-

tinued improvements and strong monitoring at'all levels.
---

CONCLUSiiONS
A

t

Many of the problems that occurred at feeding sites'
seemed to stem, to some .extent, from such inherent con-
ditions as the program's short durktien, the difficulty`
of finding adequate eating facilities,' and.the.problem of')
.recruiting and training staff.. FNS has taken some,aCtiOns
to deal with 'f ding site problems, but"lurther improve -.
ments could bdWealized through more timely, planning and
adequate monitoring of feeding site operations by the .

administering agencies.

FNS suggested thai- the administering agencies eptab-
lion time-phased schedules,for v,arious planning actions,
including the training of administrative and operational
personnel. Because suetr schedules are desirable, ENS .should

-help State agencies and sponsors develop and implement
the schedules, start :rig as early in the calendar year .as
possible. §pecial --...phasis should be given during the
planning stage, to staff training -

Because some sponsors must Operate on tight budgets.anu
without adequate working capital, especially during the,
important planning stage, authority for the Secretary.to
'make advance payments of summer program funds--similar to the
authority he now has under the National School Lunch Pro-
gram--could help sponsors improve their planning and other
administrative aetivities. This authority should be exer-
cised onfy.witii proper safeguards to insure that sponsors
have the ability to administer a successful program and
that any advances are commensurate with the volume of food
services the sponsors are expected to provide.- ('N

Although the, efforts of FNS and the Office of Audit
have helped to make the administering agencies better aware
of their monitoring duties, recurring shOrtcomings in the .
program show the need for continued improvements-and strong
monitoring at all levels.

RECOMHENDATIONS TO THE
SECRETARY OE AdR1CULTdRE

Ne recommend that, if the program is authotixed beyond June.
19758 the Secretaryof Agriculture have the Administrator; FNS:

0

--Assist State agencies and sponsors in developing
and implementing time-phased schedules for planning

. Int . 0
,
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summer feeding operations, with special emphasis
on training administrative and operational
personnel.

--Help State agenles,'or insure that MS ..

segional offices where appropriate,_imple-
. ment an effective system for monitoring the

operatiens of .sponsors and feeding sites
under 'their responsibility and fOr insuring
that sponsors adegua ly carry. out theif
Monitoring duties ;andpromptly correct .
-deficienties.

NATTER Fon, CONS ID 1-01% e"

81.: THE COINWRESS-- .\
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.

.
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. . .

Becaui&,-s e0e authority to make advance payments
of summer pro ram funds, could help sponsors improkre their
program pla ing,,the Congress, if it decideb to continue
the progrask, may wish to give the Secretary authority simi-
lar to thA rsvided under section 8. of the National School
Lunch -Act fo ild/anee payments of national school lunch
funds.

Such authority should, hotever, provide for adequate
safeguards to insure that sponsors have the ability to ad-
minister a successful program and that amounts advanced are
commensurate with the volume.of food services the sponsors
are expected to provide. Although the necessary safeguards
could be set forth in the legislation, we believe- that the
same 'purpose could be achieved by including specific
language to this effect in the committee,report accompany-

any proposed legislation.

D6OARTMENT OHAENTS
opt

The Department Said thatoit basically agreed with the
findings and recommendations. (See app. IV.) It recognized
that there taxi been administrative and operational problems
with the program and said tha', although these problems
were not limited to ;major cities, its' evaluation efforts
had pointed out that they were more pronounced in metro-
politan areas, such 'as those we visited.

The Departhent said that its operating experience had
been useful in improving the overall administration and
effectiveness of, the program and, among the efforts to
Upgrade and .improvo program' administration, it cited the
following actions which were diOpussed in this chapter.'

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

--Revising program regultions to allow
sPonsors up to 6 cents a meal, for administra-
tive costs and to provide specific Monitoring
objectives (Sesop. 28 and 29.)

--Revising the sponsor handbook to prov ide
more comprehensive guidance to sponsors
and sites. (See pp. 22, 26, and 27,)
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CHAPTER 4

SCOPC-OF RCVIEW

We made our review of the special summer food program'
at FNS headquarters kr: Washington, D.C.,.and at three FNS
regional offices in Chicago, Illinois; Princeton, New--
Jerseys and an Francisco, California. we alf.o visited 'the
State educatiDnal.agencies in California, Illinoisj Michigan,
gew Jersey,'New York,. and Pennsylvania and reviewed the
1973 operations of six sponsors, one each in Los - Angeles,
Chicago, Detrait,'Newark, New York City, and Philadelphia.
We accompanied Department auditors to 113 food- service sites
in these cities-to observe the feeding operations.

11 -

We reviewed the applicable legislation and the
policies, procedures, and program records of FNS, the six
State.educational agencies, and the six sponsors and their
f000 service sites. We interviewed, Federal, State, and
local officials responsible for supervising and administer-
ing the 1973 program and.made followup inquiries to deter-
mine the actions taken or planned for administering the
1974 program. We reviewed audit reports which the Office
of Audit had issued as a result of its reviews of the
summer rogram's operation.
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State.

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona-
Arkansas.,
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delatare
District. of

Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indi Ana
Iowa

'Kansas
Kentucky
Lauislara
Maine
Mirylond
rAssachusetts
Mtthtgan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Hissostri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada.
Now Nairnshire
New Jersey
Itelf.Kexf co
Nei York
North Carol ina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoeis
Oregon
Pennsyl vans a
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennesset
Texas
titah
Vernont

Washington
Nest ltirginta
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Puerto Rico
Trust Terri tory

ht MBIR OF FEE3ING SITES REPORTING AND THE DAILY
AVERAGE 14.1i0ER OrCHILDREN SERVED 131 STATE

1u1 71 J41:11.11_, July 1973
re-e- 11 rimog

i5 tes ADA sites ARA sites ADA
(note a)

163 24,376, 85. 12,702

26 2,765 44 5,527 -1-
f. -9 1.890 20 3,831

354 41,072 1,009 115.564
33 5,130 .17 1.950
21 1,195 42 5,149

119 14 , 4,698

165 43,353 130
271 43,195 273
164 103,545 '221

8
22 i ,477 3

428 67,272 587
69 5.662 84
12 850 14
28 1 165 66

111 14,625 110
128 32,247 194

81 8,655 24
210 31..275 210

21 6,681 .4`85
305 45,251 .336
49 6767
36 10,.

82
613 47

162 23.775 320
13 1.034 , 5
18 2,901 17

7 -003
1 731 5

192 28,277 468
9 ' 5,213 10

528 . 169,250 2,258
81 27,700 175

4 .360 5
251 31,612 328

93 13.879 120
34 5,558 90

305 46.415 440
29 2,860 45

179 39,470 251
21 1.279 23

194 51.167 315
255 60,400 375

19 801 11
4 148-

255, 37,663 130
100 7,358 40 6.19

26 6,013 11, 2,236
48 7,224 59 7;490
9 611 4 216

6,556 1,904 5%973
t 302

ei long

sites ADA

_
187 21,969 209 30,993

10' 1,422 30 3,1 44

1 01.6 1 12
5,662 65 7,799
4757 1.112 .179,420

21 3,698 2.6______1160_,
78 L 10,471 129 23,809
45 sow 6 ,,9,023

38,531 185 28,726
35,054 306 -43,993
55,363' 525 69,350
1,163 10 1,445

80 1 8
71,054 766 98.000.*
9,394 168 10,444
1,150 41, 910
2,648 13 1,337

13.305 151 11,135
25,094 195 26.656
2.355 11 610

31,116 247 29,892
14,000 142 20.043
50,767 '655 87,486
13.965 38 11,544
8,876 .71 2,690

34,151 225 22.831
512 3 272

3.439 C 353
r 15 1,467

1,032 1 17
66.812 517 55.130
4,257 51 5.214

423.375 2,009 "507,676
25,614 434 44,555

805 8 699
49,449 250 41,463
13,658 73 5,936
6.396 95 5,733

63,008 505 51,459
3,351 20 1,336

34,057 260 34,875
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STATE EDUCATIONAL AGE:i4c1I;$',Atio spolisORs 7"

1 VISITED DURIbiG OpRIRIPVDESi -
-- , . . .

. ,

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENtOe EDUCATAONI-:--- -,
4 , - ,f

County of Los Angeles Dep'artment
. :and Recreation ii,

ILLINOIS OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENAAT,,OF PUBLIC e :- . ;.

i
, ,. _,_ ......,- \ ,

INSTRUCTION . ;- - -- . ' i

City of Chicago, Department'0 111unn.

Resources
, .- ;ft i --

;,
,

. } . . 1 :

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
City of Detroit, Depaiment.. o-f- thiaith le, : 1j..,,=-- - ,

!. NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION-2. .7 i

, City of Newa:k, Department of 'Health and
-Welfare ..-

I ,

NEW YORK STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT '
Hassidic Corporation for 'Urban COncerns,, -:ti ,

New York City
.

AO .. 1
PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF EDII,CATION---,.

Philadelphia Department of Recreation
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APPENDIX IV

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE

Mr. Henry Eschwega, Director
Resources and Economic Development DiviSion
United States General Accounting Office

Dear Mr. Eachwege:

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20250

'JAN 31'1975

,

Basically we agree with the andings and recommendations contained
in the draft of yoe.. Report to-the Congress of the United States on
the Effectiveness and Administration of the Special Summer Food
Service Program for Children.

We recognize that there have been administrative and operational
problems with dna summer program. However, our review and evaluation,
efforts in the field have helped us identify problems at the Federal:
State and local levels. The operating experience has been useful in
improving the overall adminiatration.and effectiveness of the program.

We.have found that many eligible sponsors experience difficulty in
obtaining adequate fOilitiee and manpower to effectively operate the
program. The lack of staff has created numerous problems in super-
visingand monitoring the program at the site and sponsor level.
Because of the lack of food production facilitiep, it is necessary
for many sponsors to depend on the services of commercial facilities
in-order to operate a program. Although these problems ate not
limited to major cities, our evaluation efforta.have pointed out that
they are more pronounced in metropolitan areas. The subject report
reflects` these coeclusiona since it primarily focuses on nix programs
located in such areas.

Our efforts to owed° and improve the adainiotration of the Summer
Special Food Service Prograi have included: (1) improved review and
monitoring efforts at the Federal and State levels, (2) regulatory
eLanges, (3) improvod guidance materials to local sponsors and (4)
increased State:administrative fending.

(1) Imeroved Review and MonitorinKIMEts

Federal - Program operating experience has shown the need to
improve our monitoring efforts in the field. Therefore, in 1973 and
1974, the Agency embarked on 'a project of providing - sponsors with
assistance from our staff, in addition' to involvement by our Regions
and States. Our personnel assiated in helping sponsors plan,,organito
and operate summer programs.
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State - Although it has been necessary for Staten to direcf major

efforts to areas with the largest concentration of children who qualify

for the program, efforts have been directed to smaller communities and

rural areas. Available data for the 1974 program verifies this fact.
Nationally, 44 percent of the 1,075 sponsors had only oue site and an

additional 31 percent of the sponsors had 10 or lass sites. The

majority of these sponsors were located in rural areas.

(2) Regulatory Changes

Numerous changes have been made which, we feel have helped to

improve the overall administration of the'program (i.e., changes in
meal requirements, the provision for allowing sponsors up to 6 cents,

for administrative costs and specific monitoring objectives).

(3) Improved Guidance Materials to Sponsors and Sites

A major effort has been made to.develop comprehensive materials for

sponsors and'afted. The guidance materials developed for this.past

summer provhid ?sponeors with in-depth assistance in planning the program,

selecting sites, setting up the administrative operation, training,'site,

operations and record-keeping.

(4) Increased State Administrative Ehtnang

Through our efforts to upgrade the adminiStration of the Spatial

Summer Food Service Program we have realized the need to increase State

admieistrative funding and this was reflected in our fiscal year 1975

budget request. The recently enacted Agricultural Appropriations Act

proVides for an increase of over three million dollars kn State

Administrative Expense funds. We believe this additional funding will
assist States in improving the management efforts relpted to the Special

Summer Food Service Program.

The report indicated that during the 1973-74 school year, 8.8 millioni

needy children received free or reduced price meals under the National
_School Lunch Program, whereas the 1973 Special, Stammer Food Service
Program served meals to a daily average of 1.5 Million children. Due

to the differences between the authorizing legislation for the two.
programs, we do not believe such comparisons are entirely valid.

Assistance under the National School Lunch Program is directed to the
individual child in any public or nonprofit school desiring to partici
pate. Assistance under the Summer Specie). Food Service Program is
directed to nonresidental child tare centers that servo childred from
areas with poor economic conditions and froM areas with high concentrations
of working mothers. Once they have been-approved, child care centers

4..

39 49

ti

kr



APPENDIX IV

t Henry-Eschwege

receive Federal assistance for the overall feeding prograM rather than

on the basis of individual children. As a reuult, many ,children

eligible for frge 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 authdrizing legislation for the Special Food Service Program
outlines responsibilities of the sponsor to ensure that needy children
receive 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 Service is sympathetic to the philos-
ophy of not providing meals free to non-needy children. In this
context we have spent considerable time and effort in'attempting to
assist State agencies and local sponsors in developing acceptable
methods,to identify and collect noisy from these Children. However,
evaluations have shown that this ha, not been suaceesfut. This is
primarily due to the organization, structure and short duration of
the summer program. Therefore, in order to ensure that the Summer
Special Food Service Program baeically serves needy children.and.is
located in eligible target areas, we have concentrated on program
planning and the selection of sites located in such areas.

Unlike the National School LUnch Program legislation, the Special Food
Service Program legislation does not provide for varied levels of
assistance as between needy and non-needy children; rather, it provides
for assistance to individual food service programs. In implementlng
this program, sponsors receive reimbursement nt the Bute level, or a
percentage.thereof for meals served,.to all Children. In especially
needy programs, incase (including children's payments) is considered in
establishing reimbursement levels.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on your report of the
effectiveness and administration of the Summer Special Food Service
Program for Children.

Sincerely,
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