JULY 28, 1970

Commi gsioner Morris Hursh Assistant Commissioner Axel L. Peterson
Department of Public Welfare Department of Corrections

5th Floor, Centennial Office Bullding Reom 310, State Office Bullding

8t, Paul, Minnesota 55101 ‘ S8t. Paul, Minneaota 55101

Dear Commissioner Hursgh: _ ‘ . Dear Commissioner Psterson:

This report has been prepared at the request of Mr. C. G. Chapado (Director of Administrative Services,
Department of Public Welfare).

In guggesting a study of actual, and a recommendation for desired, feeding levels in the institutions
Mr, Chapado asked only: '

"That the study be logical and the recommendation based on fact,."

It is hoped the material which follows meets that charge.

All resource material on which this presentation;is based is avallable upon request.

Yours truly,

7of3A%’jw3b



cc: Department of Administration - Commiésioner Brubacher, lr. LaVelle, Mr. Janisch

Department of Corrections ~ Commigsioner Keve, Mr. Melby

Department of Public Welfare Dr, Veil, Mr. Chapado, Mr. Peterson, Mr. Darling, Mrs. Karlins

Division of Procursment ~ Mr, Véssey, Mr, Donicht

House Appropriatlons Committee - Mr, Dﬁncan

Senate Finance Committee - i@ﬂansoﬂ

A1l DPY Institutions - Me&icél Director and Administrator

State of Wisconsin - Mrs, Keller and Mrs. Irwin



FRELUDE

In recent years the adequacy of the food appropriation has become a matter of increasing corncern. HRecent sharp
increases in the Cost of Living Index (and the resulting loss in purchasing power of the institution's food
dollar) have further sggravated a perplexing problem ahd served to highlight the need for a break with the

traditional method of providing funds for the provisions used in feeding residents.

It has been pointed out that the Veterans! Administration Hospital in Minneapolis is currently spending §l.15
per patient per day on food. The question has been asked: "Are the residents in Minnescta's institutions any

less deserving?" The question is legitimate and:deserves a better answer then "This is Legislative intent and

there is nothiﬁg further that can.be done."

Residents in Minnesotzt's institutions shounld not ‘be penalized simply because the cost of food increases. In
a period of increasing prices and under the present per capita (a fixed amount per resident per day) method
of determing the food appropriation, the institutions are forced to choose between reducing food quality, variety,

or quantity (or a combination thereof) to remain within that "Magic" figure - the food appropriation.
Averyone involved in the care and treatment of residents has an obligation to try and improve the system.

WE MAY NOT SUCCEED —~ BUT WE MUST TRY.



A_QUESTION

An open guestion to our Senators and Representatives:
"When you vote on the food appropriation (currently computed on a fixed amount psr
resident per day), are you asking the ingtitutions to establish and maintain a
specific level of feeding or meréLy to "Live Within" the provision appropriation

irrespective of the feeding level provided?"
A standardized level of feeding is not possible with the appropriation as it is now provided.

A contingent fund to provide supplemental funds, upon proper gertification by the Department of

Administration‘gﬁ increased prices and actual need, would permit the ingtitutions to establish, and

maintain, standardized levels of feeding whille retaining their gutonomy in preparing menus tailored

to the likes and dislikes of their residents.

Contingent funds specifically for the food account have been established by several of our sister

states.



PROJECT WISCONSIN - A SYNOPSIS

The following is a "summing-up" of steps taken and data recelved in search for information on resident

: -feeding levels in the various states:

1, In November of 1969 {at the request of DPW), the various institutions submitted information on the
actual level of feeding provided in fiscal 1968/69 and our estimate of need to maintain -that
level of feeding in fiscal 1969/70.

A, We reported a $0.842/, (per resident,per day) level of feeding for 1968/69 and noted that
during this period we had producéd our own milk and a considerable amount of beef.

B. We suggested a $0,75 (per resident per day) level of .feeding for fiscal 1969/70 and -added
the comment that while this was pot our desired level of feeding, it was probably the
highest level the Department of Administration eould approve.

C. Approval was received from the Department of Adwinistration for a §0,75 level of feeding
for the last six months of fiscal 1969/70 with the proviso the increased expenditures be
financed internally. Legislative intent for fiscal 1969/70 wes $0.70. This change pro-
vided a §0.725 level of feeding for fiscel 1969/70 (six months at $0.70 and six months

at $0.75).

2. While Legislative intent for fisecal 1970/71 is $0.71, we have permission from the Department.of
Administration to feed at $0.75. To my knowledge, the problem of financing has yet to be
resolved.

3., Information taken from the U.S.D.A. food price index provided the following data:

A, With 1959 &s a ‘base’ (100.0), the food price index for February of 1969 had increased
to 119.35 an increase of just over 19 points in a ten year period.

B. By February of 1970, the food price.index had increased to 130.6; an increase of 11.3
points in one year. Putting it another way, the food price index increased as much
in the twelve months from February 1669 to Febrvary 1970 as it had in the six year
period immediately preceeding February 1969.

C. This increase (in the Cost of Liviné Index) reduced the purchasing power of our food
buying dollar and, in effect, reduced the $0.70 authorized by the Legislature for
1969/70 to $0.6337 in purchasing ipower. -
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4. Information received from Mrs. Elizabeth|Brewer (Dietitian, Minnesota Coronary Survey, University
of Mimmesota) in her letter of March 31, 1970 provided raw food costs in other institutions

in Minnesotas
A. University of Minnesota Hospitals - Between $1.40 and $1.45 per day.
B, Veteran's Administration Hospital iniMinneapolis - $1.15 per day.

¢, Information from the American Hospital Associationts H.A.S. reports for the three
month period ending December 1969 follows: .

’ “_-—t‘i»l e

Twin Cities State National

Patient Food Service - D.C. per ieal 1.71 99 1.60
Food + Supplies - D.C. per Meal .81 54 .81
Meals Served Per Man Hour 2.36 2,43 2.50
Cafeteria - D.C. per Meal .31 W45 .76
Food + Supplies - D.G. per Meal «13 27 o5

Gafe Revenue per Mezsl j A8 w49 A

Cafe Meals Served Per Man Hour 6.20 7.39 6.89
Totzl Meals Served Per Man Hour . 3.1 3.34 3.34
Total Dietary D.C. per HMeal 1.27 1.15 1.27

Total Heals Served per Pt. Day - L4oh3 448 4;30
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Information has been gathered on:
A, The U.S.D.A. Cost of Living Index for food from 1949 through 1970.
B. The approved feeding level for residents in the institutions for the mentally i1l since 1949.

C. Appendix A provides the following informations
1., A graph plotting the CLI and approved feeding levels from 1949 through %%700
2. A chari showing the CLI by year, the approved feedirg level per fiscal a;d calendar year.
3o A cover sheet summarizing information found in Appendi:iAa

D. By extrapolation (assuming the proper relationship existed in 1949 between the UsS.D.A. Cost
of Living Index for food and the approved feeding. 1evel)9 we -arrive at an ﬁoptim,um" fsedlng
level of $0.938 for the calendar year of 1970. -

1. The approved level of feeding in calendar: 1970 fér institutions for the’ mentally inl
is %O 750

Agsuming the "optimum? level of feeding'was provided in 1949 when the CLI for food items was 100.0
and the approved level of feeding was $0.58 (in institutions for the mentally 311), we have

prepared Appendix B which showss

A; The difference between the approved level of feeding and the loptimum! level for each year
from 1949 through 1970 appears on Chart B and Graph B.

B, Recent adjustments in the approved level of feeding (from 68¢ to 70¢ to 75¢) have not been
sufficient to maintain the relationship which existed in 1968 when there wae a $0s 164
difference between the approved level of feeding and the toptimum’ level (the difference
for 1870, even at a $0.75 levelrof feeding, has increased to $0,188).

C. As pointed out in Item 5 = D, using this method the level of feeding which should be
provided (in the institutions for the mentally i11) in 1970 is $0.938.
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7. Information was gathered from the Departments of Corrections and Public Welfare on the average regident
population (in each of the various institutions) for each fiscal vear from 1945 through 1969. Full
detalls appear in Appendix C. Main points ares .

A. The Department of Corrections had their greatest average population (2,943) during the fiscal year
which ended June 30, 1959. Average population for the fiscal year which ended June 30, 1969 was

2,215,

B. The Department of Public Welfare had their greatest average population (16,961) during the fiscal
year which ended June 30, 1957. Average population in the fiscal year which ended June 30,1969

wag 10,330,

G. The two departments combined had thelr greatest average population (19,848) during the fiscal year
which ended June 30, 1959. Average population for the fiscal year whiclh ended June 30, 1269 was

12,545,

8, Exact data on overall expenditures for fodd in the Departments of Correction and Public Welfare from
1949 through 1969 was not available. An approximation of this expense was made by using the approved
level of feeding (sece Appendix B) and the actual resident population (see Appendix C). Full
particulars appear 1in Appendix D. Major points include:

A. In 1949 with an average resident populatior of 17,425 and an approved level of feeding of $0.58
total estimated expenditures for food were §3,688,872.

B. In 1969 with an average resident population of 12,545 and an sapproved level of feeding of §$0.69
total estimated expenditures for food were $3,159,458.

C. In this period total average resident population dropped by 4,880; total estimated expenditures
went down by $529,414 while the approved level of feeding increased from 58¢ to 694,

D. If the 'optimum! level of feeding (seec Appendix B) had been available by a ‘marrisge! in 1949 of
the approved level of feeding and the Cost of Living Index for food items the approved level
of feeding for 1969 would have been $0.883 (rather than $0.69) and overall cxpenditures for
food in all Correctional and DPW institutions would have been increased by $883,732.
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9. In the material offered to date, the approved level of feeding in institutions for the mentally
i1l has been used, The same feeding level is not used at all DPW and Correctional institutions.

The following information has been taken from September 29, 1969 minutes of the State Humene

Practices Committee (page 3):

", o »Food Budgets

Miriam Karlins read a meme from Conrad Peterson in reply te her memo-for

information on the food budgets for the prisons,

He indicated that the ‘per

person per diem appropriation breakdown for the 1969-71 biennium allocated

to the Department of Corrsctions, is as follows:

1969-1970

Prison (Stillwater) . 774
Reformatory (St. Cloud) 75¢
Training School {Red Wing) 774
Sauk Center Ti¢
Campe 83¢
MRTC (Lino Lakes) ‘ 90¢

19701971

T8¢
76¢
78¢
73¢
8¢
91¢

FPer
Person

Per
Diem

¥rs, Karlins will follow through with the Department of Administration regarding

food costs. . o oM

For this reason, the charts and graphs presented are not exact.

The margin of error is not great and the basic points are valid,

This difference in approved feeding level will be -explored in further deteil later

in this presentation.

It should also be noted these figures represent Legislative intent and do not. reflect
thiigper capits increase authorized by the Depariment of Administratiom.



Page 6

10,

In April (of 1970) information was receilved on the "Meal Fattern System" in use by the State

A,

B,

of Wisconsin,

Corraspondence was initisted, and has continued, with Mrs, F. Keller, Chief -

Food Service Section, Division of Business Management, Department of Health and Social
Services, State of Wisconsin,

L copy of Mrs, Keller's (and Mrs, Irwints) article titled: "A Meal Pattern System

Coordinated For Different Institutions®; liovember 1, 1969 issue (Volume 43},
Hogpitals, J.A.HoA., pp 104-107 appears in Appendix E.

Mrs. Keller and Mrs. Irwin have sent a good deal of information on the "Wisconsin" feeding

1

3.

o

system; the steps taken to finalize the presentation which wes made to, and accepted by,
the 1969 session of the Wisconsin legislature; the system of checks and balances they
ars using; the problems encountered in implementation, and their pleasure -in a systen
vhich enables a2ll institutions to provide a specific level of feeding irrespective: of

variations in the price of food,

Copies of their letters of April 7th, 23rd, and 28th, and of May 12th and 18th appear
in Appendix F. There are other letters but these five are representative,

Only a small portion of the information received from Wiscongin has been distributed
in the nine (9) "Project Wiseconsin® memos which have been mailed to keep 2ll parties

up-to-date.
A1l material received from Wisconsin, gathered from other sources, ascertaired from
polling other states;, and computed from this data will be turned over to the person

vou designate to fcarry' this study forward to the final presentatior to the Depart-
ment of Administration, and,iif accepted there, to the Legislature.

It should be understood this paper needs a great deal of additional work bsfore such
a presentation can be made,



Yare

11, With your permission an invitation was éxtended to, and accepted by, Mrs, Keller, Mrs. Irwin,
and Hr, ¥, Lay (Budget Analyst, Department of Administration, State of Wisconsin) to come
to St. Paul on Monday, May 4th to provide additional information on the Wisconsin model

meal plan.

Ao Representatives from the Departmeﬂtsof Administration, Corrections, Public Welfare, the
Divigion of Procurement, the Sénate Finance Committee, the House Appropriation Committee,
the Minnesota Coronary Survey (Unlver31ty of M¢nnesota), the State Humane Practices
Committee, and Dietitians, Chidf Cooks, Accounting Officers, and Business Managers
from various welfare institutidns attended that meeting.,

B, While the representation was wide the group was kept relatively amall to serve as a "core!
whose job was to evaluate the information received and take back what they learned to
their respective departments.

Ce The meeting lasted for approximately five hours and a comprehensive overview of the
Wisconsin model meal plan was obtained.

B. One report distributed at this meeting was titled "Information Report - Meal Pattern Progress".,
This report, dated September 1969, suwmmarizes Wisconsin's progress in implementing their
new feeding plan. 4 copy of the report appears in Appendix G.

12. With appologies in advance to Mrs, Ke]ler and Mrs, Irwvin for errors of commission and/or omission,
the following condensation of the "Wisconsin® mesl patiern sys%em is offered:

4, The recommendations of the USDA family food plan for moderate diels serves as a basis for
the plan.

1, Budgetary limitations during the Legislative process resulted in adoptatlon of a feeding
level which wms 75% of the USDi moderate diet.

2. Wisconsin has reduced the sex/nge groups used by the USDA to siz., PFartieulars on
Wisconzin's sex/age groups appear in lirs. Keller and Irwin's article {(seo Appendix E),

3+ Demographic data 1s gabthered on each institution within their system to arrive at the
muber of residents in each sex/hoe group by instituition.
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12.

A,

To

8.

9.

10,

11.

This informstion and data 1s used in arriving at the Central Office "Model Menu
which provides the dollar figure required to feed each sex/age group at 75%
of USDA moderate level,

The naed for speclal diets (and a computed cost for these diets), is built into
each ingtitution's projected budget.

The Central Office "Model Menu! serves as a guide for the insgtitutions as it
egtablishes basiec nutritional levels and maximum dollar levels.

Bach institution formulates théir own menu for the budget pericd, taking into
consideration patient preferences and special needs within their institution.

The "institution's" memu is returned to Mrs. Keller for comparision with the
Central Office "Model Menu", The ingtitution's proposed menu must equal or
exceed the "Model Menu" nutritionally and it must not exceed the Central
Office "Model Memuls" projected cost,

Cnce accepted the institution 1s agsured of sufficient funds to maintain that level
of feeding throughout the ifiscal year,

A, The institutions are recullred to submlt periodic reports to assure the feeding
level (established by itheir own version of the model menu) has been, and
is being, maintained.

The Wisconsin Department of Administration serves as a "watchdog®™ on the contingent
fund establighed for reserve financing if food prices increase,

A, TFactual data must be proviided before additional funds are provided.
R
Through Wiscongin's EDP System a great deal of information is available to assist
Dietitiang andCooks in the institutions. Some of the information provided is:
Current portion cost of all food items per sex/age group; price information by
case/pound/ounce on all types of raw food purchased; print outs on the institu-
tionis cogts to date throughout the year; ete.

In short the institution must provide a level of feeding which meets an established
standard and stay within a fixed dollar limit gt the beginning of the budget
periods (Refer to 12-A-8 and 9) and is assured to being able to maintain that
level of feeding throughout the year no matter how sharply prices increase.
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13, A telephone call was placed to Mrs. Kelﬂ.er on Friday, July 17, 1970 to obtain up—to—date
information on the amount of financing required from the “Food Contingent Fund® for the
1969/70 fiscal year., That data follbws.

A, Tor the period from July 1, 1969 through June 30, 1970 $119,975 in supplc,meptal finanecing
from the "Food Contingent Fund" was provided so all ingtitutions could maintain tha
leval of feeding established atl the beginning of the fiscal year,

B. Harch, Aprml Hay and June of 1970 were the months when the most supplemental financing
was required from the "Food Contlngent Fund",

"G, During the 1969/70 fiscal year, $65 740 in surplus commoditeiecs were received.

D. lMrs. Keller has pronised to send their latest prices and additional information.
That informatlon will be forwar&ed to the person you designate,
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14, To obtain a "grassroolbs" report on how well the Wisconsin model meal plan actually worke we

B.

requested, and received, permission from Mrs, Keller for several Minnesota Dietitians and
Chief Cooks to visit their counterparts at various Wisconsin institutions.

On May 7th, the Dietitian and Chief Cook from Rochester State Hospital and the Chief Cook from
St. Peter State Hospital visited the Wisconein Chlld Center in Sparta and the Mendota State

Hogpital in Madison.

On May 8th, Dietitians from the University of Minnesota, Glen Lake State fanitorium, and 3t.
Peter State Hospital visited the Northern Wiscongin Colony and Training School in Chippewa

Falls,

These people were asked to file reports on their site visits. Copies of their comments appear
in Appendix H.

In geperal their cbservations were:

1. The Wisconsin model meal plan:works well in providing the necessary funds to feed at
specific nutritional levels without the Dietitians and Chief Cooks having to be

concerned with the impact:of increasing prices.

2. Since the Wisconsin model meal plan is not completely computerized there is a good deal
of paper work at the institutiomal level (in submitting reports) which the pecple who
made the slte visits hope:can be elininated if HMinnesota adopts a similar system.
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15, In the May 4th meeting (with Mrs, Keller, Mrs. Irwin, and Mr. Lay), it was pointed our there is a
difference in purchasing methods between the States of Wisconsin and Minnesota, A question was
rasied regarding the validity of comparing Wisconsin's food costs with food eosts in Minnesota
if we were to adopt a similar program. In an attempt to answer this question, Appendix I was
prepared and offers the following information:

A, A February 1970 print out of Wisconsin food prices was received from Mrs. Keller.

B. We selected 103 comparable items purchased by St. Peter State Hospital during the
same period;, noted the unit price, and purchase order number.

C. The tabulated information (which appears in Appendix I) indicates Minnesota paid
approximately 8% more for these 103 items than Wisconsin did,

1. The finding is invalid to an unknown degree since we did not have
quantity figures so a 'weighted' presentation could be prepared.

D. A factor which may contribute to the cost variations is a difference in quality
(i.e., grade) for similar items. Example: One state may purchase Grade B
canned goods while the other purchases Grade C.

E. It probably can be said there is no significant difference in food prices between
the two states,
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16. To provide the widest possible dissemination of the information which had been gathered,
presentations were made to:

A. A1l persomnel who atiended the fifth annual Humane Practice Institute at
Madden's on May &th.

B. Dietitians, Chief- Cooks, and representatives from the Department of Corrections
who attended the-State Dietary Meeting held in Cambridge on May 19th.

A copy of the minutes of this meebing can be found in Appendix J.

C. Accounting Officers, Buginess Managers and representatives from the Department
of Publiec Welfare who attended: the Ah-Gwah-Ching meelting on May 2lst.

D. The following is the writer's summarization of comments in these meetings:

l.

Increases in the daily food allowance have not kept pace with
increases in the price of food. While the disparity has become
more evident in the pasti 18 months, the fact is that our fesding
program has been deteriorating since 1956. (See Appendix 4).

The attitude that “Legislative Totent" is engraved on tablets
of dione should be as dead as the dodo bird. We are paid to
administer - and sound administration calls for disclosure of
practices which are not in the best interests of the State or
the residents we serve. This isg the writer's opinion sc don't
blame anyone else. '

The present gystem of establishing a fixed rate per patient per
day for food places undue emphasis on ghtaylng within fixed dollar
limits., In a pericd of Sharply incressing prices, staying within
the dollar limit is easy - as long as we can close our eyes to the
memi being offersd to thé residents.

A. Reality says we will always have budget limits; but Limits
without an "escape valve" in the period eoxperienced in the
past eighteen (18) months calls for a gseries of choices -
gome bad - othersiworse,
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16.

b

8.

There was widespread agreement the food contingent fund established
by Wisconsin was an excellent idea and Mimnesota should congider
establishing a similar fund.

A. JDveryone understands rigid controls on such a fund would
be necessary 'and ideally the fund would be under the
jurisdiction of a body such as the Legislative Advisory
Committee.

There was widespread agreement with the concept of 'tying! the institu-
tions' food budgels to. a nstionally accepted standard sueh ag the
U.5.D.A. Family Food FPlan.

A. This approach provides a system which should satisfy the
institutions, ! the various Departments, snd the Legis-
lature as a clearly definable method of arriving at an
appropriation! for provisions which will keep abreast
with changeg in the cost of liwving.

Considerable concern was expressed over the numerous reports required
from Wisconsin institutions (see Item 14-D-2); the feeling being
that Dietitians and Chief Coocks would be spending more of their
time making out reports than they could devote to basic duties.

Concern wag also expressed over the poésible loss of antonomy in
preparing their memus by the Dietitlans and Chief Cooks.

In short, the feeling seemed %o be: "Sounds. great! Let's go for a
glmilar system which provides flexibility, aubonomy, sufficient
funds to maintain a standard level of feeding and keeps additional
paperwork to a minimum."
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17. The Dietitians and Chief Cooks who attended the Cambridge meeting asked to complete a ten
item "Provisions Allowance Questiomnaire®, A copy of that questionnaire will be found

in Appendix K.

4, Question six (6) reads:

"The Legislative appropriation for this biennium calls for a 70¢ level of
feeding in 1969/70 (75¢ the last six months by Department of Adninistration
directive if we can finance that level) and 7l¢ for 1970/71 (75¢ if we can

finance it}

Assume we will be permitted to feed at the 75¢ level for the period from
Jamary 1, 1970 through June 30, 1971 and the necesgsary additional funds

will be provided.

Now - please indicate the per capita rate you feel ls necessary for each
year of the 1971/73 biennium to provide a nutritionally sound diet which
would permit the guality, quantity, and variety you would like to provide.

For 1971/72

For 1972/73

Rewarkss U

B. Of the 22 replies received for 1971/72 the lowest request was for $0.85, the highest
was for $L.10, and the average wdsg $0.9254,

C. Of the 22 replies received for 1972/73 the lowest request was for $0.85, the highest
was for $1.30, and the average was $1.011.

D. Many replies indicated the need for a contingent fund to provide supplemental financing
if food prices inecreage during the biennium.,



Page 15

17, E. The questionngires have been- retaineﬁ and are available for further study. They contain many

thounghtful comments and suggestibna firom the group who possess first hand knowledge on
the feeding level being provided, and the impact of inereasing prices on “on the diet we

are able to provide,

F., Question four. reads:

“Reality pays that we all must be concerned with costs. As Dietitians and Chief Cooks

your primary concern should be with nutritional levels (ineluding quality, appearance,
. and. quaniity of the food we offar) and your secondary concern should: be cost, Do

you feel the present per capitanrate permits you to keep these ih the proper order?

. Elaborate."
1, The following reply is represeﬂhtive of the comments received:

"No, Cost is now our primary concern, then how we can spend it in the wlseat way.
If we can satisfy basic nutritional demands we then consider a few items to provide

variety or improve the quality of the diet."
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18,

The Aceounting Officers end Busineass Managers who attended. the Ah=Gwah-Ching Meeting were asked
to complete gquestion six (6) of the i"Provisions Allowance Questionnalre" (see Appendix K

and-item 17).

A. In response to the question: ",,.Please indieate the per capita rate you feel is nec-
essary-for- each year-of the 1991/73 biennium,..". the following information was. received:

1. Of the 21 replies received:for 1971/72 the lowest request was for $0. 855 the hlgh-
eat waa for $1.25, and the aversge was-$0.978.

2., Of the 21 replies received :for 1972/73 the lowest request was for $6087, the high-
est was for $1.35; and the average was $1.04.

B. DNearly every reply indicated a immediate need for a contingent fund to provide supplemental
finaneing in food prises increass.
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19. Information was recelved from Wisconsin which compared the cost of the Wiscensin feeding

Ao

plan with similar plans in other states. That information appears in Appendix L.
Pemmsylvania - for 1966/67 - lowest cost per day reported - $0,.7698; highest - $1.87.
California - for 1968 - lowest cost per day reported - $0.7445; highest - $1.10.
Ohio -~ for 1968 - lowest cost per day reported - $0.96; highest - $1.743.

Ohio - for 1969 - lowest cost per day reported - $0.927; highest - $2.208.

The type of institutlions Ohic has reported on appeaf to be sinilar to Gillette
Children's Hospital.
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20. A "OUT-STATE PROVISION ALLOWANCE QUESTIGNNAIREY wag prepared and sent to the Budget Director
(Department of Administration) in each of the other 48 states. Wisconsin was excluded
from the survey as we have information on their feeding program. 4 copy of the questionnaire
appears in Appendix M.

A. Replies were received from 33 stdites and are still coming in,

B. All replies have been retained -ialong with the supporiting material which accompanied
many of the answers.

21l. fThe following information has been gleaned from the questionnaires which were returned.

Institutiong For The Menitally Retarded {See Appendix N)

A. 23 states reporting. Massachusefte and Colorado's replies were received after the
chart was typed and their information was added to the bottom of the report with
out reranking previously typed materisl. '

1. 1967/68 - 18 states reporting - 9 were feeding at a higher rate than Minnesots.
High daily rate - $1.39; low - $0.37; Minnesota - $0.68.

2, 1968/69 - 20 gstates reporting ~ 13 were feeding at a higher rate than Minnesota.
High daily rate = $1.51; low - $0.38; Mimnesota - $0.68.

3. We overlooked including a question sbout institutional farm operatlons. This
item may be a significant| factor in several states who have reported daily
food expenditures which arve lower than other states.

Institutions For The Mentally T11 (See Appendix 0)

B. 33 states reporting. Colorado's reply was received on July 16th and added to the
bottom of the report without veranking previougly typed material.

1, 1967/68 - 26 states reporting - 12 were feeding at a higher rate than Minnesota,
High daily rate - $2.17; low - $0,48; Minnesota $0.68.

2., 1968/69 - 30 states reporting - 18 were feeding at a higher rate than Mimmesota,
High daily rate ~ $2.303 low - $0.52; Minnesota $0.68,

3¢ We overlooked including a question about institutional farm operations. This item
nay be a sigpificant factor in several states who have reported daily food
expenditures which are lower than other states.
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Correctional Institutions (See Appendix P)

C. 27 states reporting., Colorado's réplj vas received on July 16th and added to the bottom of
the report without reranking previeusly typed materiesl.

1, 1967/68 -~ 22 states reporting - iO vere feeding at a higher rate than Minnesota. High
daily rate -~ $1.50; low - $0.29; Mimmesota - $0.73. -

2, 1968/69 - 23 states reporting - 13 were feeding at & higher rate than Minnesota. High
daily rate - $1.50; low - §0.32; Minnesota - $0.73,

3. Ve overlooked including a question ebout institutional farm operations. This item nay
be a significant factor in several states who have reported daily food expenditures
vhich ars lower than other states.

Touth Facilities (Soce Appendix Q)

D. 22 gtates reporting. Colorado's reply was rsceived on July 16th and added to the bottom of
the report without reranking previoudly typed material.

1. 1967/68 - 17 states raporting - 10 were feeding at a higher rate then Minnescia. High
daily rate - $1.40; lou - $0.53; Minnesota - $0.79.

2. 1968/69 - 19 states reporting - 11 were feeding at a higher rate than Mimnesots. High
daily rate ~ $1.88; lov ~ $0.51; Minnesota - $0.79.

3. We overlooked including a question about institutional farm operations. This item may

be a significant factor in several states who have reported daily food expenditures
which are lower than other states.

PR R e e A R R SR, i

E. Information was also received on the daily food costs in hospitels for Alcoholic Rehabilitation,
Cerebral Palsy, Chronic Disease, Crippled Children, Nursing Homes, Charity Hospitals,
Diagnostic Centers, Residential Centers, Recelving Hospitals, Schools for the Deaf & Blind,
Soldiers Homes, Social Service Instﬁtutions, and T. B. Sanatoriums.

1. lio attempt at ranking has been made,
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22, Information wes requested, and received, from the Department of Public Welfare on the sex-age
distribution of "In-Hospital" residentd as of February 28, 1970. A copy of that report
appears in Appendix S.
A, From the basic information we caliculated:
1, Overall totals for each sex/ags group.
Distribution of males and females witirvn sach sex/age group ~ by number
2. The percentage of total pOpu&ation~£or-e&ch”snx/tgs-group¢

&, Percentage distribution by age group to the overall group
total for both males gnd famalesa

B. Percentage distribution of males and females within each
age group.

23, From the information mentioned in Item 22 (Appendix S) we then calculsted by institution the
foliowing information: 7 .

A. Overall totals for each sex/age group.
B. The percentage of total populatioh for esach sex/age group.

1. Percentage distribution by age group to the overall group total for both
males and females,

2, Percentage distribution ¢f males and females within each age group.

. These calculations provided population characteristics by sex/age group for each
DPW institution as of February!28, 1970,

D. Details for each institution appeir in Appendix T,

24, We keceived from the Department of Public Welfare ea%im&tad resident populations for each
institution for the 1971/73 biennium. A copy of that informstion appears in Appendix Y,

4. Since these are preliminary estimites there may be several changes befors the
final presentation is made.
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25. Using information from items 23 & 24 (and Appondicies S & U) we calculated anticipsted
resident populations, bu DPW sex/age groups, for sach institution in the Department of
Fublic Welfare for the years 1971/72 and 1972/73. This information appears in ippendix V.

fe These projections are based on the eassumptlion the population 'make-up® within institutions
will not differ significantly from actual population characteristics revealed by Appendix T.

- 26, Information was requested, and received, from the Department of Corrections on the population
in their institutions, information on' the age of the residents, and projectsd populations
for the 1971/73 biemnium. This inforwation can bLe found in Appendix W.

27, ‘The deta in item 26 (Appendix W) was received in a form which necessitated paicantage eslenletion
of the sex/age distributions. This information appesrs in Appendix X, i

28, Using information from items 26 & 27 (and Appendices VW & X), we calculated anticipated resident
populations for the Department of Corrections for the 1971/73 biennium using USDA sex/age
groups. Those projections appear in Appendix Y.
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29.

A new approach to the daily appropriation for residentisl feeding shounld:

A,
B
C.

D

Go

Be logical end based on fact.

‘Be uniform in application so it is fair to all.

Be bazsed on nationally vecognized nutritional standards.

Be sufficiently flexible to cover dpecial situations and provide local autonomy in
formulating menus teilored to institutional likes and dislikes.

Provide for readily accecslble data on:
l, Changes in the cost of living.
2, Populetion changes in the institutions.

3 Information on the lavel of feéding actually provided compared with sstablished
standards.

Contaln reserve financing so the established standard of feeding can be maintained if food
prices increase.

l, Safeguards so the raserve finahcing can be used only on -certification Ly the
eppropriate state agency that the funds are neoded.

2e & roeporting mechanism which is; sufficiently responsilve so 'reserve' funds can ba
provided as needed during the fiscal year.

Provide all of the above with an abéolute minimm of additional paper work.
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30. The Consumer and Food Economics Research Division, Agricultural Research Service, Unlted
States Department of Agriculture, periodically issues a report titled:

"Cost of Food at Home, Estimated for Fpod Plang al Three Cogst Levelgs"

4 copy of the report for March, 1970 - CFE (Adm.) - 256 - can be found in Appendix Z.

It is suggested this report serve ap a base point in determining future residential
feeding levels for all of Minnesota's institutions.

1. Use of this report would satisfy conditions 4 (Be logical and based on fact); B
(Be uniform in application o it is fair to all); and C (Be based on nationally
recognized nutritional standards) of item 29 which set forth conditions to be
met in establishing a new approach for residentisl feeding standsrds.

31, The USDA report uses 20 sex/age groups. Takine into consideration the population characteristics
brought out in items 23 and 27 and Appendices T ind X; and for convenlence, we are suggesting
the sex/age groups be reduced to six (6) as fcllows:

A. Group One - Zero through five yvears, girls and boys.
1, USDA Groups: Children - under 1 year, 1-3, and 3-6

B. Group Two - Six through eleven years, rirls and boys.
1. USDA Groups: Children 6-9, girls 9-12, boys 9-12

€. Group Three - Twelve through nineteen years, girls.
" 1. USDA Groups: Girls 12-15 and 15-20

D. Group Four - Twelve through nineteen years, boys.
1. USDA Groups: Boys 12-15 and 15-20

E. Group Five - Twenty years and over, women,
1. USDA Groups: Women 20-35, 35-55, 55~75, 75 and over

F. Group Six - Twenty years and over, men.
1l. USDA Groups: Men 20-35, 35-55, 55-75, 75 and over
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32, We then computed the daily food cost by sex/age group for each of the three cost levels
shown in the March 1970 report "Cost of Food at Home, Estimated for Food Plans at
Three Cost Levels" (See Appendix Z).
A, Calculations can be found in Appendix: AA.

B. Computed costs for the Low Cost Plan were:

Group One = $0.5779
Group Two - L9253
Group Three = 1.0652
Group Four - 1.2324
Group Five -~ . 8699
Group Six = 1.0075

C. Computed Costs for the Moderate Cost Flan were:

Group One - $0.7338
Group Two = 1,1924
Group Three = 1,3655
Group Four -  1.5904
Group Five = 1,1134
Group Six - 1.3028

D. Computed Costs for the Liberal Plan were:

Group One $0.8631
Group Two =  1.4359
Group Three 1.6348
Group Four 1.9055
Group Five -  1.3383
Group Six 1.5883
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E. Appendix AB provides the information shown above on one table for ™At-A-Glance" comparison,

F. We are suggesting the Moderate Cost Plan serve as the point from which all food computations
be made.
G. The information contained in this department of Agriculture report is released periodically

and it eould serve, either by itself, or in combination with the Cost-Of-Living Index,
as a ‘check-point! so feeding standards sould be maintained and funds from reserve financing

(Food Contingent Fund) be provided as needed.
1. This would satisfy condition F set forth in Ttem-29:

WF: Contain reserve financing so the established standard of feeding can be
. maintained if food prices inerease.

1. Safegnards so the reserve financing can be used only on certification
by the appropriate state agency that the funds are needed.

2. A reporting mechanism ﬁhich is sufficiently responsive so Ireserve!
funds can be provided as needed during the fiseal year."

H. TUse of this USPA report would also satisfy:
l. Item 29 = Ds
"Be based on nationally-reéognizeé mitritional standards."
2. JItem 29 = E:
YProvide for readily accessible data on:

1. Changes in the cost of living, - . "
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33.

Item 25 reads in part:

"using information from items 23 & 24 (and Appendices S & U) we calculated anticipated
resident populations, by DPW sex/age groups, for each institution in the Department
of Public Welfare for the years 1971/72 and 1972/73. This information appears in
Appendix V.,"

An item 31 we proposed six sex/age groups rather than those used by the Department of
Public Welfare in their statistical presentation as shown in Appendix V.

To convert the projections contained in Appendix V to the proposed six sex/age groups
(see item 31) it was necessary to prepare Appendix AC.

Appendix AC serves as our "model" showing projected resident population by institution
(as estimated by the Department of Public Welfare) and our projections of the population
characteristics.

The information contained in Appendix AC will be used in all cost projections made from
this point forward.
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34. Utilizing the dollar informaiion found in Appendix Ad for the Moderste Cost Plan
and
the projected populations for each Depariment of Public YWelfare ingiitution, by the
six sex/age groups Ffaind in Appendix .iCiwe combined thisc information to arrive at
the actual request for food monies for the 1971/73.

Detailed computations appear in Appendix AD.

i, Swmarizing the information from Appendix AD we show the following per
resident per day food needs for each DPW institution:

Averaged Food Cogt
Per Regident

Ingtitution Per Day
Ah-Guah~Ching $1,186 hoth years
Anoka 1.237 both years
Brainerd 1,282 both years
Cambridge/Lake Owasse 1.288 both years
Faribault 1.284 Dboth years
Fergus Falls 1.232 both years
Gillette ‘ 1.203 both years
Glen Lake/Oal Terracc 1.182 both years SEE APPIRDIX
Hastings 1.236 both years  AD FOR COM-
HMooge Lake 1.229 both years  PUTATIONS
Rochesgter 1.235 1871/72
1.236 1972/73
3t, Peter (SPSH/AMV3AC/MSH) 1.254 both years
Willmar 1.253 Dboth years

B. Calculationsg are on ldarch 12970 food costs - and would have to be adjusted in the
manner previcusly described if prices increase or decrease during the blennium.
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35. Utilizing the dollar information found in Appendix A4 for the lloderate Cost Plan

and

the projected populations for each Department of Correction institution, by
six sex/age groups found in Appendix AC we combined this information
to arrive at the actual request for food monies for 1971/73.

Detailed computations appear in Appendix AL,

A. Summarizing the information from Appendix AE we show the following per resident per day
food needs for each Correctional institution:

Averaged Food Cost
Per Resident
Institution Per Day

Mimnnesota Correctlonal Institution for

Women $1.122 both years
Minnesota Home School 1.422 both years
Minnesota Reception~Diggnostic Center  1.432 both years

Minnesota Reception~Dlagnostic Center-

B Building 1.502 both years
Minnesota State Prison 1.329 both years
ote Croix Camp 1.550 both years SEE APPEZNDIX AE FOR
State Reformatory for Men 1.350 both years COMPUTATIONS
State Training School 1.505 both years
Thigtledev Forestry Camp 1.441 both years
Willow River Camp 1.366 both years

B. Calculations are on lMarch 1970 food codts - and would have to be adjusted in the
manner previously described if prices increase or decrease during the blennium.
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36. The daily food cost for employees taking“mealﬁ would be computed in the same manner:

37.

A, Nearly all employees would fall into Group Five (Women, 20 and over) and Group Six
(Men, 20 and over)}.

B, Daily rates from the Moderate Cost Plan {(page 25, Item 32-C) for Groups Five and Six
would be used in arriving at the amount required for each. employes.

C. If the employee is taking less than full;maintenance the appropriate adjustment would
be made in determining the food ecoat,-

Employee maintenance charges are due for revision,

A. The Department of Public Welfare Institutions Poliey Manual (item 7447) indicates
maintenance charges were last revisedMarch 1, 1962.

B. It is suggesated that maintenance charges be reviewed and updated to reflect current
costs.
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38. Some problem aréas exist:

As 1 Traditional' relationships will be affected:

1, TItem nine (page five) points out differences which exist in the present per
person per diem food appropriation for various institutions.

2. Application of the eriteria set forth in this proposal will provide an in-
crease in the per person per diem food approptiation for every instltution.

3. However, a certain amount ofi'compression‘ will take place and the percentage
of increase will not be the same for every institution.

4o Those ingtitutions presently;receiving the higher per person per diem food
appropristions will find other institutions catching up, and in some cases
surpasgsing, their 'new' per person per diem rate.

5, Item twenty-nine (page twenty-two) reads in part:

"A new approach to the d#ily appropriation for residentisl feeding should:
A, Be logical and based on fact.
B. Be uniform in application so it is fair to all.
C. Be based on naﬁionally recognized mitritional standards. . . ."
A. This approach appears to be logical, based on fact and nationally recognized
mitritional standards, and, as pregented, is uniform in applicatbn. Those
ingtitutions now receiving the higher per person per diem food appropria-

tion may question tHe fairmess of the result.

B, It is recommended this matter be referred to the Dietitian Supervisor for
review and further study if necegsary.

C. Wisconsin faced this prcdblem snd schieved concensus before making their
presentation to the Legislature.
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B.

c.

Marea! price differences.:

1.

2.

3.

4.

There are distinct differences .in the delivered price of food items such as milk and
fresh fruits and vegetables depending on the location of the institutions.

The present system thus createé an anomaly in that it permits those institutions who
receive favorable milk and/dr fresh fruit end vegetable bids to feed at & higher
level than those institutions who must pay higher prices for thesp items.

Wisconsin built an adjusting fdctor into their system to compensate for this price
differential. It is recommended a similar adjusting factor become an integral part
of the Minnesota program.

This maftéf should be referred to the Dietitian Supervisor for gpecific recommendations.

Special Diets.

1.

To‘this'ﬁoint all residents in 'the six sex/gge grodpé have been shown needing the same
diet. There is a continuing need for 'special' diets (i.e., bland, soft, low fat,
gsalt free, ete.). Financing must be provided for the added cost of these diets.

Historical experience will provide a benchmark in determing the number and type of
gpecial diets in use. An adjusting mechanism must be provided to compensate for
sharp changes in the numberfof diets in use during the fiacal year.

The cost of all special diets ﬂn common use:cankbe détermined by the Dietitian
Supervisor by using price information from the "Cost of Food at Home, Estimated
for Food Plans at Three Cost Levels" (see appendix Z).

Each institution would use the ispecial diet costs for the appropriéte number of
residents in formulating their food budgets.

Wisconsin uses a similar approsach and it appears to be working well.
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D. Computerlization

1. It has been said computers can help so&VB your problems if they are mathematleal, If they
are repetitive, if they involve volumes of work, and if immediate answers are required.

2. Using computers as tools in food managament is discussed in the following articles:

A. Gomputer Recipes In Quantity Food Production, April 16, 1967, Volume 41, HOGBITALS,
L Jm& B-Ao s

B. 0On Food Management -~ Computers Fiend or Frlend?, FOOD MANAGEMENT
C. Mathematlcs 'N Menus, April 1967, FOOD MANAGEMERYS.

D. How Hogpitalg Share Computers, April 1967, FOOD MANAGEMENT; reports on such a system
in Minnesots :

E. Computer-Assisted Menu Planning Provides Control of Food Service, Augnst 16, 1969,
Volume 43, HOSPITAL, J.A.H.A.

F. Portion Control Saves Money and Labar, August 16, 1969, Volume 43, HOSPITALS, J.A.H.A.

G. Forecagting Production Demand In The Distary Department, September 16, 1969, HOSPITALS,
JoA.Holo

Ho Recipe And Ingredient Control by Computer, September 16, 1969, HOSPITALS, J.A.H.A.

I. Copies of these articles have not been included. The srticles provide information on
uges of the computer in large scale feedlng systems and the advantsges which can be
realized by a judicious blend of man and machine,

J. Computerg should be used to the extent they provide supplemental data without taking the
food gervice personnel awsy from their major responsibility in seelng that the residents

to meet local 1ikes and dislikes,
K. It is recommended this area be referred to the Dietielan Supervisor for further‘study;

T

recelve nutritionally adequate meals which are varied, tasteful, attractive, and designed < 3. . .

L R
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39. It is recommended a Dietitian Supervisor;be employesed to work for the Departments of Correctlon

A,

B.

C.
D.

E.

F,

G.

H,

and Public Welfare, Some of the dutiés of this person would be ito:

Smooth out 'rough edges' in this préposal hefore it is presented to the Department of Ad=-
ministration.

If the concept is acceptable (to the Department of Administration) continue refining, improving
and polishing the proposal until' it is ready for consideration by the Legislature,

Update all cost figures with 1atest?possible prices just prior to the Legislative presentation.
Study and recommend solutions to the problems pointed out in item 39.

Update food costs during the biennium to facilitate prompt certification of funds from the
Food Contingent Account if pricek increase.

Refine the proposal so it provides meximum local autonomy in formulating menus and a minimum
of additional paper work at the institutional level.

Serve as a consultant to Dietitians and Chlef Cooks in the institutions.
Study the desirability of 'convenience foods!:
1. A committee was formed in 1968 to study this matter. The committee is no longer active.
2. Preliminary findings seemed to indicate an overall savings could be realized if
sufficlient food monies were available for convenience foods. The savings would
come about through salary savings as an increased use of convenience foods re-

duced the mumber of food service persomnnel needed to 'turn out! meals.

3. If the funds noted in items 32, 34, and 35 become available, convenience foods could
again be considered and the use of these foods should be given further study.
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40. Item 29 (page 22) reads in part:
"A new approach to the daily appropriation for residential feeding should:
E. Provide for readily accessible data on: . . .

%. Information on the level of feeding actually provided compared with
egtablished standards. . .

G. Provide all of the above with an absolute minimum of additional paper work. . ."

A. At the present time Dietitians and Chief Cooks are asked to send in a copy of their weelkly
mernu.

.B. The institutions alsc provide daily statistical reports on resident population and this
information is codified by statistical sections of DPW and Corrections.

C. To provide factual information on the level of feeding actuslly provided the institutions
would be asked to provide informatiqn on the amount of each food item served.

1. This infomration would be added o the weekly menus forwarded to the Central Offices.

A. Exaomple: The weekly menu might now show the noon meal on Wednesday would offer
roast beef as the entree.

The new report to Central Office would add the number of pounds of beef
actually served.
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2. The Dietitian Supervisor would have available the weekly menu, the amounts of
food actually served, and {from the statistical section) a breskdown on
the number of residents actually served.

A. The Dietitian Supervisor woulid take random selections of the
weekly menus and evaluate :them to see 1f the institution is
providing the level of feeding they should. Not every
institution would be studied each week.

B. Since the institutions would have no idea of which mernu would
ke selected for study, there would be no opportunity to
"dress up" a given weekly merm.

C. The results of that study would be used by the Dietitian Super-
visor in working with the linstitution towards achieving the
established feeding standards.

3. Information from these "random" checks would also be provided, as often as neces-
sary, to the Department of Administration as verification the established
feeding levels are being provided.

4. This procedure would add less than 15 minutes a week to the institution's
"paper work" and still would provide an accurate check on the overall
feeding levels. 3
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L1,

At this point, the following question may cross the reader's mind:
"Why not use the USDA low~cost rather:than the moderate cost plan?®

The following material which follows hasibeen taken from the March, 1965, issue of the
Family Economics Review, Consumer and!Food Economics Research Division, Agricultural
Research Service, United States Department of Agriculture:

USDA FQOD PLANS AND COSTS - TOOLS FOR
DERIVING FOOD COST STANDARDS FOii USE IN PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

The USDA family food plans and their costs, or modifications of them, are used in developing
food cost standards by many public assistance sgencies. The plans ag priced by USDA are easily
edapted to this use.

Separate plans are presented for individuals with different nutrient reeds--infants, boys and
girls, and men and women of different ages, and pregnant and nursing women. Each plan ds-a-guide
for estimating amounts of foods from 11 food groups to buy in a week to provide nutritious and
satisfying meals. By adding amounts of foods for individuals, a food plan for a family of any
given size and composition can be developed.

Less Costly Diets Often Short im Nutrients.

The rublic assistance agency responsibleifor setting a food cost standard should know what effect
this food allowance is likely to have onithe nutritional quality of the diet. If the standard ig
to be_a reascnable measure of basic needt for a pood diet, it should be as high as the cost of the
low-cost plan. Of families spending at even this level, many will have poor diets. The agency
that sots its food cost standard as low as the cost of the economy plan should recognize that al-
most one-half of the fardlies that spend this amount for food are 1ikely to have diets that fall
far short of nutrient needs.

Studies show that many U.S. families spend leas for food than is needed for the low-cost or even
the economy plan, Out of every 10 nonfarm families in a 1955 study of household food consuption,

2 spent less than the amount needed for the low-cost plan and 1 spent less than enough for the
gconony plan,
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Among the families studied that_spent the amount needed to buy foods in the low-cogt plan,

about 25 percent chose diets that met diétary allowances as recommended by the National Research
Council. Another 25 percent, chose diets| that furnished less than two-thirds of the recommended
amounts for one or more nutrients. Of the families spending at the economy plan level, only

about 10 percent used foods that furnishéd recommended amounts of all mutrients and over 40 percent
used foods providing less than two-thirds of thelr needs for one or more nutrients. On the

" other hand, sbout half of the families spending the amount needed for the *moderate cost
plan usgad foo@grthat provided recommendef amount of all nutrients and only 5 percent fell

below two-thirds of recommended amounts..

Food Menagement Counseling Indicated.

When food money allowances are as low a8  the cost level of the sconomy plan, the need for

counsecling on food management is clearly!indicated. The homemaker must use her food money
with great skill if she is to provide her family with a good diet. She may need to adjust
her family's food patterns somevhat and learn to use some economlcal foods that are new to

her.

The economy food plan was developed as a|guide for the counselor helping the homemaker to
furnish her family the foods they need at very low cost, hopefully for a short period of
time. In such a plan it is impossible 16 include the amounts of meat, eggs, and more
expensive vegetables and fruits that surteys show are chosen even by very low Income famllieg,
Instead, nutrient needs are met by using/more of the less costly foods~-dry beans, flour,
cereals and baked goods, and potatoes.

Henus for the economy plan include only fhe least costly items in the food groups., Little varietly
is possible, but meals can be palatable and satisfying., A small serving of an Inexpengive

meat can be included only two or three times a week, with small amounts of meat in easseroles

or other mixed dishes at one meal on thejother days. Eggs are served twice and dry beans two

or three times a week. Potatoss are included twice a day, along with two servings of other -
low cost vegetables or fruits. Special attention should be given to including the less
expensive dark green vegetables frequentiy Heavy use of cereal, bread, and other baked goodg--—
10 to 15 servings a day for men~-is important in mseting nutrient needs at the cost level of

this economy plan.

*Maﬁerial taken from Family Economics Review
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To provide comparative information on the USDA low-cost vs the moderate cost plans the per
institution daily cost per resident has been computed for two institutions from the Depart-
ment of Public Welfare and one institution from the Department of Corrections. Detallsd

computations appear in Appendix AF.

42.

- A, Comparative cogts follow:

1971/72 1971/72
‘Projected Cost Projected Cogt
 Per Resident Per Day Per Residenfé?er Day
Institution USDA 3w Cost Plan USDA Moderate Cogt Plan
Minnesota State Prison '$1.0280 $1.329
Faribault State Hospital L9975 1.28,
St, Peter State Hogpital " L9733 1.254

(rSPSH, MVSAC, MSH)

B, These three ingtitutions are all réceiving & per resident per day food allowance which
is significantly lower than the amount needed to provide a feeding level equal to the

USDA low-~cost plan.
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43, The-average cost per resident per day from appendices AD (DPW institutions) and AE {Correctional
institutione) and the projected resident populations in the inatitutfons from appendices U and
' W have been used in determjning the tbtal food cost -for each ingtitutfon and for each department.
Our computations for 1971/72 and 1972/73 appear in Appendix AG.

A, Projected cost for the bienniwm is $2,538,945 for the Department of Corrections, $8,418,006
Lor the Department of Public Welfare and a total of $10,956,951 for all institutions,

44 Mumberous references have been made about the "Food Contingent Fund"., If the Legislature
accepts the desireability of providing a specific level of feeding it is essential a
food contingent fund be established. ,

A. In a period of increasing prices established feeding standards can only be mainfﬁined
if additional finaneing is available.

Be. Rigid controls on this fund are recommended., The fund could be under the jurisdiction
of the Legislative Advisory Committee who would 'release! funds on certification of
need by the Depariment of Administration. :

C. The USDA sources previously mentlonéd will provide a recognized source of cost (i.e.,
food price) information. The Department of Adminlstration, by perlodic review of
thia information could certify to the Legislative Advisory Committee an inerease in
food prices and the need for supﬁlemental financing to meintain established feeding

levels.

1. The Department of Administratlén, vould alsc take into consideration changes in
resident population in.the varlous institutions which might decreass, or in-
cresse, the need for supplemental financing.
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45, The Leglslature should be agked:

"Do you want the institutions to provide a speciflc level of feeding or do you
want them to remain within the appropriation for food irrespective of the

feeding level provided?®
4. A recommendation was requested - it has been made. The Legislature can:

1. Remain with the present system and add some "magic" cents per day
figure to the present per caplta rate.

2. Accept the concept and adopt the USDA moderate cost plan as the desired
feeding level for residents.

3. Acceﬁt the concept and adopt the USDA low cost plan as the desired feeding
lavel for residentas.

4. Accept the concept and adopt é point somewhere between the USDA low cost
and moderate cost plans as the deslred feeding level for resgidents.

THE CHOICE IS THEIRS!
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APPENDIX A

U.3.D.A. food price index figures are from The Congumer Price Index, U.S. Department of Labor,
Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Minnesota feeding levels (food expenditures per resident per day)} are graphed and charted only
for the institutions for the mentally 111, Some difficulty was encountered in obtaining this

information on the other institutions and this task remains to be dome.
A glance at the graph indicates that:
A. In 1956 the two lines were close for the first time since 1949.
B. There hag been no decline in the U.S8.D.A. food priece index since 1960.

C. Since 1960 the feeding level has changed from 63¢, to 68¢, to 70¢ (Legislative intent - 721¢
actual), to 75¢ and has been loosing -ground this entire period.

Assuming the proper relationship exlsted in 1949 (between the U.S5.D.A. food price index and the
Minnesota feeding level for residents) then by extrapolation we arrive at a 'proper! feeding

level of 1970 of $0.938.

A. Galculations:

(584/100 = X¢/161.7).
(100%¢ = 58 x 161.7)
(100X¢ = 93.786)
( X = $0.93786)

Authorization has been received to feed at 0.75 per fesident per day, a differsnce of $0.188 per
resident per day from the extrapolated figure noted in item four.



CHART. FOR_APPENDIX A

Allowed Feeding Level¥ Approved Feeding Level*

U.8.D.A, Food Fibeal Year Ending Calendar Year Beginning

Price Index June 30 . Jamary 1
1949 - 100.0 (35-39 base-170,9) 49 .58 1949 .58
1950 - N.A. (35-39 base-166.9) 1949/50 .58 | 1950 .58
1951 - 109.9 1950/51 .58 1951 .58
1952 - 115.0 1951/52 .58 1952 .58
1953 - 113.1 1952/53 .58 1953 .58
1954 - 113.1 11953/54, .58 1954, .58
1955 - 110.6 '1954/55 .58 1955 .60
1956 - 109,2 1955/56 .62 1956 .62
1957 - 112.2 ; 1956/57 .62 1957 .62
1958 - 118.2 . 1957/58 .62 _ 1958 .62
1959 - 119.0 ' ' 1958/59 .62 1959 62
1960 - 117.6 1959/60 .62 1960 625
1961 - 121.3 1960 ,/61 .63 1961 .63
1962 - N.A. (57-59 base-102.5) 1961/62 .63 1962 .63
1963 - 130.1 1962/63 .63 1963 .63
1964 - 132.1 1963/64 .63 1964, .63
1965 - 133.6 1964,/65 .63 1965 .63
1966 ~ 136.2 '1965/66 .63 1966 .63
1967 - 140.7 1.966/67 .63/.68 1967 .68
1968 - 145.5 '1967/68 .68 1968 ,68
1969 - 152.3 1968/69 .68 1969 .69
1970 - 161.7 11969/70 S10/.75 1970 .75
1971 - 2 1970/71 .75

¥ Per Resident, Per Day
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APPENDIX B

U.S.D.A. food price index figures are from The Consumer Price Index, U. S. Department of Labor,
Bureau of Labor Statisties.

Approved feeding level figures were obtained from the Department of Public Welfare, and are for
the institutions for the mentally ill only.

In preparing Chart B and Graph B the following assumption was made:

A. The 'optimum' level of feeding was provided in 1949 when the CLI was 100.0 and the approved
level of feeding was [0.58.

B. A one (1.0) point change in the CLI should be accompained by a $0.0058 change in the approved
level of feeding to maintain the same relationship.

The difference between the approved level of feeding and the 'optimum' level as determined by the
method noted in item three (3) has been computed and graphed.

By 1963 this 'difference' had grown to $0.125. Since that time the approved level of feeding has
changed from 63¢ to 75¢ and, in gpite of this increase in the approved level of feeding, the
difference between the approved and 'optimum' levels has grown to $0.188 (for 1970).

Increases in the approved level of feeding which do not contain a mechanism for adjusting the
feeding level when the CLI increases are self-defeating.




CHART FOR APPENDIX B

1949 is used as the 'base!; the Cost of Living Index was 100.0, and the approved feeding level was §0.58.
Calculations for the 'optimum' feeding level are on the basis of a J0.0058 change in feeding level for
every one (1.0) point change in the Cost of Living Index.

January lst Cogt Optimom Approved

Year of Living Index Feeding Level Feeding Level Difference
1949 - 100.0 b .58 $ .58 # .00
1950 N.A. ? .58 2
1951 109.9 . 637 +58 057
1952 115.0 . 667 .58 087
1953 113.1 .656 «58 076
195/ 113,11 .656 .58 .076
1955 110.6 641 .60 041
1956 109.2 «633 .62 .013
1957 112.2 651 .62 031
1958 118.2 . 686 .62 . 066
1959 119.0 .690 .62 .070
1960 117.6 . 6862 625 .057
1961 121.3 . 704 .63 JOTA
1962 N.A. ? .63 ?
1963 130.1 755 .63 s 42Dy
1964 132.1 766 <03 .136
1965 133.6 775 .63 <145
1966 136.2 790 .63 .160
1967 140.7 . 816 .68 .136
1968 145.5 844 .68 164
1969 152.3 . 883 .69 .193

1970 161.7 .938 .75 .188
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Population'figures were received from the

The Dep&rl:.ment of Corrections had -their g
figcal year which ended June: 30, -1959.
ended June 30, 1969 was 2,215, ‘

The Department of Public Welfare had theil
the fiscal year which ended Jure 30, 1
which ended June 30, 1969 was 10,330;.

The two.departments combined had their: gr
fiscal year which ended June 30, 1959,
the fiscal year which ended June 30,
‘bo 1969,

The Depart.men‘b of Public Welfare avera.ge
1957 to 1969. ‘ _

Departments .of Gorrectionand Publie Welfare, -

restodt average population (2,943) during‘she
Average population for the-fiseal yeer.which

r greatest average- pop'ule'bion (16,961) during
257 Avarage population in the-fisecal year

patest average popula‘lf.:’f.on (19,848) -during the.
Average population in-the two departments for

1969 was 12,545° ,
. The Department of Corrections average population dropped 728 reeiden'bs (24:7%) from 19 59

population dropped 6, 631 residents (39&1%) from

lation dropped 7,303 residen‘ba {36 8%} from 1959

”‘he..t.wo...depaz:bme;;,.ﬁ combined average popu
_to 1969.. _




'(LIAVERAGE AIIIﬁ ms‘sxnmm POPUIATION
TA STATE: ms'rf:'rumons

8 Endmg June 30 ) 1945-L969

Mentally J1l: , o ‘ . _ :
Anoks, 1,372 1,368 1,31;1 1,528 ,1,308‘ 1,022° 3,082 1,142 1,209 1,134 1&9 1,154 ‘1,113 1,082 1,061+ 1,085 -
. (Anoka, Tb, ) : e - - e = = {20} (117} i!_m) - 4332)  (253) (209) (196)  (182)
Fergus Falls _ 1,934 1,892 1,860 1,807 1,861; 1,950 Lg74 1,950 1,935 1,876 1,022 1,917 1,859 1,824 1,817 1,052
Hastings - " 1,075 1,093 1,087 3,051 1,004} 1,026° 843 917 517 9h3 961 9 1,600 961 " 956 o
Mooae lLeke - 953 971 9 996 1,004| 1,062 1,133 1,213 1,231 1,259 1.289 © 1,279 1,263 1,250 1,217 1,140

Rochestar: C . ] o o X . . d '
Mantally Il ' 1,569 1,626 1,600 1,558 1,576 1,603 624 1,80% 1,770 1,782 1,768 1,734 1,718 1,711 1,660 1,642
S,MARMRO0, - - - « = - - - - - - - - - . - -

St, Petar: ) -

Mentally Iil L 2,174 2,183 2,209, 2,235 2,264 2,345 2,363 2,351 2,18% 2,214 2,233 2,216 2,200 2,153 2,123 2,111
M, S, H. : - - - - - - .- - 248 255 255 ooy - 2hg 249 2 239
Mirmesota Valley - - = - - - - - - .. - - -
Willmar ' LY06 3,427 LM33 1,397 1,307] LuS1 %391 3,M3 .1.1116 1,460 l.hgg 1492 1,991 1,996 1,333 1,233
h hly W4y ksl 81 o

Sandstone . ' o - - - - .= - B h30. 429 hyy

Institutiona for Man'ta.lly Rotudod‘l _ o
Brainerd - - - ‘- - - - - . - - Lo~ - 20 .81 Wy

Cambridge ' 1,059 1,060 1305'4‘ 1,063 11070 1,077 111075 11068 1,066 1,065 .1:072 1,180 1,356 L4132 1,716 3,097

lake Owasso- - - : - - - - : - - . 9 99 106 104
" Faribault T »,502  2,b63 2,l;6u 2,606 -‘2,762 - 2,794 Az,eou 2,838 5,099 5,125 . 3,160 - 9,264 3,142 3,107 3,033 3,096
Ouatonna , ' 10 297 555 375 -~ 356 338 322 309 321 M3 32 - 330 325 7 313 a3
Shakopes . - - - e - e w29 29 29 29 29 .29 26 28
A.D.D,, St, Olaud - - - - - - - - - = - - hy 60 72 67 62 56
- Sauk Centrs Home for Children - - - - ‘- - - - .87 é .88 x - \ -
04llette State Hospitel . 152, 15% m;m TS 164 191 200 16% 18 161 160 Bl 1"59""’*1‘33““““131;—“—12 e
~ Brallle and Sight M'ﬁﬁoox. ™~109~=102118 322 G Er e 2 Gremeemor e L 02 1 12l 1920. 116 108
Sahool for the Peaf - . 242 2 29 292 240 258 - 200 204 266 252. 254 2us 230 233 262 262
Glén Leke State Sanatorium . - - - - - - - - - - o C- - - - -
State Sanatortum - - - - - - - - - - - - 2§ 53 86 i N
Tb. only - - - - - - - - 230 204 ‘WA Wmooow2 12 117 ¢
Children's Centér . - - - - - - - - - - 18 by 18 ! 139 13
Minn. Residential Trast. Center - - - - - - - - - - - - - “- - -
Oak Terrace Nursing Home - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - -
Ah-G'nh-ch:lng m“iﬂg Hom - © - -~ - - - - ~ - - - - - - - -
Training School for Boys 56 9 5 266 28B4 REE e 9% I ¥R I I «#a{l ”
"Home :Béhool for un-uw ‘ 231 ‘251 2%3 215 178] /& . (2& 4R sS4 /72 -2 /e ?gf 2.-3 5’&
Reformatory forMem . . - 666 728 792 BZ . 927 1,024 922  B6O . 924 - 83y - 856 867 8[5’8 - 898 016,
Heformatory for Women - : - 50 - 4§ - SK g L T i 9&3 48 Hg - by w6 55 . B2 B . b8 . 53 88
Minneaota State Prisen = . o 896 '829: - B 867, . .896 - 959 - . 999 1,000 1,039 1,110 1,090 1,166 “1,258 1,279 1,287

Y.0.0, St 0lowd ' ‘ ' o Ce e . . ~ e e 70 .70, 79 87
* On Deoember 15, 1955 the 59 chlldﬂn 1n Smk Gontn ware transferred tb Iake Owagso Children's Home, Sauke Ouﬂ;h 'qluid and Lake Oiasso opened.. | &

Minn, Dept, of Public Welfars
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Hnnta,lly T1l1 o 8
Ancka- (2) 1,023 995 902
(mui Tb. ) 153)  (130) (93)
" Fergus Falls 1,835 1,729
Hastings 856 786 681
. Moose lake . 1,079 1,006 934
Rochesters 5Lk :
Mentally Il : 1,5 1,421 1,244
S.H.R.H.H.G. { - - -
St, Peters :
Mentally I11 1,993 1,848 1,745
M, S. He (3) 25 oy 230
Mirmesota Valley | = I -
Villwar 1,104 959 811
Sandstone L. - -
_ Institutions for Mentally. R.ta.rdada
Brainerd ll!?ﬁ 650 906
Cambridge 1,883 1,872 1,811
Lake Cwmsac 12 126 126
Faribault 3,489 3,055 2,936
Owatonna 1k 299 256

Shakopee 2§ 30 29
4.D.D,, St. Cloud 52 52 29

Spuk Cemtre Home for Children

Gillette State Hospital l 125 126
Braiile and Sight Saving Sohool (u) } u 91 87
School for the Dsaf 270 270 265
Glen Lake State Sanatorium ' 4 - 161 137
State Sanatorium ) 20 225 -
Tb. only 54 A5 -
Children's Center 15 23 2
" Minn, Residential Trsat. Center 1= - 17
|

Gk Terrace Nursing Home - | - 79 157
Ah-Grmh-Ching Narsing Home ! - 298 gn

(1) A1l averages are for deys open durifiz any year.

(2) Anoka Tb. figures in parenthoses are inoluded in A.noka. totals.

ER; 5t, Poter figurss in 1945-1952 inoludsd Minnesota Seuurity Hozpital.
Averages for Braille & Sight Saving do not inoluds summer sohool.

SOURCESs Bilennial Report State Division of Publie Inlti‘lutiuns
Blennial Report Publio Welfare l

253
Y22

1965

o
{u1) -

1,303
é51
878

920

1 398
186

769

"Total Patient Deys and Avougo Du.ily Popula.uon“ for individual fisoal years.

!
|
¢
}
}

1966

77
(32)
1,159
569
858

736

1,235
150°

791

1,294
1,569
1ok
2,640
149
28

422

1987

&75
(92)
‘981
461

.
1,04
"3

'--535

1,290
17483
123

*2,539

155
129

105
100
297

7

51

i

1968

766

1,360
- 112
2,355
164
28

ot
98
278
5

L5

01
9

563

- 632



Training School for Boys
Home School for Girls
Reformatory for Men
Reformatory for Womsn

Minnesota State Prison

Minnesota Residential Treatment.

Center (Eino Lekes)

AVERAGE DAILI%RESIDENT POPULATION
MINNESOTA STATE INSTITUTIONS

f
Continua?ion of Page 2

1961 ;2%2_ 1963 1964 1965 1966 - 1967
389 362 380 353 346 325 363
249 254 259 200 158 162 171
841 9i8 918 809 790 773 696

59 63 65 5% 51 50 46
1,184 1,149 1,057 983 998 975 904,
118 189 175 183

1968

322
163
698

59
890

195

243
1€9
630

56
860

207

~



dat Eﬁ4ﬂmﬁﬂ7ikunrihmnrecttpns
3% Hiphest
- Highest Bambihnd?Tbtal

1945
1946
1947
1948
1949
1950
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960
196)
1952
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967 .
1968 -
1969

Yenr PPW: .

Recap- of- Average:
Mimmesota-

14648
14876
14896

14959
15143

135
i
15815 .

116756 .

16752
16814
16821
16961 **
16832
16905
16623
16474
16379
15415
14797
14187
13395

12532
11334

10330

I

hily-Restdent Population
te--Institutions

Correstions: .

- 2201
220
C- 2187
S 2378
2280 -
2321

240

2396
. 2531 .
. 2553
2539
2740
2881

2943 %

2865 -
2722 -
21766
2679
2517
2532

2363
2329
2215

B B .
- 17086
. 17137
- 17425

17560

17897

.. .18p21.
. 19152

19283
19367

19901

19713
19848

19

17314
16719

15855

- 12895

© lodo

HHE

19196.
. 19145
18094

13661 .

2645
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20,500 - 1
w a'= ~ Combined D.P.W. & Corrections | USRS LN
19,000 . : p—— __.._Ji-........-
”, i
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APFENDIX D

Exact data on overall expenditures for food iq the Departments of Correction and Public Welfare from 1949
through 1969 vasipot readily available from these offices or from the State Auditor:
i

An epproximation of overall expenditures for
Appendix B) and the actual resident popula

|

iood wes made by using the approved level of feeding (see
1 :

ions for each year (see Appendix C),

In 1949 with an average resident population of 17,425, and an approved level of feeding at $0.58, total-

estimated expenditures for food were 3,684

3,872,

In 1969 with an average resident population of 12,545, and an approved level of feeding at $0.69, totel
estimated expenditures for food were $3,159,458., . :

If the ‘optimum’ level of feeding (see Appendix B) had heen available (by a E"43::5tr1‘5.a.=1ge‘- in 1949 of the
approved level of fesding and the Cost of Living Index for food items), the approved level of
feeding for 1969 would have been $0.883 rather than $0.69. !

i then have been $4,043,190 - an increase of $883,732 over

thorized expenditures it can bhe said that in 1969 we were

A, 'Potal expenditures for food in 1969 woul
the $3,159,458 figure which appears in item four (4).
B, Comparing foptimum? expenditures with au

permitted to feed our residents at a .
in 1949 ($3,;159,458/$4,043,191).

Expenditures for 1969 were based on CLI of 15
Consumer Price Index shows a CLI figure of

The follow information has been obtai
(item 3~B) which states that for ever]
responding $0,0058 change in the appr

4,

1. CLT change = 12,1 points as noted a
2. 12.1 x $0.0058 = $0,070,

3. Change in approved level of feeding

4o  Overell loss in purchasing power £r

5. In short, we have lost purchasing p

inereased to $0.75.

level comparable te 78% of that-level offered residents

2.3 as of Jamuary 1, 1969; our July 1970 issue of The
16404 = an incrsase of 12,1 points.

ned by ubilizing the conversion method shown in Appendix B
v one (1.,0) point change in -the CLI there should be a cor-
vved level of feeding:

bove o

= $0,06 (see the chart in Appendix A),
pm January 1, 1969 to July 1, 1970 = $0.01 (1.33% of $0.75).

over in spite of the fact the 'approved level of feeding was




1949
1950
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970

Total Approved
Population Feeding
“Level
17425 .58
17160 .58
17498 58
17784 .58
19152 .58
19283 58
19367 . 60
19360 .62
19701 .62
19713 .62
19848 .62
19488 625
19196 .63
19145 .63
18094 .63
17314 .63
16719 .63
15855 .63
14895 .68
13661 .68
12545 .69
.75

GCol. One
Mimes
gl, Two

488, 872,50
€32,772.60
704, 326,60
775,187, 52
054,478 .40
082,211.10
241,373.00
393,171.20
458,336.,30
4y 4iB1,051.90
4y 4B1, 602,40
4,457,880.00
4y 4ll4, 120,20
4y 4D2,392.75
4,160,715.30
3,992,262.12
3,854,534.05
3,64,5,857.25
3,6%6,939.00
3,399,949.68
3,159,458.25

oW ow WY W e oW

i

)R APPENDIX D

Optimum
Feeding
Level

. 580

.637
. 667
»656
656
. 61].1
.633
L] 651
. 686
» 690
. 682
o 704

J755
.766
775
790
. 816
. 84.4
.883
.938

Col, Ons
~Times
Col. Four

3,688,872.50

4,5066,924,,90
4y 341,465,65
4,585,754.88
4,617,121, 52
4,531,200.16
4,485,286,08
4,681,253,12
4,935,938,07
4,998,718.80
4, 8649438066
4,932,604.16

4,986,254,.05
4,854,083.78
4,729,387.13
4y571,789.25
4,436,326.80
45219,937.44
45043,190.78

Difference

Col. Five

Mipus Col., Three

-0 -

362,598,30
566,278,13
531,276.48
534,910.42
289,827,16
92,114.88
222,916.82
474,886.17
507,116.40
405,558,66
518,483.96 -

825,538.75
861,831.66
884, 853,08
925,932,00
739, 387.80
819,987.76
883,732.53



Yearly Feeding Cost

5,100,000
4,950,000:
4,5 800,000
4,650,000
4,500,000
4 350,000
4,4200,000
4,050,000
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3,450,000
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APPENDIX B

1

1. "A Meal Pattern Svstem Coordinated for Different Institutions#"; appeared in the November 1, 1969
issue (Volume 43), of Hogpitals, J.A.H.A., pp 104~107.

P The co-~authors are: ‘
|

Frances ¥, Keller !

|

Chief - Food Service Section

Division of Business Management
Department of Health and Social Services
State of Wiscohsin

Elenor R, Irwin
Consultant Dietitian
Food Service S£ction
Division of Business Management
Deparitment of fealth and Social Services
State of Wisconsin

i
i
i
i
i
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research has been concerned with
formulation of a set of rules for
examining alternative solutions
without having to examine every
one, This set of rules.is called an
“algorithm.”

IMPLEMENTING COMPUTER PROGRAMS

Implementation of computer-as-
sisted menu planning requires ade-
quate data on nutrient content of
raw and cooked food, minimum
daily allowances, raw food costs,
and production costs. Nutfrient data
are ewrrently edtimated from sta-
tistical averages. There is no in-
formation related to the variation
in nutrient content with seil, cli-
mate, storage, and other condi-

tions, Brown® has summarized the
data limitations of full-scale im-

plementation of computer-assisted -

menu planning.

All programs to date have used’

only raw food costs as the data
base. A study just completed at
the University of Florida has esti-
mated, for the first time, the pro-
duction costs per unit serving in 2
hospital kitchen.® Thus, although
the mathematical problems asso-
ciated with menu planning have
been solved, additional work in
dietetics and nutrition is needed
before implementation of computer
programs can progress and their
full value can be assessed.
Supervision of.food production

OO A

ELEVENTH IN A SERIES OF 13 ARTICLES

A meal pattern system

coordinated for

different institutions

by ELEANOR R. IRWIN «and FRAMNCES N. KELLER

PLANNING of food requirements
is an essential responsibility of
dietary management. A diet plan
that meets established nutritional
standards can be accomplished
within a wide range of costs de-
pending on the variety and the
amounts of foods selected. How to
attain patients’ and residents satis-
faction with the meals served, at a
cost that management can support,
was the challenge that stimulated
the development of the meal pat-
tern system used by the Food Ser-
vice Section, Division of Business
Management, Wisconsin Depart-

104

The authors relate how a meal pat-
‘term that presents a nutritional level
for different sex-age groups at a re-
stricted cost is nsed to coordinate meal
plans and budgets in Wisconsin state
institutions. The- first nine articles in
this series on computer-assisted dietary
gervices appeared in the September
and October issues of the Journal, the
10th article appears on page 102, and
the last two articles will appear in the
November 16 issne, The series is based
on the American Hospital Associations
Institute on Electronic Data Processing
in Support of Hospital Dietary Ser-
vices, held March 24-27, 1969.

- 3. Gue,

is critical to ensuring the validity
of the data. If the cooks add raw
food to taste, both nutrient and
cost data will be in error, Standard-
ized recipes must be followed. ®

REFERENCES
1. Gue, R. L. An introduction to the sys-
tems aﬁproach in_the dietary .uepart-
xlnent ospitals, J.A.H.A 4311w Sept.
2, Bahntfy J. L. Menu +¥ com-
puter. C'g;rlmizﬁicauons of tf iC.M

7:255
. and Liggett, J. C. M .aemati-
cal proframming models for hospital
ranenu plannin, Indus. Eng. 17, No. ‘
4. Gue R, L A reformulation of the m
lanning problem. A.ILLE, Trons. 1, e!‘ll.'lél
5 ZBJune 1969M Dieta all
. Brown, e owance:
nuirient data hosgéta menu pl am.\s iann d
Tech. Report CP-68002, Computer Sci-
ences Centfer, Seuthern Methodist Uni-
versity. Feb,
8. ch’c"J{i?m 3 iM : Eo:g titer-agsisteg coati
ng in the dletary departmen
Ho. s*mtwls JAHA, 43:99 Oct, 1, 1569.

ment of Health and Social Services,
for all the state institutions: eight
correctional institutions, three hos-
pitals for the mentally ill, a chil-
dren’s treatment center, three in-
stitutions for the menta]ly retarded,
and one child care institution.

The meal pattern system pre-
sents a nutritional level of feeding
at a specified cost for individuals
in various sex-age groups. It func-
tions as a management tool for

- o - foed-service-administrators-in-im-—

plementation and evaluation of
their feeding programs. In past op-
eration of the various state insti-
tutions, the budget alloiments for
food tended to be influenced most-
ly by experience records. The guest
for a nufritional bench mark by
which to measure efch institution’s
budget led to the development of
the meal pattern system.

The use of a computer for pro-
cessing the data has enabled suc-
cegsful budgeting, This computer -
program does not write menus,
however., Menu items are un-
arrayed in the sense that food
items such as flour, sugar, and
ground beef are used in specific
groups as described by USDA food
plans.l? To date, assignment- of
food items to menus and to recipes
has been a manual function.

The budget presentation of the
meal pattern is one part of the fo-
tal system and was the first part
to be adapted for the computer.
Other parts currently being de-
veloped manually are purchasing
requirements for various contract
periods, menus, standardized rec-
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ipes, and daily kitchen production
and distribution sheets.
THE MODEL MEAL PATTERN

The recommendations of the
USDA family food plans!? are the

basis for the model meal pattern.

The food plans are guides for es-
timating- quantities of food from
specific food groups necessary to
provide adequate meals for indi-
viduals in various sex-age groups
at specified cost levels.

The model pattern contains a
desirable selection of foods for a
28-day period. The food iterns
chosen and the frequency of serv-
ing them provide nutritious and
appetizing menus and patient sat-
isfaction at a reasonable cost. The
c¢hoices of foods and the amounts
adequately meet the USDA rec-
ommendations, and state purchas-
ing practices provide the foods at
costs lower than those indicated by
the USDA plans.

The model covers six sex-age
groups: children under seven, chil-
dren seven to 12, females 13 to 19,
males 13 to 21, females over 19,
and males over 21. The recom-

mended serving sizes of each food
item for each sex-age group are
representative of the current ex-
perience of the state institutions
and alert the foed service super-
visors to the nutritional needs of
mixed clientele.

The food items are divided into
12 food groups, each given a code
number, as follows:

01. Meat, poultry, and fish.

02. Milk, cheese, and ice cream.

03. BEggs.

04. Fats and oils.

05. Bread and cereals.

06. Dark green and deep yellow
vegetables.

07. Citrus fruits and tomatoes, -

08. Other fruits and vegetables.

09, Dried beans, peas, and nuts.

10. Potatoes.

11. Sugars and sweets.

12. Miscellaneous, which in-
cludes -coffee, spices, and food col-
orings. '

Thus the model meal patiern de-
fines food items, serving sizes, and
frequency of serving over a 28-
day period for one person in each
of the six sex-age groups. To es-
tablish the model pattern for each

institution, then, it is necessary to
apply the institution’s resident
population distribution figures to
the model by computer.

COMPUTER CALCULATIONS

The computer calculates as-
purchased weights for each food
item for each sex-age- group. I
converts as-purchased weights to
nufritional equivalent weigi..s for
each food item and each food
group, the cost per nutritional
pound in each food group, and the
total cost of all food for the 28
days. The factors for the conver-
sions are the kitchen ready factor?
and the food equivalent factor.t

Because serving sizes are listed
as “cooked weight” or as “served
weight,” a conversion "factor o
kitchen ready weight is required
for meats, cooked cereals, dried
fruits, dehydrated foods, and so
forth. For example:

As-purchased weight
-+ Prepared weight
= Kitchen ready factor
or 1 1b. beef round with hone
= 0.73 1b. cogked round
= 1.37

One picture
isworth
athousand

words.

NOVEMBER 1, 1969, YOL. 43

No matter how you look 2t 1, things go better with Coke.

Circle No. 110 on Readers’ Service Cord
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BUDGETING PROCESS FOR THE MEAL PATTERN SYSTEM

STAFF OF THE Food Servics Section, Division of Business Management,
act a5 middlemen for data processing ond dietory depariments in
Wisconsin's slate institutions,

1-1

Prepare
Model
Plan

Price
Changes

Fingal

Institution
Plan

Vs a 4-2

12 21 _
’ Recommended
Model to
Institution

COMPUTER T

Y 22 /
Comparison ':'
of Recommended !
vs. Institution ‘
/
!
I
]
'l
[

Census
Changes

- Reports
for
Decision

Next,
As-served weight
% Kitchen ready factor
= Kitchen ready weight
or 4 0z. X 1.37 = 5.48 oz.

The kitchen ready weight or the
as-purchased weight is necessary
for calculation of cost. In addition,
a food equivalent factor is applied
to the kitchen ready weight or the
as-purchased weight to determine
the relative nutritional contribu-
tion of a food to its food group.

common denominator within a
food group.

Food groups are assigned ap-
propriate common dencominators.
To illustrate, in the milk group, the
as-purchased pounds of cottage
cheese, ice cream, nonfat dry milk,
and so forth are converted to the
calcium equivalent of liquid milk.?
For example:

Calcium in nonfat dry milk
= Calcium in liguid milk
= Nonfat dry milk equivalent

The food eguivalent facfor con- factor
verts as-purchased weights fo a or
tke authﬂ‘rs IIIIILIIIIIII1IIIIiIIlIﬂIII1III1IIIJlIIl[II!IIII1III]IIIIIIIIlII}IIiIIlIIIlIIIIIIIlIIllIIiIIII|I||IIII!IIIIIIIll|IIIIIIIIliIllliIl}llllllIIIIIIIlIIIIlIIIIlIII!IIIIIiLIIIIIIIIIIIIIlIIIIlII!IIIIILIIiIIIl[IIIlIIIlIilI

EreanNor R. IRWIN is a consultant dietitian, Food Service Section, Division
of Business Management, State of Wisconsin Department of Health and
Social Services, Madison. Mrs. Irwin has an M.S. degree from the Uni-
versity of Nebraska, Linceln, and she is a member of the American
Dietetic Association and the American Public Health Association. FRANCES

N. KerLER is chief, Food Service Section, Division of Business Manage-

ment, State of Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services.
Her experience includes adminisiration of different types of volume food

service operations. Mrs. Keller has a B.S. degree in food service adminis- -

tration from Stout State University, Menomonie, Wis.
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5933 milligrams
=+ 535 milligrams = 11
Next, ’
Weight of nonfat dry milk
¥ Equivalent factor
= Milk group equivalent
weight "
or
21b. X 11 =22 Ib. |
Each equivalent.pound in the
milk group represents 535 milli-
grams - of calcium. To determine
the cost of 535 milligrams of cal-
cium from selected foods, the
equivalent cost per pound for the
food group is calculated as follows:
Total cost of food group:
+ Total equivalent. pounds in
food group
= Equivalent tost per pound

BUDGETING FOR FOOD PLAN

For comparison of- actual usage
at each institution with the recom~

. mendation in the model meal pat-

tern, each institution’s storeroom
issues are translated into the terms
used in the model and printed
alongside the model plan on com-

HOSPITALS, J.AH.A.



puter print-out. Prinf-outs are sent
to all the institutions.

Each institution’s food usage plan
is considered acceptable for budget
presentation for the next two years
if it compares favorably with the
model plan in nutritional contribu-
tions and costs, Comparisons are

ade of the following: -

1. Equivalent pounds within a

cod group are required to be equal
to or above those of the model.

2. Equivalent cost per pound
|w1th1n a food group is required fo
be equal to or below that of the
model.

3. Total cost of all foods is re-
guired to bhe equal to or below
that of the model.

The food service administrators
can make changes within these
criteria. They are nol required to
follow the same selections as those
in the model! meal pattern. Each
institution’s plan is approved for
budget presentation if it meets the
comparison criteria, and this plan
is understood to be the meal pat-
tern guide for the next two years.

The budgeting process is depicted
in the figure* on page 106. The
process begins (refer fo 1-1 in the
figure) in the Foad Service Section,
Department of Health and Social

 Servives The plan-is key-purched—

and routed to the computer (1-2).
Then the food plan list is for-
warded to.the institution (1-3).
Next the institution’s changes are
key-punched and submitted to the

computer (2-1}, and g comparison

list is forwarded to the Food Ser-
vice Section for editing (2-2). If
the editing discloses that the in-
stitution’s plan is not acceptable
(1-3), steps 2-1 and 2-2 are ex-
ecuted again, and this procedure
is repeated until an acceptable
plan is processed. Then the institu-
tion plan and changes in prices
and in cehsus are submitted to
the computer (3-1). A final report
of the instifution plan is run with
the current prices (4-1), and store-
room and other summary reports
are produced (4-2}. The input in
the final reports is used for analyt-
ical reports.

The Food Service Section, Divi-
sion of Business Management,
whose responsibility is that of
planning and advising, also acts

*Contributed by Carl Sam, data proc-

jalis Divismn of Business
Kggg.lag ement, isconsin Department  of

Health and Soclal Services.
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as a middleman for data process-
ing and dietary departments, Di-
rect communication to data proc-
essing by means of teleprocessing

equipment at each institution would

be desirable.

BENEFITS OF MEAL PATTERN SYSTEM

The computer-assisted meal pat-
tern system has provided an ac-
curate and efficient method for
realizing these objectives:

1. Defining nufritional standards
by sex and age. -

2. Forecasting food requirements
for many separate institutions.

3. Projecting an overall budget .

plan for a two-year period.

4. Providing ati adjustable plan
for changes in census and in food
prices.

5. Allowing for flexibility in the
use of favorite recipes and menus
(important because there are many
Iong-stay residents in state institu-

PE

photo cowtery el Bunrty DX OI l:a-puvy M Addisen, mli-)-«
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HEALTH
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6. Forecasting problems “before
the fact” to facilitate more effec-
tive management.

7. Providing good-guality food
at the most economiecal possible
cost,

8. Performing the processes with
a minimum of administrative costs
and data processing time.

The system, since it involves
management approval for - idget
allotments, is a tool for adminis-
trators. Anyone interested in the
patients and institutional residents
can review the plan of feeding item
by item. Each expenditure is docu-
mented. A specified level of nufri-

‘tion is assured regardless of prices.

An accurate and immediate infor-
mation system is available for deci-
sion making.

Architects and food facilities
consultants have used the food
requirement totals as a basis for
planning storage and refrigeration
in the remodeling of one dietary
department and in the construction
of another. Quantities of food to
be purchased can be estimated
quickly for long-term contracts,
such as the canned goods contract
for one year. It is expected that
updating of prices and census on
all imstitution plans will be neces-

: —-----sary-as-often—as-six-times-a—year—

—a frequency that coincides with
the period of the meat contract.
Food service administrators are
developing standardized recipes
and written production and dis-
tribution sheets in order to follow
their budget patferns more ac-
curately. Several institutions have
made plans to use an ingredient
room for better production control.
Future plans also include develop-
ment of a computer-assisted model
pattern for modified diets and test-
ing of each phase of the system in
order to develop a procedures
manual. As more parts of the sys-
tem are tested and proved, more
of the procedures now done manu-

ally can be done by the computer. ®
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APPENDIX F
[

. The additional information and data refexl°red to in these letters is avallable and supmplsmental

information will be forwarded upon reég_uest on these individuals who will receive a copy of
this report. :

The entire '"package! of material we have|gathered will be made available to that person appointed
to cortinue the research and polish the presentation which will be made to the Depsriment ofi..
Administration. :

During the "question and answer” meetinglheld on Mondey, May 4th, a question was raised about the
amount of computer time required to establish and maintain the feeding program, Mrs. Keller's

3

letter of May 12th provides that ini‘onation.
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State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SERVICES

DIVISION OF BUSINESS MANAGEMENT
WILSON STREET STATE OFFICE BUILDING
MADISON, WISCONSIN B5702

April 7, 1970

_ Mrs, Carol Smith; Dietitian
St, Peter State Hospital
S§t. Peter, Minnesota

Dear Mrs. Smith:

Hra. Charlotte Wroblewski wrote asking that we send some information to
you regarding our food costs and budget,

Last year for the first time the budget request for 19 of our institu-
tions, including Mental Hospitals, was based on a2 food plan which met
USDA standards for 6 sex and age groups, 1 am enclosing a copy of an
article which may explain this meal pattern concept,

We have a different plan (food commodities) for each institution. This

plan is applied to population makeup in age and sex groups of the

institution to arrive at nutritional level and cost level, Enclosed
’""H‘““‘""""‘_p'l'e'a"s_e_f'iﬁ.‘l'Tﬁe"?i%ﬁ“WHifh_fS'T)TI‘I'YWEI——("&—,BTE@'a'f’d)T“Eih'ib'i’t_A_.—" T

Also enclosed please find the updating of prices for various contract
periods, The plan is the same--prices vary, Exhibit B.

In additidn, we have now the modified diet plane on data processing.
With such statistical data we were able to sell the meal pattern idea
and money required to support the program,

We would be happy to explain the total program in depth. We know it
sold the increased costs of feeding in our institutions, '

Good luck,
Sincerely yours,

~£;.x0-;;x;a ‘\C‘&J“&JL4*/

(Mrs,) Frances Keller
Chief, Food Service Section

DIVISION OF BUSINESS MANAGEMENT
FK:ie

cc: Mrs, Charlotte Johns Wroblewski



State 0[ Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & S’OCIA.L SERVICES .

DIVISION OF BUSINESS MANAGEMENT
WILSON STREET STATE OFFICE BUILDING
MADISON, WISCONSIN B3702

April 23, 1970

Mr, Jim Littig
St. Peter State Hospital
St, Peter, Minnesota 56082

‘Dear Mr. Littig:

Eleanor and I are looking forward to meeting you and other committee
members on Monday, May“4, 1970,

' We will arrive on North Central Flight 467 arriving in Minneapolis-St, Paul
at 9:41 A, M.

A meeting is arranged with Mr. Tiss tomorrow in order to assure coﬁtinuity

" in materials presented. '“"

In'otder to utilize our time to your advantage, 1 have outlined various -

types of 1nformatiqn which we will make available. Please let us know
which subjects have highest priority. Refer to attached listing, We

. will be prepared to explore any of the subjects im depth.

Lf you wish addittonél information of any type, let us know.
Sincerely,

A_AWM A7- /Cxlwc-f—t_’——

(Hrs ) Frances Keller
Chief Food Service Section

DIVISION OF BUSINESS MANAGEHENT
FK.ie

Enclosures



D.

.- B;

J.

Organizatfbn Chart - Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services,
‘Heal-Pattern Evolution in Wisconsin,

Total Meal Pattern System.

1, Scheﬁatic drawing of total system,

2. Information Report of Meal Pattern System,

Meal Pattern Plan for Budget, |

1, Article which appeared in Journal of American Dietetic Aséociation.
2, Complete description of the plan,

3. Sample of Model vs, Institutions Plan.

4, Pound Conversion Chart for Pricing.

-Budget Process in Wisconsin,

.pepartmént of Health and Social Services Complete Process,

Food Budget-Cost Comparisoms,

. 15+—The—1968-69-Operating Budget-compared—to-1969-71-and -effect-of food - .

price increase on the plan,

2. Meal Cost Comparison Chart, Budget 1967-69, Experience 1967-68, Budget
Meal Pattern 75%, July 1969 Meal Pattern, and USDA Low Cost,

Reference Material,

1. Handbook 35,

2, NutritionallCalculation.

Benefiﬁs of Computer Assisted Management_?rbgrams.

Future Additional Machine Generated Programé.



State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SERVICES

DIVISION OF BUSINESS MANAGEMENT
WILSON STREET STATE OFFICE BUILDING
MADESON, WISCONSIN 53702

April 28, 1970

"MEMORANDUM

T0: Mr, Jim Littig
St. Peter State Hospital
St. Peter, Minnesota 56082

FROM: Eleanor Irwin ‘,@ CQ .

SUBJECT: PROJECT WISCONSIN

Your memos dated April 24th have arrived, Thank you.

Enclosed are materials which you requested concernihg sex-age groups

~and costs of the model plans:

1, Meal Cost by Sex-Age Group for Winnebago State Hospital for January
and February 1970.

2. 8Sex-Age Groups used by Wisconsin.

3, Food Plans for Ihstitutiqns (Moderate, Low, 50% and .75% pound level
taken from USDA refexence, USDA Bulletin 94, January 1964).

4, *Iobd Plan at Moderate Cost (USDA Home and Garden Bulletin 94,
January 1964), .

5. Seventy-five % Plan--Pounds per persan for-28 days. (Comparison
of Wisconsin model plan with USDA recémmended pounds in each food
group.)

El:ie
Enclosures

*Qur 1971-73 Budget Requeat will use recommendations of the most curreat
reference, "Food Selection for Good Nutrition in Group Feeding," USDA
Home Economics Research Report No, 35, 1968,



£331enb wnﬁnqﬂousm uy so1ojr1od ur s8ueyd v aoum Suryinsex s3ujaes 4q
uaauu Avpw 198330 3q pPINOd anuwoum ® Yons Ul PaATOAu} osuadxe [yews dyJ

! ‘wexBoad syl Jo jusmdogaasp
ay3 03 107ad ayqyssod jou sum Yoyym JusmeSeusm JoJ [0O3 JUITIIVXO u® ST
‘wess pezrioandmod sy3 £q papFA0ld UOTIPWIOIUT DATSUSYIIdmOd AYaWil AL

. . , smeid3o0xgd

8IN0Y 6 sanoy %1 o3epdn - 07 T2POH UO WL SUTYIWR ‘€

8INOY 47 ‘ansoﬂ ] suex8oag a3epdn = nouwumwo SUOEH .N_

2aN0Yy 9§ gancy 9§ smealoag 93epdn - HQuwuamd suwmw.hau *1
Xyxeex  KTUIUON-TH N *®pIBo13 BUTNETINOD - °d

" sxnoy 081

8anoy 09 *239 ‘Sujpwoi ‘owyy yound L8y - 203ex3dQ yYoung L ‘¢

sinoy Qg . *swpafBoxd SuyjraM - I16TIRIORdS w¢anouopm.muun *Z
| . *gpoau
: pue A3o7outmial anu mﬂavﬁwumuovﬂn pus UBTIFISTCA
sanoy (% qI1fa uﬂoﬂuwoﬁﬁsaaou - umﬂdwﬂuanm mﬂﬁmnmooum eieg 1

-5%e3g JUowmdo]3AS0 °V

1UOTIPMIOIUT wﬂusoaﬁom.osu poptracxd
‘jusmeBeusy sseulsng JO UCTSTATQ ‘3IsTTeIoeds Suyssadoid waeq ‘wes 118D ‘IW

*uzajzed Teom 398pnq 9yl I03 SWII
mﬁﬂwwwooun erep puwr SupwmeaBoid uo ﬂo«uuauomna 103 peMse ueoung ‘I
wnﬂmnoouﬂz 3o9foxg SuppavBea Supiool 2933Tumon ‘4 Lel ‘Lepuol Inok Iy

:8133F1 *IH dweq

Nwomm BIOsPUUIH ‘1939d 38
JATAQ@ uewsdxI 001

1w37dsod 93eas 1939d °3IS
X03p13sTUIWPY S9dUIENY
8133711 Wil I

0L6T ‘2T AeR

- ZOLES ..z_nz.oun:.s 'NOsIavYH
BNIGTING 321440 3LVLIE LIIYLS NOSTIM
INIWNIASYNYH. §SANISNE 40 NOISIAIQ

$301A¥3S V1208 % HLTV3H 40 LNIWLYVd3d / UISHOOSIAN JO 9IQ «




‘Mr, Jim Littig
St, Peter State Hospital
St, Peter, Minnesota 56082

commodities as & result of the timely aéeqﬁate information,

1f further information 1s needed related to data processing, please feel
£free to contact Mr, Carl Sam, )

Good luck.

Sinqerely,

; % A A2 K-«B&G«.f [‘\;_ 2 -

(Mxrs,) Frances Keller ,
Chief, Food Service Section

DIVISION OF BUSINESS MANAGEMENT

FK:ie

Enclosures

P.S. Current prices of various food plans will follow as soon &s we
have them available,




__problem.

State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SERVICES

DIVISION OF BUSINESS MANAGEMENT

WILSON STREET STATE OFFICE BUILDING

MADISON, WISCONSIN 53702

May 18, 1970

Mr, Jim Littig

Business Administrator

St, Peter State Hospital
100 Freeman Drive

§t, Peter, Minnesota 56082

Dear Mr., Littig:

We enjoy reading your daily bulletins, It would appear your group
readily understands the ‘requirements of an adequate food service
operation, Necessary supplies must be available to make our plan or
any plan work, We have 1ncreased our inventories to take care of this

Enciosed please find the institutions updated prices for May and June.
In addition, & copy of the updated meal pattern for Mendota is included.
At the end of each of the 12 food groups you will find the average cost
per equivalent pound which can be applied to the pounds required for
each sex and age group.

If we can provide any additional information or amswer questions, feel
free to contact us, o :

Sincerely,

I as eo )CML’L/.'

(Mrs.) Frances Keller
Chief, Food Service Section

DIVISION OF BUSINESS MANAGEMENT
FK:ie

Enclosures



APPENDIX G

1. This report, obtained from Mrs. Keller, pifrovides information on Wisconsin's progress in implemen_t—
ing their meal psttern system. \ S :

\
\
!
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INFORMATIONAL REPORi - MEAL PATTERN PROGRESS
Sept%mber 1969

General. i
- The meal pattern system is a systemsatiec appréach o money, meals and management, It provides the basis
for a food budget, Once the system is in operation, it can provide:s (1) quality food at the most
economical cost, (2) a plan which meets the nutritional and psychological needs of all persons under care,
(3) identification of food cost increases, (4) information on deviations from the food plan, (5) a
basis for better decision making with more information and updated information, (6) cost comparison
analysis of various food products, and (7) internal controls. '

Pregent Status of the Meal Pattern System.

A, The Plan (Programmed for Computer).

The institutions have developed their 75% plan for patients which meets the nuiritional needs and
budget level as indleated by Mr, Schmidt (At present, Central Colony has conformed to cost but has
not completely conformed to our nutritioﬁal level,)

This plan was the basgis for the 1969-71 ﬁudget request. Money was allocated on the 75% plan using
January 1969 prices for all food items. |

1. Computer Program for Computing Cage Prices to Pound Prices.
! -

A progran was developed to compute cést of cases of food into cost per pound of food. With a
computer program, sll items must be ?xpressed in terms of cost per pound.

As a result of this program we are better able to compare prices and to determine the most
sconomical purchase, ! .

Thig program provides price per poun& of all food commodities and forms the basis for updating
meal patterns of 25 institutions, fa%ms and camps.

2. Modified Diets Plan.

Plans have been prepared for modifiled diets and programmed for computer application. A4 comparison
of the model plan to the institution|plan has not been made yet due to lack of computer time.



BI

The Controls (Schedule Uperations).

lﬂ

3.

Food Block for 13 Weeks.

A food block using computer application was developed for each institution. This indicates
quantity of food item to be used per time and forms for equal distribution throughout the

13 week period. This forms the basis for menu planning and daily requisitions. The institutions
have been trained in use of the food blocks.

Food Estimates for Purchase.

Forns for use in determining food requirements have been developed; distributed, and used for
canned goods, groceries, frozen foods, and meat items., This forms a better basis for deter-
mining requirements and evaluating the institution requests.

We hope computer time will be available soon to reduce man hours at the institutions in
routine calculations.

It appears the Food Service Administrators have received this tool as a great help in determinirg
food reguirements.

Weekly lenu.

411 institutions have submitted one week's menu based on the 75% plan., All menus were evaluated
by the Food Service Section and most were approved. A few menus were poorly planned and were
returned to the institutions for revision.

All institutions have had numerous training sessions in good menu planning and a rating form
has been in use by institutions for several years. This is one of the institutions' weakest
areas.

Standardized Recipes.

A minimum of one recipe from each institution was submitted for review of form. Institutions
have participated in training workshops presenting the use of form, calculations and standardiza-
tion of recipes numerous times.

Many institutions are in the process of developing and testing recipes. This is a slow process.
A computer program and a central recipe file would reduce labor hours in this tedious calculation.

This is another of the institutions!' weakest areas.




5. Daily Production Demahd.

Training sessiong have been given on preparation of this dally production demand. Some
ingtitutions have them in use; others do not.

This is one of the most inportant steps for control.

6. Daily Reguisitions.

Institutions are presently ordering fpod from the stores two to three times weekly since
stores are closed Saturday and Sunday. We are considering a system which would give us 28 day
issues and, ultimately, daily issues.| Consideration is being given to use of requisition
forms rather than a storercom report for the evaluation process. -

Ce Qgre"r&tﬂzcna °

D,

Evaluation of Food Plan.

1. Ingredient Room.

For good control in guality food preparation and cost contrel, an ingredient room where one
person is assigned to weighing ingre ents for daily recipes 1s necessary.-

The institutions have been encouraged to set up an ingredient room. However, none has been
egtablished to date. ,
|
2. Food Prepsration. :

It is not possible at present to obtain the highest quality food products due to lack of
trained staff and lack of standardizefl recipes. Emphasis has been placed on training of
production staff by Food Service Section with programmed cook trainer material. Not all
institutions have pariticipated.

3. Food Service and Distribution.

1

With numerous outlying serving areas,Lit is difficult to provide high quality food. Future
plans include a system which will pro‘ide for less time between food preparation and servicge,

4 mamual evaluation form has been available to the institutions for geveral years. The meal
pattern was related to food issues as indicated on storeroom report. This does not provide adequate
information since number of days and number of meals varies from the meal patitern.

Alternative systems are being developed p?esentlyo
!



Conclusion. |

| .
Progress is slow both in the meal pattern sy%tem for all institutions and the pilot project at
Winnebago due to lack of adequate staff and qtaff hours both at the institution level and our office,

Lack of computer time from our data processiqg section has delayed the program. At present the delays
are in the areas of: (1) updating institution census, (2) updating prices as new contracts become in
effect, (3) developing modified diet meal paﬂterns to provide a complete patient food plan, and (4)
developing new programs for food requlrements, production distribution demand and standardized

recipes for better control,

Future progress is dependent upon3 (1) labof hourg awvallable at both Food Service Section and
Ingtitutions, (2) labor turnover in supervisory positions in the institutions, (3) Food Service
Administrator positions at the institutions filled with trained staff, and (45 data processing time.



|
AFPENDIX H
|
1. The reports which follow were prepared bys

A, Mrs, Margaret Kienzel, Dietitian, Glen Lake State Sanitorium.
B. Mrs. Patricia Hoehn, Coronary Dietitian, St. Peter State Hospital.

C, Hrg, Maxine Gustafson, Dietiilan, an@ Mr. Siskoff, Chief Cook both from Rochester State
Hospital. i

D. e, James Kruger, Chief Gook, St. Peqer State Hospital.



DEPARTIGNT _ St. Peter State Hospital Date: May 13, 1970

TO

Mr. James Littig

Business Manager

FROM s+ HMargaret Kienzel, Dietician
Glen Lake State Hosgpital

SUBJECT: Trip to Chippewa Falls, Wisconsin

This is a 1400 bed institution for the mentally retarded individual. COur meeling was with the
Dietician, Mrs, larian Walsdorf, 5She has the title of Food Service Adminigtrator.

Mrs. Walsdorf feels that the 'Wisconsin Plan' is working quite well, but it is still rslatively new
and there are constant problems to be worked out. It is quite apparent that the management and
success of the project are largely dependent on the Central Office Staff - Mrs., Keller and lrs. Irwin,

Examples: 1,

Evaluations of meal prices are made every two months in Madison.

If extra money is needed, the institution contacts the Central Office with the necessary
information and Mrs, Keller and IMrs. Irwin approach the "Board of Emergency",

If there is a gquestion where a certain food would be placed in the 12 categories in
this institutions storeroom, they wire lMadison for the proper category. It is very
important to have all institutions using the same categories for all items.

Some of the advantages of the system are:

Ly

20

Good records of inventory and food usage. (This entails considerably more book work
for the storeroom staff. A new position was created for a man to take care of the
accounting in the Food Service, and to prepare reports to be sent to Madison.)
Flexibility of funds available. The administrator of the institution said he was

in favor of it because they no longer have so many fiscal problems.

Disadvantages are:

1S

Lo

Increased work and records.

More rigid control over menu in some cases, particularly Modified Diets. The
therapeutic dietician said that the "Model Runs" set up for the modified diets were
not adapted to the general diet, and did not contain foods that they wanted to use.
They hope to see improvement in this area. At this time, they must conform exactly
to the "model plan" for modified diets sent out from Madison.




DEPARTMENT St. Peter State Hospital i DATE: May 13, 1970

TO :$ Mr. James Littig
Business Mansger
FROM ¢ Margaret Kienzel, Dietician |

Glen Lake State Hospital |

SUBJECT: Trip to Chippewa Falls, Wisconsin|- Page Two
| |
I agked about the amount of training requiréd before starting the system in the institutions.

Training sessions were scheduled in three areast North, Central, and South Wiscoms in.
They consisted of five geparate ys of workshop activity, with addltlonal work done
between sgesgionsg by the participantso

Question about method of orderlng canned go?ds.
The order for one year's supply ié caleculated in August. It comes Into Waupon ware-—
houge in December and Jamary. A#ounts needed for February 1 toc following January 31
are estimated, They are requisit%oned from the warehouse on a monthly basis, usually.

The contract for canned goods 118#8 standard and fancy as grades on quality.

Meat contract - ifrs., Walsdorf gave me a copj of ‘the meat contract which Mr., Donicht has asled
me to obtain if possible, %t hag been forwarded Lo him,

|

&



DEPARTMENT __ St. Peter State Hospital : _ DATE: May 13, 1970

TO + Hr, James Littig ;
Business Manager

f

FROM ¢ Pat Hoehn, Coronary Dietician |

|

St. Peter State Hosgpital

SUBJECT: Trip to Chippewa Falls, Wisconsié

I.B.M. Meal Pattern Plan based on Nutritioﬁal Standards as get up by USDA seems o be well zsccepled
at the Northern Wisconsin Colony and. Tralnlng School, Chippewa Falls, Wisconsin, Mrs., Walsdorf, Food
Service Admlnlstrator, and her staff initidted the plan at the institution. They started operating
uader the progranm in July of 1969, but duelto ‘inventory shortages, they were not in full swing until
January of 1970. The special dieits are just now being incorporated.

As explained by Mrs. Walsdorf, the model plan was prepared by Mrs. Francis Keller and Mrs. Eleanor
Irwin, Dieticiang, Csntral Office, and thé n presented to various hospitals at five, one-day

training sessions, Each institution took jhe model plan (computer print-out) and modified it according
to their desires. These were sent in and run through the computer until a working model for each
institution was acceptable as far as cost 4nd mutritional requirements are concerned.

|
This particular institution was set up to ﬁperate on a cost of $0.2698 per patient per meal in
January, 1969, However, due to the risging|cost of food, the institution was operating at $0.289
per patient per meal in Jamusry of 1970, }

This plan appears to me to provide budget flexiability. After the model plan is set up and approved,
for a set nutritional level at a given time, this level is then maintained regardless of the cost.
The Model Plan itself is evaluated every t§0 months and adjustments are made for fluctuations in
food costs. This plan also takes into consideration the need for additionasl money for special diets
and nourishments. If food prices increase, there is an Emergency Fund which can be appealed to for
additional funds so that the nutritional level of feeding remains constant.

At Northern Wisconsin Colony, they are setting up a thirteen week (four seasonal) eycle menu. The
planning of this menu seems greoatly simplified due to the I.B.M. meal pattern. This pattern providss

the amount of each food item available for iuse in a twenty-eight day period; therefore, it gives a definite
guide to follow in making out the menu, However, some difficulty was experienced in writlng thelr

special diets according to the models set Qp, Mre, Waledorf and her therspeutic dietician )




DEPARTMENT __St. Peter State Hospital ! DATE: May 13, 1970

T0 : Mr, James Littig
Business Manager
FRCG4 : Pat Hoehn, Coronary Dietician

3%, Peter State Hospltal

2

SUBJECT: Trip to Ghippewa Falls, Wisconsin - Page Two

felt the modified diet vlans were too rlgldly controlled and should be more adapted to the regular
menit. JItems which they normally included im their diets were not ligted, therefore not budgeted,
and could not be used, They also found some variences with the kitchen ready feetors,

size gervings are speclfied by USDa standards for sex~agc groups. To simplify servings, they
have combined the gix age-sex groups into three groups--Children, Girls, and Boys. ZEach day they
receive a patient count by buildings and serving groups. This information is then used by the food
production manager in setting up a dsily erductlon sheet. From this census, and the serving
portion size guide he can determine exactly) what must be prepared for and gent to each area in
keeping with the model mutritional level arnfl cost.

1

I was impressed with the quantity control t?it this program provided in this institution. The

Ordering under this meal pattern plan is al%o simplified; as the figures (1lbs.) required for
twenty~eight days can be taken directly off| the computer print-out. It seems that there would
not be the pressure of ordering to meet a anetafy figure, Algo, it appeared to me that less
time would be spent in revising orders. Fopever, it would bes necessary that the food orders
arrive when needed, to stay within this model plan,

For the above reasons, I feel that thig is a workable plan and that it would be adapted for use in
the 3tate Institutions of Minnesota.



DEPARTHENT __ St. Peter State Hospital _ ; DATE: May 13, 1970

TO : James Littig
Business Manager
FRGY s Maxine Gustafson, Dietician

Mr., Siskoff, Chief Gook |
Rochester State Hospital 1

SUBJECT: TIrip to Sparta and Madison, Wiscon31n
!

In brief, those working with this plan stated they liked it. I% insured that no steps be
forgotten.

They did feel that there was little flexibility and that changes in patient population caumsed
gsome difficulty. It seemed to be a great ﬁmount of detail work.

The Wiscongin plan does allow them to servg much more variely and more expensive foods. One of
their gtaff people did state that perhaps Rhis was a mistake since many of their patients could
not afford to eat tais well when they went home, In faet, she couldn't on her salary.®

|
None of them varied their servings for the jage-sex group. They averaged them.

¥Both facilities were much better staffed ﬁhan ocur depariment at Rochester.



DEPARTMENT __ St. Peter State Hospital f DATE: May 13; 1970

TO ¢ Mr, James Littig
Business Manager
FROM s Mr. James Kruger

Chief Cook
St. Peter State Hospital J
SUBJECT: Trip to Sparta and Madison, Wiscopsin

Thursday, May 7, Mrs. Gustafson, Mr. Siskoff, and I visited the Wisconsin Children's Treatment
Center at Sparta, Wisconsin, We met with Mr. Krues, Business Manager and Mr. Dickman, Food

Service Administrator. We discussed the "Wisconsin Food Plan". They (Krues and Diclman) were very
pleased with the plan and endorsed it fully;

We asked how they‘handled the various "sex—ﬁge group® they had at their instituiion, how they
served the different quantities to each. They said they averaged the quantities over-all, and
made no attempt to serve each group individfally.

We asksd about the delivery plan they had fbr supplies, and what they did about late deliveries,
non~deliveries, ete. They said they had no such problems, The state of Wisconsin has a central
warehouse that distributes the noneperishables, and this has eliminated that problenm.

One of the few problems they had encounﬁereh was the food needs for off compus activities. They
had to stick strictly to the menu as far as the food provided for these sctivities, The Recreational
Therapy Department did not like this espeeiplly, but this was the only way it could be handled.

The institution received day old bakery products from the loeal merchants. This was not figured
against the "Meal Plan", but was used as an extra bonus and used for treats in some cases.

We toured the kitchen facilities, and fcund them old, but apparently in good shape, and the building
well lighted and newly painted, but the location was in a basement as so many of the old kitchens
are. What impressed us mogt was that while the %"Center®™ only has a capacity of 90 beds, they had

a staff of seven cooks, and the Chief Cook was making $815 a month and wasn't st the top of his
wage scale. He was anticipating a $40 a mopth raise in July, and gaid they got a $35 or $40 raise
every year. His top wage was over $300 a month. The staffing pattern and wage pattern put
Minnesota's to shame, it seemed to us. :




DEPARTMENT __ 3St. Peter State Hospital DATE: 1May 13, 1970
TO : Mr. James Littig
Businegs Manager
FROM s Mr. James Kruger
Chilef Cook
5t. Peter State Hospital
SUBJECT: Trip to Sparta and Madisonm, Wiscon51n ~ Page Two

We then Went to Mendota State Hospital at hadison and talked to iliss Gundlach, the Food 3ervice
Adminigtrator there, Miss Gundlach wvas very enthusigstic about the "Plan®, and fellt it was
excellent. , :

She did say that it took a lot of preparaﬁion to set the plan in operation. It took something
like a year for her to do the necessary paper work, but that ocnce it was put in operation it worked

fine., GShe gald it did take a whlle to coﬁr
needs of the institution. !
They algo supplemented the "Plan" with rhu
raised there at the ilnstitution, although

ect any errors that one had made in calculating the

barb, apples, and asparagus that were still being
technically they were no longer farming,

They also receive a hedge by purchasing tﬂe milk from one of the prisons that have a large dairy

herd.
and she saild they averaged it out among th
could handle it. Ifiss Gundlach also said
in some cases, unless they were glven supp
needed by women). ‘

We toured the kitechen facilitiss and founé
ing some new equipment and remodeling, btut
were especially impressed by the large num
impressed by the many personnel in thely K
staffing and wages were much better than M
and butchers they had three laborers a851g
man to keep things in repair.

We agked Miss Gundlach how they han

dled the various sex-age groups a5 far ag distribution

e entire institution. They felt it was the only way they
it was nearly impossible to meet the nutritional standards,
lemental medication. (For instance the amount of iron

then to be modern and up-to-date. They were anticipat~
in general they seemed to have a fine facility. We
lber of coolers and freezers they had. We were also
itchen, Thisg was a 550 bed instltution and the
innegotals. Besides a large staff of cooks, bakers,

ned to the kitchen to clean it and one maintenance



DEPARTHENT __ gt, Peter State Hospital : DATE: May 13, 1970

T0 s Mr, James Littlg
Business Manager
FROM 3 M. Janes Kruger

Chief Cook
St. Pzter 3tate Hospital -
SUBJECT: Trip to Sparta and iladison, Wn.sc. - Page Three

On the way back to Minnesota we discussed 'whau we had seen and heard, and some of our con-
clugions were as follows: ;

1. Ve fell that the plan was more compl:.ca ted than it would have to be. The sex-age
groupings didn't seem to have much purpose.

2. The plan seemed quite rigid, we wonde:c'ed if we wouldn't lose all flexibility as far as
menu planning. .

3. There would have to be a strict é‘t;elivery schednle maintained something we haventt
had and can!t get with some wvendors,

4o A1l recipes would have to be stanidardized and followed very stricily.
i
5, There would be more paperwork for% the culinary departments to take care of,

6. It would be a relief not to have }bo worry about rising costs of food, to have the
automatic raises in allowance built in.



' APPENDIZ I

Wisconsin food prices were taken from s Feb#uary 1970 print out furnished by Mrs. Keller.

1.
2. Minnesota food prices for the 103 comparablé items were taken from the purchase orders indicated.
3. A& 'weighted! presentation would have prOV1ded wore accurate information but this information wag

not readily avallableo
4o In a few cases where the case sizes purchased varied, it was neeessary to coavert the prices

(by taking the cost per ounce) to arrive atfa valid comparison.
5. Taking these limitations into considerationi the study indicated that Minmesota paid 108,417%

more than Wisconsin did for the items listed.

FOOD GO%T COMPARISON
ITEM WISCONSIN MINNESOTA MINNESOTA PURCHASE
P}RICE PRICE ORDER NUMBER

Beef Chucks Standard 4 0.4800 3 0.5075 0-44943
Beof Rounds U.S. Standard . 5800 <6525 0-44943
Loins Pork Reg. No. 1 8-14 16325 . 7119 0-44943
Pork Rst Bonl S Butt 4/6 1lb. Port - 8500 . 8100 0-44998
Pork Bacon Slab Regular k6750 5775 0-44943
Frankfurters Regular Contract 5500 5273 0-44986
Bologne A}l Meat Reg. 95500 « 5020 0-44943
Saloml Reg Contract u6000 .6800 0-44943
Chicken Fryers « 3450 « 3744, 0-41755
Turkey Roast » 4300 L6234 0-41755
Tuna Cnnd 81d Brn 13 oz, Cn Gd Cntr 10,9700 es. 13.0700 cs. Q=L T47
Cod Frozen Fillet 2-4 oz. F3650 » 3850 0-41330
Haddock Frozen Iillet 2-4 oz. .5850 5600 0-41330
Perch Frozen Ocean 4 oz, 0 3950 4050 0-41330
Ice Cream Mix 1 6050 gl. 1.6800 ¢1. ALP-23355
Cheeose Cottage P2200 . 2000 ALP-23928
Milk Non Fat Dry Slde Grd A 50 lb. 82725 « 2790 0-44481
Fresh Eggs Large 24 or Doz. Form » 5800 « 4800 ALP-23928
Froz Eggs Whites 30 1b. L2650 « 2700 0-50996
Froz Whole Eggs 30# .3800 0-50996

?3850



WISCONSIN
ITRY FRIGE |
Cherries Red Canned Sr Pitted #10 § 7.6200 -
Cranberries Fresh .1350 ;
Cranberry Sauce U.S. Fancy #10 7.5700 caJ
Fruit Cocktall Gnd Syrup #10 6.2100 cs.
Fruit Cocktail Diet Cnd 4. 8400 es4
Juice Pineapple 46 oz. 3.5200 cs.
Onions Fresh White 50# bag L0600 -
Peaches Sliced Cnd Syrup #10 4.6150 es.
Peaches Halves Cnd Syrup #10 4.7050 cs.
Peaches Halves Diet Cnd 4.7100 es.
Poaches Dried 25 1b. .6000 i
Peaches Frozen Sweet 30 1ib. « 2450
Pears Halves Cnd Syrup #10 6.4100 cs.
Pears Halves Diet Cnd 5.8400 cs.
Pineapple Crushed Ond Syrup #10 6.5100 csv
Peag Cnd #10 4.0400 cs.
Peas Frozen 2% 1b. .1550 ;
Pickles Dill Whole Gal 35/40 4.6900 cs.’
Pickles Sweet Mixed glas 6.9900 cs.
Prunes Dried Low Moigture 25 1b, .6300 .
Sauerkraut Cnd #10 3.0100 es.
Watermelon 0700 :
Vegetable Mixed Cnd #10 3.8400 cs.’
Beans Kidney Dr 100 1b. .1235 ;
Beans Lima Dry 100 1b. . 1333
Beans Navy Dry 100 1b. .0933
Peanut Butter Smooth 32 oz. . 3663
Potato Idaho Baking Fresh 0750
Potato Irish Slices Dehyd. «4330
Potato Chips 4166
Jelly Apple #10 7.0200 cs.
Jelly Currant #10 9.7000 cs.
Jelly Grape #10 9.6000 cs.
Molasses Sugar Cane #10 8.0300 es.
Syrup Sugar & Maple 5 gal. 1.4800 ecs.
Baking Powder Red Star 10 1b. 1725
Cocoa 100 1b. . 2900
Flavoring Maple fAxtract 1 gt. 2.0500 c¢s.

Flavoring Vanilla Extract 1 qi. 204200 cs.

MINNESOTA

PRICE

#10.1500
.3000
7.9500
44500
3.3900
. 0900
5.3000
5.9900
447100
.7000
.1750
6.4300
5, 4500
6.3200
421500
. 1400
5.4500
8.1500
. 2570
3.7500
. 0550
4. 3900
1240
.1105
. 0875
» 3300
.0331
. 3500
. 3700
7.5000
9, 8500
7.6000
8.9500
1.9300
.1500
+ 3350
4, 5000
3.7500

CSe
C3.
CS.
CS.

CS.
CSe
CS.

cSs.
cs.
cs.
cs.

cs.
CSe

CS.

CSe.

cs.
cs.
CS.
CSO
Cs.

C3.

MINNESOTA PURCHASE
ORDZR_ HMEER

0-30503
ALP-23930
0-29068
0-44493
0-44459
0~44459
ALP-23930
_0-29068
0-3288
0-2968,
0-27023
0-26496
0-44493
0-444,59
0~2968,
0-44459
0-46153
0-29796
0-29716"
0-43293
0-29068
ALP-23930
0-29068
0-43263
0-43263
0-43263
0~47537
0-37516
0-25776
0-46593
0-27771
0-27771
0-27771
0-46371
0-46371
0-47537
0-46731
0-44693
0-44693



ITEM

Salad 0il Mix Beg. 5 Gal.

Salad Dressing

Shortening All Purpose 50 1b. tin
Whip Topping Base Rich Froz
Cereal Bran Flakes Kelloggz 1 oz,
Cereal Corn Flakes Kellogg 1 oz.
Cereal Dark Whole Wheat

Cereal Rice Krispies Klg.

* Cereal Wheat Oata 50 1b. bag
Coreal Wheaties (100 count)
Cornstarch 100#

Crackers Graham 2 1lb. box
Crackers Scoda 2 1b. box
Maceroni Elbow 10#

Noodles Chow Mein #10

Noodles Egg Fine 10 1b.
Spaghetti Zlbow 10 1b.

Apricots Diet Canned

Broccoli Frogen Spears 2 1lb. pack
Carrots Fresh med.

Pumpkin Canned #10

Spinach Canned #10 whole leaf
Squash Winter Frozen Cooked
Juice Grapefrnit Canned Unsw,
Juice Orange Ganned Unsw.

Juice Tomato Canhed

Tomato Fresh

Tomato Canned #10 Whole

Tomato Catsup #10

Tomate Puree 12% Solids

Tomato Chili Sauce #10 Canned
Apples Vacu Iry Nug

Apples Vacu Dry Sl

Besng Green Frozen 20 1b.

Beets Canned Diced #10

Bruassel Sprouts Froz 2% 1b.
Cabbage Fresh (white)

Corn W K Cammed #10

Corn Cream Canned #10
Cauliflower Froz

i
1
i

WISGONSIN
PRICE
t

$ 1.2900
1.1700
1830
+3958
5.3200
1.1800
11075
1.3500

cn.
gl.

CS.
cs.

CS.

10950

2.5000
1»0750
2150
.1890
1280

3.2300
1o 2150

L1333

2,0500
2775
» 1205

3?6200

3,5100
- 1250

3,7300

3.3800

3:0500
» 3300

43 4400

436900

4%7600

71200
» 9200

1,0000
1 1950

241500
TBBOA
TOS?S

344200

549200
82240

C8.

CSe

cs.

CSe
C8.

CSe

C8.
CSe

C8.

MINNESOTA

__FRICE

$ 1.8000
1.2300
1675
° 3700
5.2000
1.1700
.1158
1.8000
. 1050
2.5600
- 0860
+2690
@ 20 80
1445
34500
» 2050
2 1445
4.9500
° 2500

. 0960
3.5500
3.7500
21250
3,7900
4.7200
2 8900
+2600
4.2500
5.7300
5.2500
7.9500
7270
2+ 8430
1600
2.4500
« 2450
.0800
3.1700
444000
«1850

CIl,
gl.

CS.
cs.
Cs.

CS.

C8.

CS.

cs.
CsS.

CS.

CS.
CS.

CS.

MINNESOTA PURCHASE
ORDSR HUMBER

O-47537
0-45294
030533
0-46153
0-44409
0~44409
0=444,37
0-46837
O~44437
0-44409
0-46731
0-41860
0-41861
0-42552
0-44459
0-42552
0--42552
0-44459
0-46153
ALP-23930
0-29068
0-29068
0-46153
0-290068
0-20068
0-29068
ALP-23930
- 0-29068
0-44493
0-44493
0~44459
0-27060
0-27060
0-46153
0-29068
0-46153
ALP~23930
029684
0-44459
0-46153



ITEM

Gelatin Plain 1 1b,

Sugar White Granulated
Sugar Powdered Confection
Sugar Golden Medium Brown

WISCONSIN
PRICE

$ .8558
L1149
+1249
01249

$225,2005

$244.1564
$225,2005

MINNESOTA

PRICE

$ 1.0800
.1095
1145

LT

= 108.417%

MINNESOTA PURCHASE
ORDER NUMBER

0-41392
0-45078
0-45078
0-45078

A factor which may contribute to the cost variations is a difference in quality (i.e., grade) for similar
items. Example: One state may purchase Grade B canned goods while the other purchases Grade C,
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APEENDIX J

|

1. The following is a copy of the minutes of the business meeting of Dieticians and Chief Coocks
from Minnesote State Hospitals held at the Cambridge State Hospital on May 19th.,

Presents George Nordmark, Brainerd Ruth Osberg, Gillette
Agnette Duncan, Cambridge Ernzst Melby, Corresctions
Elma Stoffel, n 5 Mary Jane Hartman, ¥
Maureen Whalin, " Carol Smith, St. Peter
Jeamnette Kirby, Glen Lake ! Jim Kruger, - "

Charles Romportl, " ! James Littig, "

Margaret Kienzle, " ' Pat Hoehn, "

Leonard Larson, Fergus Falls Joyce Knott Willmar

Stanley Federickson, " Maxine Gustafson, Rochester

Leoc Noren, Mcose Lake ‘ ¥r. Siskoff, "

Alice Sadowsky, Anoka | Jennifer Walters, Faribault
Bob Tex, 3 - Enes Robertshaw, L

Marge Hoagland, V¥ : Betty Harkins, h

Dorothy Bridges, "

The meeting was called to order-dt 10 a.m. by Mrss Maureen Whalin, Chairman.

Mr. Stocking, Administrator at Cambrldne State Hospltal, welcomed the group to the
hospital and described the institution|as to type of patients and census figures.

Prior to the meeting, all members of the Dietary Committee -had received by mail a
comprehensive file of informetion on the "Wiseensin Plan” for determining the food budget
in Wisconsin institutions.

In relation to the Wisconain Plang ¥rs James Littig, Business Mesnager at St. Peter State
Hospital, opened the meeting by presenting a "Provisions Allowance Questionaire® for all to
£ill out. A discussion of the questiohs followed the periocd when each person answered the
questions independently to determine the goneral trend of the group.

The questions were concerned with%

1. Whether a nutritionally ﬁdequate diet has been provided im the past 18 months,
and the menu variety allowed

2. If a comparison of the menu with nationally recognized standards was made and
a record kept .



Lieticiaens & Head Cooks Ntge

3, How the meintenance of nutritional levels is affected by cost permitted
4. leceseity for changes in menus to compensete for rising costs of food

5, An indication of what each person felt would be an adequate daily cost
for food in 1971-72 and 1972-73

6, How you would present this cost figure and support it with objective facts

7. MNeed for a plan which will represent the needs and wishes of a majority of
institutions

8., Whether further sfforts should be made to continue work on "Project Wisconsin®

lir. Littig gave a background of the steps taken preliminary to the study of the Wisconsin
Plan, and cost comparisons with various institutions. He stated that the main objective, whatever
the method, was to obtain enough money so that dieticiens and cooke could provide an adequate
diet without stringent cost restrictions.

There was a discussion of the contribution of surplus commodities to our food supply. The
value todey was estimated to be one-half of what it was two to three years ago. There is the
possibility of further decline in years to come.

Brief reports were made about trips to Wisconsin institutions by Pat Hoehn, Jim Kruger,
Maxine Gustefson, Mr. Siskoff and Margaret Kienzle. These reports had been previously circu-
lated to the committee.

It was pointed out that there are differences in various institutions. For example:
Number of modified diets required, and use of nourishments as dictated by the Medical Staff
of the hospital.

A motion was made by Ernest Melby that we establish a feeding lsvel besed on United States
Department of Agriculture modified cost level figure, and provide for & contingency fund to
provide for price fluctuations. liotion seconded by lildred Wieners. Motion passed.

Following the lunch break, there was a short meeting concerning sslaries for Dietary
Department employees. A list of salary proposals and present salaries for Wisconsin was
discussed.

The meeting was adjourned at 2315 p.m.

Mrs. Margaret S. Kienzle, Secretary
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APPENDIX K

The "Provisions Allowance Quastionnaire“éwas used st the State Dietary Méeting and the -Accounting
Officer and Business Managers meetingi to arrive at information from those people who are inti-
mately concerned on a dayhto—day basis with the feeding level being provided.

The questionnaires have been retained an% are availsble for further-stuc_iy°

In response to question six (€) which reﬁds:

", o oPlease indicate the per capita rate you feel i1s necessary for each year of the
1971/73 b:.ennlume — i

A. Dietitians and Chief Cocks suggested an averﬁja of $0.9254 for 1971/72 and a
average of $1.011 for 1972/73.

B, Accounting Officers and Businesslhanagers suggested an averﬁan of $0:978 for
1971/72 and a average of $1.04 for 1972/73.

C. Many replies indicate a definite need for a conbingent fund to provide supple=-
mental financing if food prices increase during the bienniwum.

PROVISTONS ALLOWANGE QUESTIORNAIRE

Your name -and title

Your -institution - - é

l. Do you feel you have been providing a nutritionally adequate diet the past 18 months

(since January 1, 1969)? Have -you offered as much variety as you would heve liked?
1
1 .
2. Do you regularly compare your menu wi r of the nationslly recognlzed standards -of
nutrition (example, those used by the [SDA)? If your answer is yes, how often do-you

make -these comparisons and which 'die® level'! are you providing?



Questionnaire -« Page 2

3.

4

5e

7o

Have you kept a record of these compaéisions vhick could be used to suppert-a claim:to
the Legislature that we do feed at a qpecific level?

Reality says that we all must be concerned with costs. As Dieticiams and Cheif Cooks -your
primary concern should be with nutrltlonal levels {including quality, appearance, and
quantity of the food we offer) and your seeondary concern should be cost: Do you feel the
present per capita rate permits you to keep these-in the proper order? Elaboraie,

Food prices have increased during thls 18 month perlodo Have you made any changes in your
menu to compensate for these 1ncrease§? If your smswer -is yes, please -glve = brief summary
of the changes. If necessary continue on the -back of this sheet.

The Legislature appropriation for this biennium calls for a 70¢ level of feeding in 1969/70
(75¢ the last six months by Dept. of Administration directive if we can finance that level);
and 71¢ for 1970/71-(75¢ iAf we can flnpnce it).

Asgume we will be permitted to feed at 75¢ for the period from January 1, 1970 through June
30, 1971 and the necessary additional funds will be provided.

Now = pleage indicate the per capita rﬁte you feel is necessary for each yesr of the 1971/73
biemnium to provide & nutritionelly sound diet which would permit the quality, quantity, and
varisty you would like to provide.

For 1971/72 - .
For 1972/73 -, 5

Remarks:

Assume you are making the presentatlon.to the House and Senate finance committes for food
allowances in the Departments of PubliF Welfare and Corrections for 1971/73, Justify the
level of feeding you have proposed in question six: Keep in mind "I think® and "I feel"
statements will probably carry little paighte Your presentation should be logicsl and to
the point. Continue your presentation on the back of this sheet.



Questiommaire - Page 3

8.

9o

10,

Do you feel we can ?sell! your plan t@ the Legislature if it is -pol accepted by all the
institutions? |

i
If your snswer to number eight is mo nrov1de specific recommendations how we can achieve

acceptance (of your approsch) so the Leglslature will recognize the request represents the
wish of a distinct majority (if not all) of the institutions.

You have all be provided information on "Project Wisconsin", It is an approach which may,
if it is generally accepted by the 1nst13utlons be accepted by the Department of Administration

for ultimate consideration by the Lngwslature. Do you feel efforts along this line should
be continued or dropped3

THAT IS ALL!

THANEKS FORX YOUR HELP!



APPENDIX L

1. This information was obtained from ifrs, Keller.
2, Pennsylvania - for 1966/67 - lowest cost%per day reported - $0,7698; highest - $1.87.
30 CalifOrpia - for 1968 - lowest cost per day reported - $0.7445; highest - $1.10.

4o Ohic - Child Caring Institutions - for 1968 - lowest cost per day reported - $0. 96-
highest - $1.743.

5., Ohio — Child Caring Institutions - for 1969 - lowest cost per day reported - $0.927;
highest - $2.208,

SELECTED SERVICES STATISTICS FOR WﬁLEARE FEDERATION CHILD CARE INSTITUTION

January Through Debember 1968 and 1969

Humber of Food Cost

Capacity Meals Served Per Meal
GENERAL CHILD CARE INSTITUTIONS :
Cleveland Christian Home o s s o o o » 1969 50 51,693 44,6 ¢
1968 50 57,200 4.4 ¢
Jones Home of Children'ts Servicésﬁ o o l§69 45 54,4 604, 40,2
1568 45 50, 805 38,5
Parmadale® ., . o o o s 9 o & ¢ o # o © 1969 240 ) 293’003 307-!9
1968 240 280,951 32.6
SPECIALIZED CHTLD CARE INSTITUTIONS
Training Schools
Iil'az'ycrest* @ 9 & 90 w e @ © 0 & o 01969 70 84-’333 3309
1968 70 76,521 31.5
Residental Treatment Centers : |
BGGCh Brook e @ 0 © & 0 © © e @ @ 1969 36 60,830 32-9
1968 30 59,325 28,5
Bellefaire® o v o o o ¢+ o o o o 1969 108 178,173 52.0

1968 108 182,495 -~ 45.0



Fumber of Food Gost

: Capacity Meals Served Per Heald
Children's Aild Society® o +- s o & 1969 36 T4y 761 33.6 ¢
1968 36 70,780 - 33.7 ¢
Regidential Homes for Adolesgcents
Carmelita Hall* ¢/ ¢ o o o o « o .1969 16 6,243 34.1
1968
St. Anthony Home¥ . 4 « o o o o » 1969 50 43,924 49.0
1968 50 52,934 454
Institutions for Health Problems
Health Hill Hospital for 1969 50 32,086 67.6
Convalescent Children® , . . 4 & .1968 50 42,426 58.1
Rosemary Center® o o o + o & o . .1969 40 55,875 34,3
1968 40 58,229 32,0
TOTAL FOR 11 INSTITUTIONS L969 735 935,525 39,1 %
1068 134 946,388 37.3 #%
¥ A Red Feather Agency of the Community Chest #¥¥% fverape food cost per meal

¢/ New Facility Data for Last Four Months, 1969



Comparison of cost level of our State 75% Plan with cost plans from other States.
| :
|

Dept. of H & 83
Institutions Food Plans

(Based on Jan. 69 Prices)
{(Meat Prices were Dec. 68)

Institutions

Northern
Southern
Central Colony
Childrents Treatment
Mendota
Winnebage
Central State Hospital
Child Center
Prison
Reformatory
Home for Women
Wisc. Correctional Inst.
School for Girls
Wales '
Kettle Moraine
Black River Camp
Tincoln Boys School
Correctional Camps
McNaughton
Gordon
Flanbeau
Union Grove
Walworth
Oregon Farm
Thompson
Winnebago Farm

Pennsylvhnia
196667 |
Moderate Cost Plan

Actual

CostéMeal

$.2673
.2521
.2293
,2230
.2658
.2530
.2909
.304L8
.2908
.3051
- .2409
.3028
2641
.3117
,3088
. 3357
,3088

3013 -
3095
.3095
.2623
.2623
.2623
.2623
.2623

Abtual

Cbst(ﬂeal

|
Mental Hospt.
$,2733-.6233

Mentally Rtd.
$ ;92566“’ a 5&-33

Geriatric
$.3300
Youthful Cent.
$.3533~.4366

Correctional

$§3333

Caelifornia-is
1968
Moderate Cost Plan

dctual

Cost/Meal

Mental Hygiene Inst.
Regular Food $.2767
Modified Dts. .3118
Nursey 2482

Corrections Inst.
Girls & Boys.
$.2700=3666
Adult

$.2700



APPENDIX M

1, The guestiornaire which follows was m&ileh to the Budget Director (Department of Administration)
in each of the other A8 states (Hisconpin wae not included as we have information on their
feeding system). :

2. Replies were received from 33 states and gre still trickling in.

L, Only ome follow-up letter was sent out., With an additional follow-up letter and/or a tele-
phone request,it may be possible to obtain this information from the remaining 15 states.

3. In several cases where we had questions on the data received, telephone calls were placed to the
person who filled out the report to clarify the information.

4o Many states sent along a wealth of informhtion on their feeding program. While that information
will not be included in tikis presentat#on, it is avallable and should be studied, by the person
you assign to complete this research. .

OUT-STATE PROVISI@N ALLOWAKCE QUESTIONNAIRE

Name of State

Neme and Title of Person Completing Questionnaire

1.

25

3.

B R L T e T

AO om A wm A e e

Is your raw food appropriation (for each type of institution within your system) computed on &
per capita basis (so much per patient per day)?

If you use a method other than per capita we would appreciate receiving information on the
method and criteria in use,

Do you have a "Contingent Fund® availsble so the level of feeding approved by your Legislature
can be meinteined in a period of increasing prices?



Questionnaire - Page 2

bo

5.

7o

If your answer to question three was yesL how is this approach working? How many additional
dollars were required in fiscal 1967/§8 and 1968/69 to maintain the approved level of feeding?

i
If your answer to question three was no,ido you feel a "Contingent Fund" of this type is needed
in your system? A

Please provide actual cost figures (costiper meal, égﬁéOSt per patient day) for raw food for
each type of institution in your eystem for the fiscal years of 1967/68 end 1968/69.

Please provide the same informstion for ﬁhe raw food cost level approved by your Legislature
for the fiscal year of 1969/70 {and 1370/71 if this information is availlable).

; E
Your assistance is greatly appreciated. Any additional information and/or comments yau wish to add
will be very helpful, ' -

Thank youl



3.

AN

APPENDIX I
This appendix covers institutions for the mentally retarded.

Twenty-three states reporting. IMassachusetts and Colorado's replies were recelved after the
chart was typed and their information was added to the bottom of the report without re-
ranking previously typed material.

1967/68 ~ 12 states reporting - © wevre feeding at a higher rate than Minnesota. High daily
rate - $1.39; low — $0.37; Minnesota - $0.68,

1968/6G - 20 states reporting - 13 were feeding at a higher rate than Minnesota. High daily
rate - $1.51; low - $0.38; Minnesota - $0.68.

We overlooked including a question about ingtitutional farm operations. This item may be a
significant factor in several states who have reported daily food expenditures which are
lower than other states.

A. We have verified, by telephone calls, the existance of institutional farm operations in
Montana, South Carolina, and at Redfield in South Dakota.




HOSPITALS FOR THE MENTALLY RETARDED

Costs are per patient day

Rank Rank
1967-68 Order 1968-69 Order 1969-70 1970-71

sArizona .78 5 -84 5/6 .87 »90
Connecticut 1.39 1 1.51 1

Distriet of Columbia .67 15 <67

Florida 7 7/8 T4 10/11

Idahc .68 9/10/11 .68 12/13

Iowa - see appendix A-/ o742 9

Kansas .978 2 1.00 2 <999 1.02
LouiSianﬂ. 093 3 s90 4 1oll lall
Maine i | 7/8 T4 10/11
zMaryland - see appendix A-/ .637 12 .649

Minnesota .68 9/10/11 .68 12/13 725 15
Montana =398 15 478 17

New Jersey .61 14 « 64, 16

North Carolina .72 6 75 8

Ohio «673 14 2736

Oregon - see appendix A-/ .633 .633
South Carclina +37 16 .38 18

South Dakota = see appendix A-/ .68 9/10/11 .84 5/6

Texas - see appendix A-/ .613 13 +795 7

Washington .84 4 .99 3

Wisconsin -~ see appendix A-/ »79

1967-68 16 states reporting - 8 were feeding at & higher rate than Minnesota
1968-69 18 states reporting - 11 were feeding at a higher rate than Mimnesm ta
1969-70) Because of the number of states not reporting the cost for these
1970-71) fiscal yeers, rank order has not been assigned.

The cost figures as shown on this report may not include dollar figures on items such as surplus commodities,
dairy herds, fresh garden crops, etec. which mey exist at some institutions, This informstion was not passed
on to us in our survey, thersfore this report shows only appropriated figures.

#¥Masgachusetts - reported late, .66 073
# Colorado therefore does not 75 .84
appear in rank order




HOSPITALS FOR-¥HE-MENPALLY-REPARDED
APPENDIX - 4-1

" NAME OF " _
STATE INSTITUTION 196768 | 196869 1969-70 1970-71
Towa Glenwood | 765 |
) Woodward f 72
Msryland Henryton .612 | 658
-_ Rosewood 662 T 641
‘Oregon Fairview | .623 .623
Columbia 643 643
South-Dakota Custer .88 1.15
Redfield e 48 ' 53
Texas Abilene -626 +669
‘ Austin 612 : 702
Travis e 618 ) ® 674
Mexica - 604 ‘ 653
Denton .608 ' .648
Lufkin 612 <654,
Richmond D © L7789
Wisconsin® Central Colony ‘ 705
Northern Colony : - +865

Southern Colony : o199
*January - February' 1970 prieea-@ same 1evel~-o£-£eedifrg = population varies-and prices differ in each locality

These states listed more then one institution = theae*; costs: were averaged for usg in alphabetieail 1listing.



5.

APPENDIX O
i

This appendix covers institutions for the imentally ill.

. i
Thirty-three states reporting. Colorado's reply was received on July 16th and addsd to the bottom

of the reporit without reranking previodsly typed material,

1967/68 - 26 states reporting - 12 were fdeding at a higher rate than Mimnesota. Eigh daily
rate - $2.17; lov - $0.48; Minnesota — i;‘;o.sa. .

1968/65 - 30 states reporting - 18 were fsed_ng at a higher rate than Minnesota. High daily
rate - $2.30; low - $0.52; Minnesota - ‘&0 68. A

We overloocked including a guestion about %nstitutlonal farm operations., This item may he a
significant factor in several states who have reported daily food expenditures whlch
are lower than other states. i

A. We have verified by telephone calls tﬂe existance of institutional farm operations in
South Csrolina and South Dakota. ' .

B. Haine (Augusta) has a farm operation but the proceeds from that operation serves as a
ioffset" against appropriated funds received.

H
i

C. Virgina does not conduct farm operatio%s gt their institutions.



Alaska - see appendix B-/
Arjzona

Arkansas

California

Connecticut

Florida

Georgia

I1lincis

Indiana

Iowa - see appendix B~/
Kansas-

Louisians

Majine

Marylsnd - see appendix B-/
Massachusetts

Michigan#

Minnesota¥*

Missouri

Nebraska

Nevadagitis

New Jersey

New York

Rorth Carolins

Ohio

Oregon - see appendix B-/
South Cerolina

South Dakota

Texas - see appendix B-/
Utah

Virgina

Washington

Wisconsin - see appendix B-!/

Colorado -reported late, therefore
does not appear in rank
Ordel’-

HOSPITALS an THE MENTALLY ILL

Costs are iper patient day

Rank |

196768 - Order
+ 94 4
.60 19
oT9 -9

2,17 1
.75 10/11
0798 : 8
814 7
924 5
.66 13
o49 1 23
645 15
.65 14
.68 12
644, 16

: 0999 ‘ 3

1.15 2
615 21
.63 20
.90 6

53 22
<48 24/25
#0642 117
-636 118
048 |24/25
.75 l10/11

.87

Rank -
Order - 1969-70
2
9 <94
19/20/21/22
12
1
14/15
17 ST77
11
10
13
5 .981
25 .69
28/29
.621

19/20/21/22 .73
6/7

18 <725
26

3 1.31
8

23

19/20/21/22

6/

4 - 1.71
' 9641 '
27

16

19/20/21 /22

24
28/29
14/15

197871

1.40

.75



| | -
- : - _ Lo b : -

HDSEIEAL%.EDRA&HEJHQHMLLI.ILL - eontinued
Gosta aIre pet patiaht day

1967« 25 states reporting - 11 wers fesding at a higher rata thmﬁinneaoi;a
1968 29 states reporting =~ 17 were feading ai a higher rate than Minnesota
1969»70) Because of the number of statés not teportipg the cost for these

1970-»71) fiscal years, order has not been assigned

The cost figures as shown on this report may . not include dollar figutres en i_tama such as surplns commodities,
dairy herds, fresh garden crope, etc. which.may exist at some institutions, This information LCT pot passed
on {'.o ds id our suwey, therefore this report shows only appropriated figures

b Stated various costs ﬂﬂe to Federal supplements « took highest cost qnoted
#% A gtudy of private hospitala in Minneapolia repqr'bed a8 follows:

196869 = $2.26 o
1969“"70 252&6 ‘ i
1970 4,65 first five months
‘¥#% Does not include dalry prbduc 8 R}



|
HOSPITALS FOR: THE: MENTALLY TLL

: APP@IDIX « B-1
: NAME: OF L
Magka Paychiatric Inst. ‘ 1.44.
' Harborview Mem. : 1.65

Towa Cherokee . 3 975
€larina oTLT
Independence ‘ .768
Mt. Plessant ‘ .669

Maryland Crownsville /avA ‘, «599
Exstern 678 L . 616
Clifton T. Perkins 566 635
Springfield .634 ! 638
Spring. Grove .635 616

Oregon Oregon Stete | 633 - .p33
East Oregon : 665 - 665
Dammasch 625 625

Texas Augtin 635 f -653

' San- Antonio 648 f .691
Terpell . 664, ; 642
Wiehite Falle . 669 : 673
Rusk - 694, o674
Big -Spring 2602 , . 623
Kerrville .58 . . 667

Wisgonain * Men¥ota : -84
Winnebago +88

* Jamary - February 1970 prices - same level of f‘ee;iing - population varies and prices differ in each lcealify.
These states listed more than one institution - thw% costs were averaged for-nse in alphsbetiesl listing.

¢



1.

2.

3.

4

5.

APPENDIX P
]
This appendix covers correctional instituﬁions.

Twonty-seven states reporting. OColorado's reply was received on July 16th and added to the
bottom of the report withoutl reranking!previously typed material.

1967/68 - 22 states reporting - 10 were feedlng at a higher rate than Minnesota. High daily
rate - $1.50; low - $0.29; Minnesota ~ %0 73.

1968/69 - 23 states reporting - 13 were feeding at a higher rate than Minnesota. High daily
rate - $1.50; low - $0.32; Minnesota - $0 73. | -

We overlooked including a questlon gbout institutional farm operations., This item may be a
glgnificant factor in several states who have reporied daily food expenditures which are

lower than other states.

A. We have verified by a telephons call the existance of an institutional farm operation
in South Carolina.



Alaska

Arizona

Floride

Georgla

Indiana

Jowa - See Appendix -1
Kansas

Maine - See Appendix C-1
Maryland - Sée Appendix C-1
Mzssachusetts

Michigan*

Minnesota - See Appendix C-1
Missouri**

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada**®

New Jersey

New York

North Curclina

Oregon - See Appendix C-L . .
South Carolina

South Dekota

Texas

Virginia

Washington

Wisconsin*ens

CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS

Costs are pe& patient day

Rank
1967-68  Order

1.50 1|
.78 9
.62 17.
.88 6

1.041 2]

1.00 4 .
- 65 1-4:
.70 1
.73 10
945 5 |
491 20,
.825 7
.798 8
.63 16
59 19
.69 12,
.29 21
64 15
.616 18
.67 13

1.02 3

1968-69

1.50
.84

.66
.836

1.056
.89

.63
-72
K
<941

.825
.918
.70
.59
.73

.32
.88
.581
.70
1.08

Rank
Order

1
9

17/18

17/18
10

6

3
7

19

14
12/13
4

11
5
15/16
20
12/13

22
8

21
15/16
2

*  States various cost, supplemented by farm surplus « took highest cost quoted

#%  Automated food service stock comtrol $1.11 per Tétion {1day).

#%%  Does not include dairy products.

#¥% Jan

- Feb. 1970 prices - same level of feeding

Colorado - Reported late,.therefore does

not appear in rank order

1'08

1.11

- 1969=70 197071
078 . 999
.75

1.068 . 1.686
.62
73
.76 77
.939
533 .533
.983

I
f population varies & prices differ in each locality.



CORRECTIONAL INSﬂEf?UTIONS - continued

Costs are per patient day

1967-68 21 states reporting - 9 were feeding at a higher rate than Minnesota
1968-69 22 gtates reporting - 12 were feeding at & higher rate than Mimnespts
1969-70) Because of the number of siates not reporting the cost for these
1976-71) fiscal years, & rank order, has not been asgsigned

The cost figures as shown on this report may no?:. include dollar i‘igures on items such as surplus com~
modities, dairy herds; fresh garden crops, etc.| which may exist ab some. ingtitutiona. This informa-
tion was not passed on to us in our survey, therefore this report shows only appropriated figures.



STATE

Towa

Maine

Maryland

Minnesota

New Jersey

Oregon

NAME OF
INSTITUTION

Ancmosa
Fort Madison
Rockwell City

Male - Juvenile
Female -~ Junvenile

Male - adult
Female = adult
Prisons

House of Corrections
Maryland Penitentary
Hagerstown

Jessup

Correction Camps
Patuxent

Stillwater
St. Cloud

Prisons
Male reformatories
Female reformatories

State Penitentary
State Corrections

CORRECTIONAL  INSTITUTIONS

APPENDIX - C-/

1967-68

.81
1.23
.99
© 99

<743
659
<578
L] 671
® 64.2
614

1968=69
<147

1.155
-822

273
.73

.67
=75

=70

660
° 674
502
2 579
646
© 682

o 77
575

»350
0715

1970-71

.78
.76

-350
.75

These states listed more than one institution - there costs were averaged for use in alphabetical listing.




1.:

3.

4o

5.

APPRNDIX Q

This appendix covers. youth. facili:bies.

- 22. gbates: reperting". Coloradots- replr was: reoeive& -on-July- 16th and- added to’' the bottom' of

the. report. without. reranking previously. txpsd..,ma:terial.

1967/68 - 17 states reporting - 10 were feedin 75 at a higher rate than Minnesota. High daily
rate - $1.405.1low. - $0.53; Minnesota .- 30.

1968/69 -~ 19 states reporting - 11 were feeding at a higher rate than Mipnesota, High daily
rate - $1.88; low. - $0.51; Minnesota - $0J79.

We. overlooked. including a gquestion about :I.nst.{it‘ntional farm operations. . This item may be a
significant factor in several states who have reported daily food expenditures which are
lower than other atates.

4, Peeding rates for North and South Garoliina have been verified by telephone.



Arisons -~ See  Appendix- D~/
District of €olumbis-See Appendix-D-
Florida

Iowa -~ See Appendix D-/
Kanaas

Maine

‘Maryland ~ Ses Appendix D-/
Minneaota - See Appendix D~/
Missouri ®

Montana - See Appmdix -1
Nebraska

New Jerssy

North Carolina

Ohio

Oregon

South Carolina .

South Dakota - See Appendix D-/
Texas ~ See Appendix D-/
Virginia

Washington

Wisconsin *#

“YOUTE; FACILI?IES

Costs are- I'Jer pat:tént- day

1967681

1.25
» 9‘4

1.002
-84
5 858
-] ?9
STRE

1.01

1.06
~66
.53

e'55
1:40

Y LER

.67
1.05

Order- 1968-60-
2 1.07-
.70
7 . 95
.657
6 1.026
9 .80
8
) 10 . 79
11 .839
5 .93
3 .924
14 87
16 ! - 55
1.072
15 .51
1 1.88
12 784
13 .63

4 1.17

*  Antomated Food Servies Control $1.11. per-'ratioﬁr (1 day)

%  Jan.~Feb. 1970 prites~same 1lsvel of feeding pop

1,01
.70

1.002
.81
1.206

1.088
. 607

- 8L

mlation varies and prices differ each locality.

199071

1.07

1.02

- The gost figures as shown on thias report my: mot 1nclude dollar figures on items such as surplus.commedities,
- dairy herde, fresh. garden crops, ete. which may: ex:l.st at some institutions.

- 196768 16 states reporting -
196869 18 stebes reportimg-—

. 1969<70)

1970_71) . Becanse: of ' the mumber
fiscal years; s rank-

reported late, therefore
Colorado ~ does not appear in rank

order

.93

This informmtiom wae not pasged
on to us in our survey, therefore this report: shws o:fﬂ.y appropriated figures.

‘were feeding at & h:Lgher rate than Minmesota
-were feeding at a higher rate than Minnesota

' states not reporting the ecost for these
‘has not been assigned.

.99



Arizona
Diat. of Co.

Iowa

Marylend

-Minnesota

Montana
- South Dekota

" Texas

¥ Inclndes public. school lunch charges. ..

NAME: OF

Boys Indnatrial Sch..
Youth Center

" District Trng. Sch.
.dundor Village

Davenport

Eldora
Mitechellville
Toledo

Rosewood

Boys Village
Harylend Trong. School
Boys Forestry
‘Maryiand- Ghildren
Red Wing

Ssuk Centre

Lino Lakes

Camps

-Pine -Hill Boys Sch.

Mt. View Sch. - Girls
State Trng. School
Youth Forestry Camp

Gatesville St. Sch. - Boys

Mountain Sch: for Boys

Gainesviile Sch: - Girls
Crockett -St. Sch. - Girls

Waco Stats Home *
Corsicana: State Home %

West Texas -Child. Home *

nﬂﬂﬁiﬁwﬁxblers

i
i
j

APPENDIX « D-

1967-68
!

1.23

1.26

662
1.01

° 8‘86

725

° 913

a932

1968-69 -

1.08
1.05
.67
.73
756
1.011
. 807
L4 963

75
.70
.90

.80
1.06
.73
3.03
2 822
2712
2721
686
D47
859
.738

1.05
¢96

.73

. 829
853
- 876

1.00
-698
. 882
- T7
.72
O
.33

.11
1.02

<78
273
.93
-84

These- states- listed more than-one in'atituftionr'--'ithese costs were averaged for use in alphabetieal listing.



1.

2.

3.
bee
5.

i
APPENDIX R
l

|
This appendix covers ingtitutions not otherwise classified in Appendices N, 0, P, or Q.
Types of institutions inelude: |

Aleoholic Rehabilitation Centers
Cerebral Palsy Hospitals
Charity Hospitals

Chronic Disease Hospitals
Crippled Children's Hospitals
Diagnostic Centers

FTursing Homes

Receiving Hospitals
Residental Centers

Social Services

Sehools for the Deaf and Blind
Soldiers Homes

T.B. Sanatoriums

No attempt at ranking hasg been made.
South Carolina does conduct institutionai farming operations.

The T.B. Sanatorium in Montana does purchase at wholesale, surplus products from other
institutional farms.



Alcoholic Rehab: Center.

Florida

Forth Carolina
Cerelral Palsy

Charity Hospital

Lonigiana -

Chronie Disease Hospital

HeTEiand oy 5™ ppemdix B/

Crippied Childrens Hospital

Lonisiana -
Hinnesots
New Jersey

Diagndstic Center

New Jersey

Nursing Homes

Arizona
Missouri
Montans
Ohio
Colorado

INSTITOTIONS. NOT OTHERWISE CLASSIFIED
Costs are ber,patisnt-day
1967-68

1.00

1,08

12887

.81

.85

1.02

0788'

0689
<96

106

1.14
1.50

1.53

1.11

1.08

1.26
«80-
-T9

«90

Dm

-689
-651
<96

1969-70

1.92
1,11
1.03

1.47
- 875

+90

+715

1970-71

1.92

1.08

1.47
+90

.90



INSTITITIONS. NOT: OFHRRWISE CLASSEFIED

Coxta. are: m;ﬂﬁm day.

196768 196860 670 - 3Ol
b X .
Receiving Hospitals |
Ohio , 958 - 1.122
Oklahoma 1.68 1,50
Residental. Centers
New Jersey -85 97
Social Service
Montana - see appendix E-| 94 1:146
* New-.York .88 ; 92
Oregon. ; o741
South Carolina | .34 40
Schools for Peaf & Bl:lnd-
Artzona .20 1.26 1.38 1.44
Indi&n&'i 084: ‘ 081
Iﬂﬁiﬁm Vi M 096 : 996:' 09.6 1005
' Blind .87 ; 73 .81 .87
Maine - 72 064‘,'
Haryland: - 704 : , 703
Mirnescta @ .68 | T .68 : o725 .75
Oregon~ Deaf : o B01 -801
Blind : 829 .829
South:. Garoline - C .63 i +64
Washington <90 | 299
Colorado 34 i .75
Soldiers Home
Yowa ' : - : .903
Minnegot : i : <73 ‘ .75
LHontana . 898 929 -
New Jeraey -739 f L B3
South Dakota i 1.12 o 1.12

*Nebraska 5 1.46 1.206



INSTITUTIORS: NGT OTHE&WISE GLASSIFIED
€ogts: are rper patient giay

B, 'Sanstorium

Arigona 1.56 . 1.56 1.71 1.83
Arkansas 1,305 . 1.248 1.353
Flo:’c}.da 1.13 ' 1.18 :

1.368 ~ 1.335 1:.290 1,350
Hazwyimni see-appsndix F-/ 1.16 ‘ : 1.25
Migsouri * .788 839

. s

EBHJGI‘W ) 092 097
South Carclina 1.04 ‘ 1.27
Texas - see appendix E-/ © L.793 .828
Virgiﬂia ' ‘ 1.14

#*Netraska 1.27 1.339 - Lo44

The. cost. figures ag shown:on-this veport may: mot inclvde dollar figures on items such as swrplus-sommodities,
dairy herd; fresh garden crops; etc.. which may-exist at some institutions. This information was-not passed
on to. us in our survey, therefore this report shows omly: appropriated figures.

* jutomated Food Setvice Stock Gontrol - $1.11 per rhtion {l-day).



msrm:femmmmm CLASSTFIED

e . BAME: OF
.. STATE . CIESTETUPION
Earylanq_a-eﬁggn;a;niseaSe
-Deers'
West Maryland

Montans - VSocial..Sszq.q,e

Twin Bridge 6hild Gix.-

Texas - T, B Sana:lsorj.um

San:Antonto -

Beriingem
" Fagt- Toxas

MoKnight -
. Maryland - T, B. Sanatorium

- Mb, - Wilson-
Pine: Bluff

APPEEEX El

.963
,988 -
.982

'0317
1.07

0867'
782

)

19
1.14

5465

839

'.‘,961

o ‘790

ege e

996
993
1.12

1.28
.23

These states listed more than one institution - these costs were averaged for use in alphabetical listing.



APPENDIX S
1. This information was received Irom the Department of‘Pubiic Welfare and represents resident
distribution as of February 28, 1970.by sexfage group.
2. From the basic information we calculated: ?
A. Overall totsdls for each sex/hge groupL
Distribution of males and females within each sex/age group - by number.
B. The percentage of total population fo% each sex/age group. '

1, Percentage distribution by a?e group to the overall group total for
both males and females.

2. Percentage distribution of m?laa and femeles within each age group.

i
}
{
i
i
|
i
b




MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE
DISTRIBUTION OF RESIDENT¥* PATIENTS BY SEX AND AGE
.i FEBRUARY 28, . 1970

Total Under Ages' Ages Ages Ages Ages Ages Age 75
Tnstitution Sex Patients Age & ~11 12-14 _15-17 18<34 35-54 55-74 or older
Anoka M 24,0 - " 8 16 96 58 56 6
F o 256 P! 4 o8 95 5 9
Fergus Falls M 372 - - 6 13 72 U1 12y 16
F o 29 - - 3 g 63 129 e g
Hastings M 204, - - 1 5 72 66 40 20
¥ 167 - §- 1 2 66 66 28 I
Moose Lake M 361 - - - 3 60 106 by L8
F 278 - -' - 5 L3 95 104 31
Rochester M 386 - 2 7 17 3 96 149 L2
F 319 2 4 L g 52 101 100 L8
St. Peter M 170 - - - 3 21 148 87 11
F 129 - - 1 - 19 45 56 8
M. S. H. M 143 - 11 - 4 75 52 12 -
Willmar M K17 - e 3 6 50 159 181l 18
F 197 - - 1 7 29 66 83 11
Brainerd M 568 S T Y 75 237 138 28 -
¥ 443 3 8 26 46 182 128 30 -
Cambridge M 629 -  BS 76 98 272 100 18 -
F 508 2 57 L7 62 187 126 27 -
Lake Owasso F 107 - i3 7 20 66 10 1 -
Faribault M 997 - @2 107 111 L28 212 56 1
F 79, - ["1 71 63 310 202 76 1
Owatonna M 92 - 10 20 46 16 - - -
F

34 - 11 16 6 - - -



Institution
Minnesota Valley

Glen Lake

Gille;te ¥

M. k. T. §.
Ah-Guah-Ohing Hyraing

Home

Osk Terrace Nyrsing
que

Totals

Male
Female

#* Includes tepporarily absent on short and extprided visits,
5t Ages vary'grpatly with rapid turnover.

Percentages ;p_ ¥
Totals

Male
Female

er 28 uithin-ﬁfou s )

Totals

Male
Female

g

cdE o HR O "HE R o mE | I

Total

Ages

Total Under Ages ~ Ages Ages Ages Ages Age 75
Patients Age 6 \2-11 12-14 15-17 18-34 35~54 55-74 or older
189 - - - 9 95 m -
" 154 - i- - 6 70 65 13 -
19 - |- - - 1 4 9 5
13 - 1 - - 1 5 2 L
20 Lok L " b - - -
Lb 9 |9 9 9. 8 - - -
20 - 3320 - - - - - -
3 - ¢ 3 - - - - - -
163 - - - - - 15 g 8
293 - - - - - 22 135 1360
107 - = - - - S V1 o2
217 - P~ - - - 22 g6. . . 99"
9,366 21 %07 462 673 2,787 2,466 1,942 638
5,117 4 9 277 56 I,52 1,289 1,057 279
L,249 17 78 185 263 - 1,185 1,177 885 359
Estimate 80% of patients are under age 18.
;‘ . .
100,00 .22 %,35 4.93 7.19 29,44 26,33 20.73 6.81
100,00 .08 in.az,s 5.41 8,01 30,72 259 20.66 5.45
100.00 .40 [hel9 435 6.19 27.89 27.70 20.83  B8.45
100,00 100.00 10 .00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00
54.63 19,05 j:aZ? 8%.96 60,92 57.02 52,27 S5h.A3  4L3.73
wc‘)ﬂ& 39“ mogs l!7073 h5057 56027

L5.37 80.95 ﬁBo?B

i
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APPENDIX T

1. From the information in Appendix S we calc#lated by institution the following information:

A

B.

Ca

Overall totals for each sex/hge group.i

The percentage of total population for'each’sex/ége group.

1., Percentage distribution by age gro#p to the overall group total for both males
and females., S
E
2. Percentage distribution of males a#d femgles within each age group.

These calculations provided popﬁlation:characteristics by sex/age group for each DFW
institution as of February 28, 1970,




POPULATION CHARAGCTERIS
BASED ON ACTUAL

[POFULATION AS OF

TICS BY SEX/AGE GROUP

7=l 12-14 - 15217 1834 35-54

- - 15

16 2 58
11 83 95

FEERUARY {28, 1970
Total
Sex Patients Under 6
Ah-Gwah-Ching M 183 - b= -
F 293 - - -
TOTAI: 476 bl -
Percentsge to Group Totals
Totals , 100.00 - -
Male 100.00 - - -
Female 100.00 - - -
Percentage Within Groups :
Totals 100.00 - - -
Male 38.44 - - -
Female 61.56 - .- -
Anoka . . M 240 - ; - g
F _286 1 I
TOTALS 496 1 T1 12
Percentage to Group Totals i
Totals 100,00 20 1 .20 2,41
Male 100.00 - - 3.33
Female 100,00 <39 .39  1.56
Percentage Within Groups
Totals 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00

Female 51.62  100.00 %oo,oo 33.33

27 179 153

5.44 36,08 30.84
6.66 40.00 24.16

4.29  32.42 37.10

100.00 100.00 100.00
59.25 53.63 37.90
40.75  46.37 62.10

55-T74 75 & ower
83 85
135 136
218 T 221
45.79 46,44
45.35 46.46
46.07 46.43
100,00 100.00
38.07 38.46
61.93 61.54
56 6
_52 9
108 15
21.77 3,06
23.33 2.52
20.31 3.54
100.00 100.00
51.85 40.00
48.15 60.00



Page 2

Se

Brajinerd

oo o

TOTAL
Psrcentage to Group Totals
Totals
Male
Female

Percentage Within Groups

Toials
Malae
Female
Cambridge M
Lake Owasso F
TOTAL

Percentage to Group Totals

Totals
Male
Female

Percentage Within Groups
Totals

Male
Fenmale

Total

Patients

568

443
1011

100,00
100,00
100,00

100,00
56,18
43,82

629

615
1244,

100,00
100.00
100.00

100.00
50,56
49 ok

Under 67

who ¢

W16
32

100,00
100,00

7=11

L5
28
73

10.04
10.33
9.75

100,00
52,00
48,00

12-14

45 .
71 &

10045
12.08
8:;78

100,00
58446
41054

15-17:
75

121

11.96
13,20
10,38

100,00
61.98
38,02

98
82
180

i od6
15,58
13.33

100oOO
45056

18=34 3554  55=Th  75.& over
237 138 28 -
82 128 30 -
219 266 58 -
Aledd, 26031 5.76 -
£1.72 24.29 495 -
41,08 28.89 6.80 -
100.00 100,00 100,00 -
56,56 51,87 48,27 -
43.44 48,13 51.73 -
272 100 18 =
253 136 28 =
525 236 46 -
_42020 18097 3.72 -
33.24  15.89 2,88 -
.13 22:11 4058 -
100,00 100.00 100,00 -
51.80 42,37 39,13 o=
48020 57063 60087 -



Page 3

Total
Sex Patients Under 6 7-11 12-14 15-17 18<34 35-54 5574 75 & over
Faribault M 997 — | 82 107 111 428 212 56 1
F 194 —_ 7 7 _63 310 202 26 1
TOTAL 1791 -— 153 178 174 738 414 132 2
Percentage to Group Totals i
Totals 100.00 - 8.5,  9.93 971 4120 2311 7.37 14
M&le 100.00 ——— \ 8.22 10a73 11013 42092 21026 5061 .13
Femele 100.00 —— ;8094 8@94 7.93 39004 25044 9057 914
b
Percentage Within Groups ; .
Totals 100.00 - 100.00 100,00 100.00 100,00 100.00 100,00 100.00
Male 55,66 - 63,59 60,11 63.79 57.99 51,20 42,42 50,00
Female 4dyo 34 -— 4,6,41 39.89 36,21 42.01 /8.80 57,58 50,00
T
Fergus Falls M 372 - — 6 13 72 14 124 16
F 223 = j—= 2 8 & 120 82 8
TOTAL, 665 . 9 21 135 270 206 24

Percentage to Group Totals ;

Totals 100.0 e ! onen 1.35 3,15 20.30 40.60 30,97 3,63
Male 100.0 - - 1.61 3049 19,35 37.90  33.33  4.32
Fem&le 10090 moca !“ 1002 2073 2].050 4‘4002 27098 2075

Percentage Within Groups _
Totals 100.0 100.00 100.00 100,00 100,00 100.00 100,00 100,00 100.00
Mﬂle 55093 — ‘ - 66967 61- 90 53033 529 22 60o 19 660 67
Female b O7 - 1-— 33.33 38,10 46.67 47.78 39.81 33,33



Page &4

Gillette

Percentage

Sex

M
F
TOTAL
to Group Totals
Totals

Mzle
Female

Percentage Within Groups

Glen Lake
Oak Terrace

Percentage

Percentage

Totals
Male
Femnle
M
F
TOTAL

to Group Totals

Totals
Male
Female

Within Groups
Totals

Male
Female

Total

Patients

20

X

100.00
100.00
100,00

100.00
31.25
68.75

126

i

100.00
100.00
100.00

100.00

35.39
64.61

Under 6

L

-2
13

20.31
20,00
20.45

100.00
30.76
6992k

=11 12-14 15-17 183k 35-54
’ 4 e L 4 -
P9 9 9 g -
. 713 13 13 12 -
20,31 20,31 20,31 18.7%6 -
120,00 20,00 20.00 20.00 -
20,45 20,45 20.45 18.20 -
100.00 100,00 100.00 100.00 -
130,76  30.76 30.76 33.33 -
169021" 690214- 69021{- 66967 =
- - - 1 27
1 - - 1 =
1 - 2 52
.28 - - 56 14,60
:o= - - 9 21.42
oLI-B g - e£|-3 10086
100.00 - - 100,00 100.00

50.00 51.92
50.00 4B8.08

66

28
164

46,06
52,38
42,60

100.00
40.24
59.76

38,50
25.41
L5.68

100.00
23.70
76.30
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Sex

Hagtlings M
‘ F
TOTAL

Percentage to Group Total

Totals
Male
Female

Percentage Within Groups

Totals
Male
Female

Minnegota Residential
Treatment Center M

TOTAL
Percentage to Group Total
Totals
" Male
Female
Percentage Within Groups
Totals

Male
Femsale

Total

Patients

204
167
371

100.00
100.00
100.00

100.00
54.98
45.02

20

100.00
100.00
100.00

100.00
86.95
13.05

linder 6

.00

' 100.00

i 100.00
! 100,00
100.00

12-14

1
L
2

.53
49
l59

100.00
50.00
50.00

75 & over

15-17 18-34 35-54 5574

5 72 66 40

2 66 66 28

7 138 132 68
1.88  37.19 35,57 18,32
2.45 35.29 32.35 19.60
1.19  39.52 39.52 16.76
100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
71.42 52,17 50.00 58,82
28.58 47.83 50.00 41.18

20
L
24

N:OO\
SR8

100.00
83,33
16l67



Pags &

Moose Lake M
F
TOTAL

Percentaga to Group Totale
Totals
Male
Female

Percentage Within Groups

Totals
Male
Female
Owatonna M
F
TOTAL

Percentags to Group Totals

Totzls
Male
Female

Percentage Within Groups
Totals

M2le
Female

Total

361
278

639

100,00
100,00
100.00

10,00
56,49
43,51

100.00
100,00
100.00

100.00
73.01
26.99

Upder 6

100.00

C 711 12-14

- -—

L

100,00 100,00

10. 20
- i
n 31
8,73 24,60
10,86 21,73
R.94 32,35

100,00 100,00

90,90 €4.51

b

9.10 35.49

15-17 - 18=34
3 €0
= g
8 103
1.25 16,11
.83 16.62
1 L] 79 15 046
10€.00  100.00
37.50 58.25
62450 4175
46 16
16 £
62 22
42.20 17.47
50,00 17.41
47,05 17.66
100,00 100.00
74419 72472
25,81 R7.28

2554
106

)
201

31.45
29.36
34417

100,00

52,73
47.27

5574 75 & over
Y44, 48
104 31
248 79
38.81 12.38
39.88 13.31
37.41 11.17
100.00 100.00
58,06 60,75
41.94 39.25
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&

Rochester M
F
TOTAL
Percentage in Group Total
Totals
Male
Female
Percentage Within Groups
Totals
Male
Female
St. Peter/Minn, Security/
Minnesota Valley M
F

TOTAL
Percentage in Group Total

Totals
Male
Female

Percentage Within Groups
Totala

Male
Female

Total

386 -

319 2
705 2

100,00 .28
100.00 -
100,00 .62

100.00 100,00

54- 75 -
45.25 100.00

502 -

283 -
785

loo. O -
100.00 -
100,00 -

100.00 -

63 094 -
36.06 -

Patients Under 6 } 7-11 12-14 15-17 1834 35.54

2 7 17 73 96
A 4 8 52 101
6 11 25 125 197
85  1.56 3.54 17.73 27.94
.51  1.81 440 18,91 24.87
1.25 1.25 2.50 16,30 31.66
% 100.00 100,00 100.00 100.00 100.00
| 66,67 36,37 32,00 41.60 51.27
A - 16 191 171
= 1 6 g3 110
1 1 22 280 281
} .12 .12 2.80 35,66 35.79
.19 b 3-18 38.04 34006
- .35 2.12  31.44 38.86
; 100,00 100.00 100.00 100,00 100.00
- 100,00 -~ 72.72 68,21  60.85
- 100.00 27.28 31,79 39.15

22-14

149
100

249

35.31
38,60

31.34

100.00
59.83
40.17

i12
a

181

23.05
22.31
24.38

100.00
61.87
38.13

75.& over

48
90

12.79
10.90
15008

100.00
46,66
53.34
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Sex
Wilimar M
F
TOTAL
Percentage to Group Total
Totals
Male
Female
Percentage Within Groups
Totals
Male -

Female

Total

Patients

417
i1
614

100,00
100,00
100,00

100,00
67.91
32.0%

Uader 6 12=14
= A
— | 4
— -"- 665
- ,’-“" 071
- ' o 50
100.00  100.00 100.00
—— ——— 75000
- | 25,00

15-17 18-34 35-54

6 50 159

7 29 66

13 79 225
2,11 12.86 36.64
1,43 11.99 38,12
3.55 1l4.72 33.50
100,00 100.00 100,00
46,15 63,29 70,66
53085 36071 29634

55<74 75 & over

181, 18

82 il

264 29
42,99 4.75
43.40  4.31
42,13 5.60
100,00 100.00
680 56 62006
31.44 37.9U



;

APPEIIEDIX U

\
1., This information was received from the Department of Public Welfare and represents preliminary
estimates of the resident population by fdnstitution for 1971/73.



M.I. Hogpitals
Ancks

Hastings
Willmax
Fergus Falls
Rochester
St. Peter
HMoose Lske

Sub-Total
M.R, Hospitals
Faribault

Cambridge
Brainerd

Sub-Total

Special Schools
Braille
Deaf

Sub-Total

Special Hosgpitals

Gillette
Ah~-Gwah=Ching
Glen Lake

Sub-Total

Grand Totsl

| .
Department of Publié¢ Walfare Institutions

1971-73 Prelininary Biennial Budget
Estimated Resid%nt Population

|

Pregent Egstimated Resident Pop.
Resident '
Pop. 1971-72 1972-73
477 500 575
381 450 450
620 630 600
579 700 700
78 750 740
771 825 825
621 600 600
4,127 4y 55 4390
1,773 1,630 1,630
1,357 1,100 1,100
1,069 1,100 1,125
4,099 3,830 3,855
Th 90 90
2 300 300
342 390 390
72 75 75
477 480 480
337 _365 365
906 920 920
t
9,595 9,555



APPENDIX V
|

1. Uslng information found in Appendices S & d we have caleulsted the anticipated resident
populations, by DPW sex/age groups, for |each institution in the Department of Public W
Welfare for the years 1971/72 and 1972/73.

<. These projections are based on the assumptfon the population 'make-up! within institutions
will not differ significantly from actu%l population characteristica revealed by Appendix T.



1.

3.

4-

7.

_Institution

Ah~Gwah-~Ching

Total
Anoka

Total
Brainerd

Total

Cambridge-Lake Ouwasso

Total
Faribault

Total
Fergus Falls

Total
Gillette

Total

1
4

PROJECTED PATTENT POPULATIONS
BY DPW SEX/AGE GROUP

1971/72
| Total |
Sex Patients Under 6 7~11 12-14 15-17 18-34 35-54 55-T4 15 & over

184, - - - - - 15 g3 86
296 ~ - - - - 22 136 138
480 = - . - - 37 219 224
243 - - 8 16 96 58 56 7
259 1 1 4 11 84 96 52 10
530 1 1 iz 27 180 154 108 17
617 - s 48 8L 257 LS % -
483 3 31 29 50 198 140 32 -
1,100 3 79 77 131 455 289 66 -

556 - 57 &7 86 240 88 18
544 1 153 47 B 224 120 26 -
1,100 1 310 114 159 46k 208 A4 -
907 ~ 174 97 100 389 192 50 5
723 - 165 &, 58 282 184k 0 -
1,630 - 139 161 158 671 376 120 5
391 - f - 6 13 75 148 130 19
309 - L - 3 9 67 136 86 8
700 - - 9 22 U2 284 216 27
23 5 5 5 5 3 - - -
52 . 320 10 10 12 - - -
75 15 15 15 1 15 - - »



Total )

Institution Sex Patlents Dnder 6 7=11 12-14 15-17 18«34 35=54 55~74 75 & over
8. Glen Lake-Oak Terrace M 129 - - - - 1 27 67 34
F 236 - 1 - - 1 26 101 107
Total 365 - ! - - 2 53 168 141
9. Hastings M 247 - - 1 6 87 79 48 26
F 203 - | - 12 80 81 34 5
Total 450 - - 2 g 167 160 82 31
10. Hoose Lake H 338 - - - 2 56 99 134 47
F 262 - L = - 5 40 go o8 30
Total 600 - = 7 96 188 232 77
11. Rochester M 410 - 2 7 18 77 101 158 4
Fooo__240 2 S R 55 108 106 53
Total 750 2 6 11 26 132 209 264 100
12, $t. Peter-M.S.H i 527 - 1 - 16 200 179 117 1
Minn. Valley F 2c8 = L= 1 7 94 116 73 7
Total 825 - 1 1 23 294 295 190 21
13. Willmar u 427 - - 3 é 51 162 185 20
F 203 - | - 1 7 30 68 85 12
- 4 13 81 230 270 32

Total 630 - !



|

i

PROJECTED PATIENT POPULATIONS
_BY DPW SEX/AGE GROUP . .

LLRIB
Total |
Institution Sex Patients Under 6 711 12-1h 151 18=3L4 35=5L 55-7h & over
Ah-Gwah~Ching M 184 - - - - - 15 83 86
F 296 - - - - - 22 136 138
Total 480 = Z = - - 37 219 221,
Anoka M 229 - - 7 15 91 55 53 - 8
F 246 1 1 L 10 80 91 50 9
Total 475 1 I 1 25 171 146 103 17
Brainerd M 632 - 50 50 83 263 153 33 -
: F 493 3 31 28 5L 203  1u2 35 =
Total , 1,125 3 81 78 134 L66 295 68 -
Cambridge - Mo 556 - 57 67 86 20 88 18 -
Lake Owasso F Skl 1 53 47 73 225 120 26 =
Total 1,100 1 110 11k 159 hek 208 1, -
Faribault M 907 - 7 97 100 389 192 50 5
F 723 - 65 bl 5g 282 18l 70 -
Total . 1,630 - 139 161 158 6N 376 120 5
Fergus Falls M 391 - - 6 13 75 1,8 130 19
F 309, - - 3 9 67 136 86 8
Total 700 - = 9 22 k2 28, 216 27
Gillette M 23 5 5 5 5 3 - - =
F 52 10 10 10 10 12 - - -

Total . 75 15 15 15 15 15 - -



10.

Institution Sex
Glen lake - M
Oak Terrace F

Total
Hastings _ M
F

Total
Moose lake M
F

Total
Rochesgter M
‘ F

Total
St, Peter - M.S5.H. = M
Minn. Valley F

Total
Willmar M

Total

Total

Patients Under 6 7=l1 12-1k 15-17 18-34 35-5h 55-7h Z5.& over
129 - - - - 1 27 67 34
236 - - - - 1 26 101 107
365 - - - - 2 53 168 141
20,7 - - 1 6 87 79 48 26
203 - - 1 2 80 8l 34 5
1,50 Z = 2 8 167 160 82 31
338 - - - 2 56 99 134 L7
262 - - - 5 Lo 89 98 30
%00 - - - 7 % a8 232 7
4,05 - 2 7 17 7% 100 156 LT
335 2 L I 9 55 106 105 50
740 2 S W 26 131 206 261 97
527 - 1 - 1% 200 179 117 14
298 - - 1 v oL 116 73 7
825 - T T 53 294, 295 190 21
LO7 - - 2 5 X 155 176 21
193 - - 1 7 29 &l 81 11
%00 - - 3 12 7 219 257 32



' g;r:gm;{mx W

1. The following was received from the Department of Corrections and contains average resident population
in their institutions, some information ori the ege of their populstion, and estimated population
figures for the 1971/73 biennium. :



Ingtitution
Minnesota State Prigon

State Reformatory for Men

Mimm. Correctional Institution
for Women

State Training School

Minnesota Home School

Minnesota Reception
Diagnostic Center

Thistledew Forestry Camp

St. Croix Camp

Willow River Camp

Minnesota Reception-Diagnostiec
Center - B Building

Mé&

M&

SEX AND RANGE OF AGES OF PERSONS
IN CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS

t

Anticipated Population
1971/73 Biennium

Average : Age (Low-High)
Sex Daily FPop. i Median Age Male Female
M 920 33.1  17-50+
M 708 Adult 23.7 2045

Youth 20.5 15-25

W 58 Adult 28.5 2150+
ijuth 20.9 19-25
M 298 - 16.5 12-21
F Male 41 4.2 12-17 13-19
Female 122 ; ‘
F Male 127 16,3  13-20
Female 50 | 15.7 13-19
M 50 7.7 15-21
M 50 : 17.6 13-18
M 50 20.0  17-25
M 52 17.1  16-18

950

800

58

250

175

185

50
50
50

65



APPENDIL X

This projection is based on the data supplied by the Department of Corrections which appeers in Appendix

The format in which that information was presented necessitated percentage calculation of the sex/age
distributions.

Cur computed distributions using the six sex/age groups which appear in Item 31 follows.

l.



Minn. Correctional Institution

for women
Total

Minnesota Home School
Total

Minn. Reception-Diagnostic
Center

Total

Minn. Reception-Diagnostic
Center - B Bullding

Total
Minnesotsa State Prison

Total
St. Croix Camp

Total
State Reformatory for Men

Total
State Training School

Total
Thistledew Forestry Camp

Total
Willow River Camp

Total

|
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS INSTITUTIONS
POPULATION CHARACTERISTQGS OF 1969/70 POFULATION

> < o

b %

M

1
|

Total
Patients Under 6

58_: -
58 . -
41 -
122 -
163 -

127 -
0 -

W
N
L}

\ol\a
n
o
t 1

U
oto"
11

3B
oo
11

Je] (48]
\n O
olo o] (=] 027 [#3)
11 1 11

12-19

41
122
163

81

117

46

B

(=
o

8k
oo~

591

g8
88

26
26

39
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APPRNDIX Y

This projection is based on the data supplied by the Department of Corrections which appears
in Appendix W and our calculated population charactaristics as they appear in Appendix X,

We have used the atimsted resident populqtions (same for both years) which were supplied by
the Department of Corrections in = teIephone call on July 20, 1970,

Qur computed distribution for 1971/73 using the six sex/age groups which appear in item 31
follows.



DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
FPROJECTED RESIDENT POPULATIONS
SIX SEX/AGE GROUPS (Item 31)

' Total
Institution Sex Patients ° Under 6 . 7=31

Minn, Correctionsl F 58 ‘ — _— 2

Institution for Women
Total 58 2

Minnesota Home School M Lb — — A

F 13 — — 131

Total 175 175

Minn, Reception M 132 ' — ——— 84

Diagnostic Center ¥ 53 — — _38
Total 185 122

Minn, Reception-Diagmostic

Center-B Building M 65 — ——— 45
Total 65 45

Minn, State Prison M 950 i — 86
Total 950 86

St, Croix Camp M S50 — — 43
Total 50 43

State Reformatory

for Men ‘ M 800 ———— ——— 132
Total 800 132

State Training School M 250 e w—m 176
Total 250 176

ThistleDew Forestry Camp M 50 \ —_— — 24
Total 50 24,

Willow River Camp M 50 ] — — 11
Total 0 | 11

FOR 1971/72 - 1972/73
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APPERDIX 2

Phe Consumer eud Food Boomomics Basemh"ﬂ;i'vision; Agricultural Regearch Service, United States Department
of Agriculture, periodically issues a report titled:

"Cost of Food at Home, Estimated for Food Plens at Three Cost Levels"

[
i

A copy of the report for March 1970 - CFE (Adm.) 256 - follows.

A copy of the USDA's "Becommended Daiix'D'féta:w Allowances" follows. This table provides basic data
on recommended diets for specific sex/sige groups.

It is suggested thls report serve as a base point in determining future residnetal feeding levels for
all of Minnesota's institutions.

A. TUse of this report would satisfy conditions set forth in item 29 of the synopsis:
A. Be logical and based on fact. |
B. Be uniform in application so it %j.s fair to all, and

C. Be based on nationally recognized nutritional standards.



CFE (Adm,)-256
March 1970

Cost of Food at Home 1/ Estimated for Food Plans
at Three Cost Levels, March 1970, U. S. Average

Cost for 1 week

Cost for 1 month

Sex-age groups 2/ Low-cost | Moderate- | Liberal | Low-cost | Moderate |Liberal
plan cost plan| plan plan cost plan| plan
Dollars Dollars | Dollars | Dollars Dollars | Dollars
FAMILIES

Family of 2, 20-35 years 3/...... | 18.30 23.20 28.50 79.30 101.00 |123.50

Family of 2, 55-75 years 3/...... 15.10 19.4o 23.30 65,00 84,40 }1101.10

Family of 4, preschool children 4/| 26,50 33,70 41,00 | 115.20 146,70 | 178,00

Family of 4, school children 5/.. | 30.80 39.30 49,30 | 133.60 170,90 | 209,10

INDIVIDUALS 6/ '

Children, under 1 year .c.svee... 3.60 4,50 5.00 15.50 19.50 21,80
1-3 years .sev.... cresen Craeraas 4.50 5.70 6.80 19.70 24,80 29,70
3-6 YEATS verrnrans cerereeen v 5.40 6.90 8.30 23,40 30,10 36.00
GG YEArS v.erneennan eteroriiens 6.60 8.40 10.50 28.40 36.50 45,40

Girls, 9-12 YeaI'S e..ooescossrsos 7+50 3,60 11.30 32.30 41.80 L8.80
12-15 Years ...ceeoaess eeversea | 8,20 10.70 12.90 35,60 46,30 55.90
15«20 ye8YS seveean.. ceterenes 8.40 10.60 12.60 36.40 46.00 54,60

Boys, 9-12 ¥EATS ..coeenesess e 7.60 9.80 11.90 33.10 42.60 51.40
12-15 YRATS veveenanann ceeioron 8.90 11.70) 14,00 38.70 50,90 60, 50
15-20 YEAYS cvvvvvvcescosscnses | 10,30 13.10 15.80 Ll 60 56.60 68.30

- -Women, 20-35 ¥ears «...... wevanee | TLTO 9480 -|--11B0 | -33.50- -| - -42.70- |- SL.20—
35-55 YEELS csecorcccaanane veso 7,40 9.50 11.40 32.20 “h1.10 49.30
E5=T5 FEATS evvoensss Cereernine 6.30 8.10 9.70 27,20 35.30 42,00
75 years and OVEY .oeseccsssses 5.70 7.20 8.90 24.70 31.k40 38,40
Pregnant eeveevvorervonnerrsnes | 9,20 11,50 13.50 | 39.80 4k9.70 | 58,70
NUrSing seeoesecesass cessasneee | 10,60 13.20 15,40 46,10 57.20 66.80

Men, 20+35 YArS sceeessesccsriss 8.90 11.30 14,10 38,60 49,10 61.10
35-55 YEATS eevrvenennns feeasraao 8.30 10.50 12.90 35.90 45,70 55.70
55-75 VEars ..... Coreaaeane ceno 7.40 9.50 11,50 31.90 L1.40 49.90
75 years and OVEr ..oeevedev.ss 6.90 9.20 11,10 29.80 39.90 48,00

;/ These estimates were computed from quantities in food plans published in Family Economics

Review, Octoher 1964,

average price per pound of each food group paid by urban survey families at three
These prices were adjusted to current levels by use orf
Retail Food Prices by Cities released periodicelly by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. -

selected income levels in 1965,

jno
Rt

v

the second age listed.

AN

The

Ten percent added for family size adjustment.
Man and woman, 20-35 years; children, 1-3 and 3-6 years.
Man and woman, 20-35; child, 6-9 and boy 9-12 years.
costs given are for individuals in Y-person families.

families, the following adjustments are suggested:
add 10 percent; 3-person--add 5 percent; S-person--subtract 5 percent; 6-or-more-person--

substract 10 percent.

U, 8. Department of Agriculture
Agricultural Research Service .

Congsumer and Food Economics Research Diviszion

Hyattsville, Maryland 20782

The costs of the food plans were first estimated by using the

groups include the persons of the first age listed up to but not includaing those of

For individuals in other size
l-person--add 20 percent; 2-person--



gi"géﬁ.g.mﬁ

“e3% Jo s190f Qf 09 Q7 UOMIOM 10} BCOUVMO[Y U0 PIsyg 4
X ofe Jo saeek gp 0} g7 dnoid oyj Jo}
suvid pooj 10] UJI541I0 89 POSN BI0M SIOUVAO[E AT, o
- 88w Jo srwed (g 03 ¢T dnoaBd oYy Joj
wuvyd pooj 10J WII0JLI0 §Y PONN 0J0M BIOUBMOYY 9ROV, ¢

Snﬂ.w

'poys[ e8% pucoas oyy jo osoyy Burpnouy jou quq

oqu1y o eIy 649 Jo suomtod o) epniou} ednoad ofiy

‘#961 'po U39 ‘ewnpmofly Adoprg papustuiucddy 8,YI0UNOD)
Y019989Y] [OTOJJUN] UXOI] 919 UL NY ¥ 10] BIVVVAOTY ¢

oL o g1 6’ 000's 01 8" 0L g’ TITTTTmmmmTmmn eued 94 09 g0
0 4 91T 01 000's o1 -8 0L 009 —oomoTmTmmmmmmeme sread 90 0 gf
0L 61 LT gt 000's O1 ‘g 0L 11,11 B A v 81004 gg 03 m..w
, “ e 1!
001 T &1 1 0008 0% g1 86 QOr'g CTTToemeocetioteees =~y Supgejoury
001 LT 91 (1} 000'9 03 g1 8 008 ‘'z """y (Wysowly) pg pus pZ) juvudary
oL g1 Z°1 8 000‘s 01 g 9 009 ‘T -ooToTmTooToomeseees sIve4 gf 0} 99
02 81 21 8" 000G <1 8" 89 006°'T ~"oTTmoomemmommmes sreak 90 03 OF
0L 12 £1 8 000 91 8" 89 171) 3t s81m0l gp 03 81
‘g g1 $°1 a3 00% ‘s el mmuuq%h
08 44 02 ¥l 000 ‘S : R CTTImmmmeTTT :
08 0z 8'1 z'1 000’ 1 ¥'1 Gl 000 ITITITTITIoTTmm-aaved of 0f g1
0L ] ¥l 0°'1 o08F ot 1°1 09 11717 Aaicb wed g1 .w -
0L o1 21 6" 000's 91 £'1 85 T A TrmeTeT Ty saeed 81 09 41
08 21 g1 0t 000 ST £°1 20 00S'g -ooTTTTTToommems r=~greak 91 01 31
08 N g1 6’ 008 % GI 11 o 00g'g "TTTTooTroTToTmeee seed g1 3 m_o
6]
09 ¥l 21 8" 00s‘s 21 g 2s 0OL’g ~TTTTTIomommmmmeme ~~g1904 § 0} O
09 It 01 9 003z 01 f° 0¥ L v=="" - p10L § 0} @
0¥ 8 8" g 00072 8 g 28 QOE‘T ~TTTTTToommmmommmmmees wwed g 0} |
og 9 9°0 $0 00ST 8 L0 0z 11,4 S ook 1 0) Yang
" ‘N ‘N 4N ‘ar "N . ap ™0 TTRIPIYD
Juer '
P -mAambe wupsp oUImM ON[EA Y WOI[ WNPED uEjorg . ASnuq ofv puv g

0qIoosy UP®IN -OGRI. -SLL ' TIe3LA

1 s20uDMOYD fumpotp Apop pepuswwossy— L] T1EV],
g8 r.M.Z. JH0IEY HOUVESAY SOINONOOT EWOH ‘FHALINOINOV 40 INIWLAVIEd 'S’



1.

APPENDIX AR
Computations shown in this section have besn based on data teken from Appendix Z ("Cost of Food
at Home, Sstimated for Food Plans at Three Cost Levels"; CFE (Adm.) - 256), for March, 1970.
The USDA uses 20 sex/age groups. We are proeposing the use of 6 such groups (see item 31). To
arrive at a daily food cost using USDA information from the above noted report the following
computational steps were taken: ‘

L. Costs were recorded for sach of the USDA groups beipng combined into one ol our groups.

Example: Our Group One (Zero thrdugh five years) include the following USDA
groups: Children under ons; Children 1-3 years; and Children 3-6 years.

Using figures from the moderate cost plan we have:
$19.50 + $24.80 + $30.10 = $74.40

B, The sum from the first step is divided by the number of USDA groups which went into the
s,

Example: The sum was $74.40; and ithe mumber of items in the sum was 3.
$74,440 + 3 = $24,.80 computed monthly cost for Group Cne.
C. The computed monthly cost is multiplied by twelve to arrive at a cost for the full year.
Example: The computed monthly cost was $24.80.
$24,,80 time 12 months = &297;6b computed yearly cost for Group One.

D. The large family savingé deduction (of 10%), noted in foctnoiz six of the March, 1970,
"Cost of Food at Home, Estimated for Food Plans at Three Cost Levels" is deducted
from the computad yoarly cost.

Example: $297.60 less 10% ($29.76) = £267.84 revised yoarly cost for Group One

E. The revised yearly cost is divided by 365 to srrive at a computed cost per day.

Examplo:s  JR67.84 & 365 days = $0.7338 daily cost for Group (ne to provide a USDA
modsrate cost feeding.



Appendix AA - cont.

3. These steps were followed in determining the daily cost for each of our six sex/age
groups for the Low Cost, Moderate Cost, and Liberal Plans.




FOOD eos'.rs PER PATTENT PER DAY
" LOW COST PLAN

GROUP I ~ Children O - 6 years
15,50 + 19.70 + 23.40 = $58. 60+3=$19 53
19.53 x 12 months = $234.36 less!10% ($23.44) = $210 92
210.92 + 365 days = $ 0.5779 ’ o
DATLY FOOD GOSTS PER PATIENT - GROUP I - $ 0.5779
GROUP IT - Children 7 - 11 years '
28.40 + 32,30 + 33,10 = $93. eo+3—$3127
31,27 x 12 months.= $375.2L less' 10% ($37 52) = $337 72
337.72 + 365 days' $ 0.9253 . _
DAILY FOOD COSTS:PER PATIENT - GROUP IT - $ 0. 9253
GROUP YIY - (Mrls 12 - 19 years ‘
35,60 + 36.40 = $72.00 + 2 = $36,00
36.00 x 12 months = $432.00 less! 102 ($1,3 20) = $388 80
388.80 + 365 days = $ 1.0652
mn.r FOOD cos-rs PER PATIENT - GROUP III - $ 1.0652
GROUP IV -~ Boys 12 - ]Siyuars .
38,70 + 44,60 = $83.30 + 2 = $41.65
11,65 x 12 months = $499.80 less! 10% (349, 93) = $ha9,32
149,82 + 365 days = $ 1,232,

DAILY FOOP COSTS: PER PATIENT - GROUP IV - $ 1.2324



Low Cost Pi-~ Cont'd -~

GROUP V — ~men 20 and above

%3.50 + 32,20 + 27.20 + 24,70 = $117.60 + 4 = $29.40
29,40 x 12 months = $352,80 lesq 10% ($35 28) = $317 52

217.52 + 365 days = $ 0.8699 i
DAILY FCOD COSTS PER PATIENT -~ GROUP V - $ 0.8699

GROU® VI - " =» 20 and a.bove

10,60 + 35,90 + 31,90 + 29.80 = %136 20 4 4 = $34 05
34,.05 x 12 months = $408.60 less. 10% ($40.86) = $367 7%,

367.74 + 365 days = $ 1.0075 T . -
DATLY FOOD COSTS :PER PATIENT - GROUP VI - $ 1.0075



FOOD GOSTS PER PATTENT PER DAY

'MODERATE COST PLAN

GROUP I -~ Children O - 6 years 7
19.50 + 24,80 + 30,10 = $74.40 +i3 = $24,,80
24.80 x 12 months = $297,.60 less 10% ($29.76) = $267 84
267.8L + 365 days = $0.7338
DAILY FOOD COSTS PER PATIENT - GROUP I - $ 0.7338
GROUP I ~ Children 7 - 11 years 7 o '
36.50 + 41.80 + 42.60 = $120.90 + 3 = $4,0.30
40.30 x 12 months - $483.60 less 10% ($48.36) = $435 24
435.24 + 365 days = $ 1,192, |
DAILY FOOD cos'rs \PER PATIENT -~ GROUP IT - $ 1.1924
GROUP III ~ Girls 12 — 19 years o
46.30 + 46,00 = $92.30 + 2 = $46.15
46.15 x 12 months = $553.80 less ;Lo% ($55.38) - $z,9e L2
L98.42 + 365 days = $ 1.3655 i
DAILY FOOD COSTS PER PATIENT - GROUP III - $ 1.3655

GROUP IV -~ Boys 12 -~ 19 years

50,90 + 56.60 = $107.50 + 2 = $53.75
53,75 x 12 months = $645.00 less 10% (64 50) $580, 50
580.50 + 365 days = $ 1,590

DAILY FOOD COSTS PER PATTIENT - GROUP IV - $ 1.5904



Moderate Cost Plan Cont'd -

CROUP V ~ Women 20 and above

;.27o+z,110+3530+311,0—$i15o 50 + 4 = $37.63

37.63 x 12 months = $4,51.56 leas 110% (45.16) = $l|.06 L0

406.L0 + 365 days = $ 1.1134 .

DAILY FOOD COSTS §PER PATIENT - GROUP V - § 1,1134

GROUP VI - Men 20 and above o

49.10 + 45,70 + 41,40 + 39.90 = $l76 10 + 4 = $44.03

14.03 X 12 months = $528.36 less.10% ($52.84) = &?5 52

A75 52 4+ 365 days = $ 1.3028 :

DAILY FOOD COSTS 'PER PATIENT - GROUP VI =~ $ 1.3028



FOOD COSTS PER PATIENT PER DAY

LIBERAL PLAN

GROUP I - Children O - 6 years
21.80 + 29.70 + 36.00 = $87.50 + 3 = $29,17 '
29.17 x 12 months = $350.04 less 10% ($35.00) = $315 0L
$315.04 + 365 days = $ 0.8631 ‘
DATLY FOOD COST PER PATIENT — GROUP I - $ 0.8631
GROUP II - Children 7 — 11 years '
45,40 + 48,80 + 51,40 = $145.60 + 3 = $48.53
48,53 x 12 months = $582,36 less 107 ($58.24) = $524,12
524.12 + 365 days = $ 1.4359 |
DAILY FOOD COST PER PATIENT ~ GROBF IT - $ 1.4359
GROUP III =~ Girls 12 - 19 years 7
55,90 + 54.60 = $110,50 + 2 = $55.25
55,25 x 12 months = $663,00 less 10% ($66.30) = $596 70
596,70 + 365 days = $ 1.6348
DATILY FOOD COST .PER PATIENT -~ GROUP III - $ 1.6348
GROUP IV - Boys 12 = 19 years
60.50 + 68.30 = $128.80 + 2 = $64.40
64 .40 x 12 months = $772.80 leas 10% ($77.28) = $695 52
695.52 + 365 days = $1.9055

DAILY FOOD COST PER PATIENT - GROUP IV - $1.9055



Liberal Plan cont'd -

GROUP V = Women 20 and above

51.20 + 49,30 + 42,00 + 38,40 = $180.90 + L = $,5.23
45.23 x 12 months = $54,2,76 less. 10% ($54.28) = $use L8
L88.48 + 365 days = $ 1.3383 _
DAILY FOOD COST PER PATTENT - GROUB:- V.= % I.3383
GROUP VI - Men 20 and above o

61.10 + 55,70 + 49.90 + 48.00 = $214.70 + L = $53,68
53,68 x 12 months = $644.16 less. 10% ($61; 1.2) = $579 v/
579.Th + 365 days = $ 1,5883 .

DAILY FOOD COST PER PATIENT - GROUP VI - $ 1.5883



APPINDIX AB

Appendix aA shows the computations for the six sex/age groups for the Low Cost, loderate
Cost, and Liberal Plans.

The data in this appendix is arranged to provide "it-A-Glance" comparison of daily costs
between the three plans.,

We are suggesting the loderate Cost Plan serve as the point from which all food computations
be made.

The information contained in this Department of Agriculture report is releascd periodically
and it could serve, either by itself, or in combination with, the Cost-0Of-Living Index,
as a 'check-point! so feeding standards could be maintained and funds from reserve
financing (Food Contingent Fund) be provided as needed.

A, This would satisfy condition 'F! as set forth in Item 29:

"F - Contain reserve financing so the established standard of feeding can be
maintained if food prices increase.,

1. Safeguards so the reserve financing can be used only on certification
by the appropriate state agency that the funds are needed.

Z. & reporting mechanism vhich is sufficiently responsive so 'reserve!
funds can be provided as needed during the fiscal year."




FOOD COSTS PER PATIENT PER DAY

SUMMARY
SEX/AGE GROUP LOW COST; PLAN MODERATE_COST PLAN LIBERAL PLAN
GROUP I - Children O - 6 years $ 0.5779 '$ 0.7338 $ 0,8631
GROUP IT - Children 7 - i years " 0,9253 1.1924 ©1.4359
GROUP III ~ Girls 12 - 19 years 1.0652 1.3655 1.6348
GROUP IV - Boys 12 ~ 19 years 1.23;24 1.5904 1.9055
GROUP V - Women 20 and above 0.8699 1.1134 1.3383

GROUP VI - Men 20 and above 10075 1.3028 1.5883
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5.

APPENDIX_AC

Ttem 25 reads in part:

"Using information from items 23 & 24 (and @ppendices S & U) we calculated anticipated resident
populations, by DPW sex/age groups, for eadh institution in the Department of Public Welfars
for the years 1971/72 and 1972/73. This 1nformation appears in Appendix V."

In iten 31, we proposed six sex/age groups rath@r than those used by the Department of Public Welfare
in their statistical presentation as shown in Appendix V.

To convert the projections contained in Appendix V to the proposed six sex/age groups (see item 31)
it was necessary to prepare Appendix AC, -

Appendix AC serves as our "model" showing progected resident population by institution (as estimated)
by the Department of Public Welfare) and our projections of the population characteristics.

The information contained in Appendix AC will be used in all cost projections made from this point
forward. ,



DEPARTHENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE TNSTITUTIONS
PROJECTED RESIDINT POPULATICNS
SIX SEX/AGE GROUPS (Item 31)

FOR 1971/'72

Total : :

Institution Sex Patients Under 6 He1d 12-19 20 & ovaer
1. Ah-Gush-Ching 1 184 - - 184
F 296 - - - 296
Potal 4,80 - - 480
2, Anoka 1 241 - - 36 205
F 259 1 1 25 232
Total 500 1 1 61 437
3, Brainerd U 617 - L8 161 408
F _483 3 31 103 346
Total 1,100 3 79 264 754,
4. Cambridge-Lake Owasso M 556 - 57 183 316
F 544 1 53 148 343
Total 1,100 1 110 331 659
5, . Faribault H 07 - 74 245 588
F 723 - 65 157 501
Total 1,630 - 139 402 1,089
6. Fergus Falls H 391 - 28 363
F 300 - - 20 289
Total 700 - 48 652
7. Gillette u 23 4 4 9 6
P 52 ; 11 11 23 7
Total 75 15 15 32 13



For 1571/72

Institution Sex Patients - Under 6 6-11 12-19 20 & over
8. Glen Lake - ot 129 - - 1 128
QOak Terrace F 236 - 1 1 234
Total 365 : - 1 2 362
9. Hastings H 247 : - - 18 229
F 203 - ~- - 13 120
Total 450 ‘ - - 31 419
10. loose lake H 338 - - 9 329
F 262 . - - 10 252
Total 600 ' - - - 19 581
11. Rachester i 410 & - 2 34 374
F 340 : 2 4 19 315
Total 750 j 2 6 53 689
12, St. Peter/if.s.H. M 527 | - 1 41 485
Minn. Valley F 298 . - - 19 279
Total 825 ’ - 1 60 764
13, Willmar 11 427 : - - 15 : 412
F 203 : - - 12 191

Total 630 ' - - - 27 603



DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE INSTITUTIONS
PROJECTED RESILENT POPULATIONS
SIX SEX/AGE GROUPS (Item 31)
FOR 1972/73

Total,
Sex Pat:l.enta Under 6 711 12-19 20 & over
M 184 : an - - ' 184_
F 296 i - - - 206
480 : - - - 480
2. Anocke M 229 - - 33 196
F 246 1 1 24 220
Total 475 1 1 57 416
3. Brainerd M 632 - 50 165 417
' ¥ 493 3 31 104 355
Total 1,125 3 81 569 772
4o Csmbridge = Lake Owasso M 556 - 57 183 316
F b 1 53 148 343
Total 1,100 ) 710 331 659
5. Faribaulit M 907 - %, 245 588
F 723 - 65 157 501
Total 1,630 - 139 4,02 1,089
6. Fergus Falls M 391 - - - 28 ' 363
F _ 309 - - - 20 289
Totel 700 - Z 48 652
7. Gillette M 23 ‘ 4 b 9 6
) F .52 ‘ 1L 11 23 7
Total 75 15 15 32 13



For 1972/73

9

10,

Institution

Glen Lake ~ Oak Terrace

Total
Hastings

Totel
Moose Lake

Total
Rochester

Total
St, Peter/M.S.H./

Minn, Valley

Total
Willmar

Total

Total

Patients Under 6 7-11 12-19 20 & over
129 - - 1 128
236 - 1 1 234
365 - 1 2 362
247 - - 18 229
203 - - 13 190
450 - - 31 419
338 - - S 32¢
262 - - 10 252
600 - - 16 581
405 - 2 33 370
335 2 4 20 309
740 2 6 53 679
527 - 1 41 485
298 - - 19 279
825 - 1 60 764,
407 - - 13 394
193 = - 11 182
600 - - 24 576



3.

4o
5.

APPENDIX AD
This appendix containsg our computations on the actual food needs by institution for the
1971/73 biennium.

We have utilized the dollar informstion found in Appendix AA using the Moderates Cost Plan
as our 'basef?,

We have zlso utllized projected populations for each Department of Public Welfare institution,
by the six sex/age groups found ir-s&ppendix AC.

These two facets of information have been combined in the computations which follow.

Both years have been calculated for those institutions where DPW figures show an anti-
cipated change in population.

Celculations are on March, 1970, food costs - and would have to be adjusted in the manmer
previously described if prices increase or decrsase during the biennium.



PROVISION REQUEST FOR 1971-73 BASED ON SEX/AGE GROUP DISTRIBUTICN, PROJECTED POPULATION
AND U.S.D.A. MODERATE COST FOOD PLAN.

- em em G cm s = @O = e

The average cost per patient day for 1971/72 and 1972/73 have been computed using the
following method:

A, U.S.D.A. Moderate Cost feeding level (per sex/age §roup) times the
estimated patient population (per sex/age group) equals the
total daily food cost per sex/age group.

B. Total of six sex/age groups, divided by total estimated patient
population per institution, to arrive at the average patient
food cost per day.

- e w S e @n Om OO o WD

DPW Group I Group II Group III Group IV Group V Group VI Total Ave. Cost Per Total Ave. Cost Per
Institution L7338 _1.1924 _1.3655.. _1.5904 _1.1134 1.3028. 71/72 _Patient Day  72/73 Patient Deay
Ah-Gwah~Ching 296 184 480 480

329.57 239.72 569.29 1.186 569.29 1.186
Anoka i 1 25 36 232 205 500
.7338 1.1924  34.14 57.25 258,31 267.07 618.69 1.237
1 1 24 33 220 196 L75
.7338  1.1924  32.77 52.48 2L4.95  255.35 587.47 1.237
Brainerd 3 79 103 161 346 4,08 1100
2,20 94.20 140.65 256,05 385.24  531.54 1409.88 1.282
3 81 104 165 355 417 1125
2,20 96,58 142.01 262 .42 395.26  543.27 1441, 74 1.282
Cambridge- 1 110 148 183 343 315 1100 1100
Lake Owasso -7338 131.16 202.09 291.04 381.90 410.68 1417.60 1.288 1417.60 1.288
Faribault - 139 157 245 501 588 1630 1630
- 165.74 214.38 389.65 557.81L  766.05 2093.63 1.284 2093.63 1,284
Fergus Falls - - 20 28 289 363 700 700
- = 1o e L) .82 101 77 L72.QD RAA B2 1 238 /AA R 1.2181




DPW
Institution

Gillette
Glen Lake-
Oak Terrace
Hastings

Moose lake

Rochester

St. Peter - MSH -
MVSAC

Willmar

Group I Group II Group III Group IV Group V Group VI

Total Ave. Cost Per Total

Ave, Cost Per

.7338 _1.1924 1.3655 1,5904 _1.1134 _1.3028. 71/72 _Patient Day  72/73 Pat.ient Day
15 18 23 9 7 6 19 75
11.01 17.89 31.41 14.31 7.79 7.82 90.22 1.203 90.22 1.203
- 1 1 L 234 128 365 365
- 1.1924  1.3655 1,5904 260.54 166.76 431.44 1.182 43144 1.182
- - 13 18 190 229 450 450
- o= 17.75 28,63 211.55 298.34 556,27 1.236 556,27 1.236
- - 10 9 252 329 600 600
- = 13.65 14.31 280.58 428,62 737.17 1229 737.17 1.229
2 6 19 34 315 374 750
1.47 7:15 25,94 54,07 350.72  487.25 926,61 1.235
2 6 20 33 309 370 740
loh7 7515 2703-1 52 0£|>8 31.)'}“0‘& l&82-\01} 911"'01}9 10236
- 1 19 L1 279 L85 825 825
- 1.1924 25,94 65.21 310.64 631.86 1034.84  1.254 1034 .84 1.254
- - 12 15 191 412 630
- - 16,39 23.86 212.66 536.75 789.66  1.253
= = 1l 13 182 394 600
- - 15.02 20,68 202.64 513.30 751.64 1.253
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APPE[\T IX AE

This appendix contains our computations on ?the actual food needs by institution for the 1971/73
biennium.

We have utilized the dollar 1nformation found in Appendix AA using the Mederate Cost Plan as
our 'basel!,

We have also utilized projected populationa for each Department of Corrections institution,
by the six sex/age groups found in Appendix AC.

These two facets of informatlon have been c}ombined in the computations which follow.

Both years have been calculated for those institutions where DPW figures show an anticipated
change in population.

Caleulations are on March 1970 feood costs — and would have to be adjusted in the manner
previously described if prices increase or decrease during the biennium.



PROVISION REQUEST FOR 1971-73 BASED ON SEX/AGE GROUP DISTRIBUTION, PRGJECTED POPULATION
_MTD.U_QSuJ A. MODERATE COST FOOD. PLAN

Correctional Group T Groeup IT Group JII Group IV Grbup V Groyp VI  Totel jAve, flost Per 'l‘ot.al Ave, Dosh Per

Tnstitution 27338 _1.1924  1.3655 . _1.590k 1,3028. 71-72 _Fajdent Day  72-73 M
Minn, Correctional “ ‘
Inst. for Women - - 2 - : 56 - 58 - 58
- - 2¢73 - 62b35 - 65008 19122 - 65508 - 10122
Minn, ome School = -~ 122 A - - 163 ‘ 163
- - 1»660 59 65021 - bl 231980 lollvzz 231080 . 10‘522
Minn. Reception- ‘ | |
Diagnostic Center - - 36 8l 14 46 177 177
_ _ - - 49.16 128.82 15.59 59.93 253.50 1.432 253,50 1.432
Minn., Rec.-Diag.
Center - B Bldg. - - - 36 - 16 52 52
' - - - 57.25 C o= 20.8) 78.10 1.502. . 178.10 1.502
Minn. State Prison - - - 8h - 836 920 ' 920 '
- - - 133.59 .= 1089.14 1222.73 1.329 1222.713 1.329
St. Croix Camp - - - 43 - 7 50 50
- - bl 68039 T 9312 7?951 . 10550 77»51 10550
State Reform, for Men ~ - - 117 - 591 08 708 '
- - - 186.08 L= 769.95  956.03 1,350 956,03 1,350
State Training School - - - 210 - a8 298 298 '
- - -  333.98 b= 114,65 L448.63 1.505 L48.63 1.505
Thistledew Forestry o '
Camp | - - - 24, - 26 50 5
- - - 3817 - 33.87 12.0h L.kl 72,0k L4l
Willow River Camp - = - - 1 - 39 50 50

t
¥
|

17.49 - 50.81  6B.30  1.36& 68.30 1.366
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APPENDIx'Ar

The following material hes been computad by using the projected population characteristica from- Appendieas
X and g¢ and the daily food costs per residbnt for the low-cost plan from Appendix AA.

Phree institutions (one from the Department of Corrections and two from the Department of Public Welfare)
were selected for this atudy. :

The computations show the average cost per resliident day for both 1971-72 and 1972-73% using the USDA
. low-cost figures for the appropriate sex/age groups.

Comparative costs follow:

1971/72 1971/72
Projected Cost Projected Cost
: Per Resident Per Day Per Resident Per Day
Institution _ . - USDA Low Cost Plan . DSDA Moderate Cosit FPlan
Minnesota State Prison _ o $1.0280 o 81,329
Faribault State Hospital : 9975 1.284
St. Peter State Hospital | 9733 : , 1.254

(SPSH, MVSAC, MSH)

Thege three institutionsiare all recelving a per resident per day food allowance which is signif:cantly
lower than the amount needed to provide a feeding level equal to the USDA low-eost plan. -

Since these institutions were randomly Belecteﬁ, it appears the’ present sppropriation for food in all
institutions in th Dej artments of Corrections and Public Welfare is not sufficient to provide a

diet equal to theT SDA low-cost plan,



PROJECTED PROVISION FEQUEST FOR 1971-73 BASED ON SEX/AGE GROUP DISTRIBUTION,
FROJECTED POPULATIONS, AND THE U.S.D.A. LOW COST PLAN FOR
THREE RANDOMLY SHLECTED INSTITUTIONS

Group I Group II Group III Group v Group V Group VI Total Ave. Cost Per Total

Ave, Cost Per

Institution 25799 49253  _1.0652 1 .23& 8699  1,0075 ~ 71-72 _Patient Day 72-73 Patient Day
Minn. State Prison - - - 84 - 836 920 - 920 -
- . - 103-52 - 842.27 945'79 1.0280 945.79 1.0280
Faribault - 139 157 245 501 - 588 1630 <9975 1630 .9975
= S e 128,62 167.23 30194 435.82 592,41 1626,02 - 1626,02 -
St. Peter - 1 19 Al 279 485 825 - 825 -
- .93 20,24 50.53 242,70 488,63 803.03 9733 803.03 9733



APPHANDIX AG

The average cost per resident per day froﬁ appendices AD (DPW institutions) and AE
(Correctional institutions) has been combined with projected resident populations
from appendices U and W.

These computations provided the total food cost for each institution and for each
dspartuwent for 1971/72 and 1972/73.

Projected biennial food cost for the Deparftment of Corrections is $2,538,945.

Projected bienrnisl food cost for the Deparitment of Public Welfare is $€,418,006,

Combined biennisl food cost is §10,956,95L.



Corrections

M:'uin. Correctional
Inst. for Women

Minn. Home School

Mimm. Reception-
Diagnogtic Center

Minn. Heception-
Diagnostic Center
B Building

Minn. State Prison

St. Croix Camp

State Reformatory
for Men

State Training School

Thigtledew Forestry

Camp
Willow River Camp

Total

PROJECTED EXPENDITURES FOR FO@D « CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS

Ave. Cost Totali Cost

Total Total Ave. Cost Total Cost Total
Egtimated Per Patient 197L/72 Estimated Per Patient 1972/73 Cost
Pop. 71/72 Per Day 366 Dhys Pop. 72/73 Per Day 365 Days Biennium
58 1.122 2%,817.82 58 1.122 23,752.74  47,570.56
163 1.422 84,833.68 163 1.422 84,601.89° 169,435.57
177 1.432 92,767.82 177 1.432 92,514.36 185,282.18
920 1.329 447,500.88 920 1.329 446,278.20 893,779.08
50 1.550 28,365.00 50 1.550 28,287.50  56,652.50
708 1.350 349,822.80 708 1.350 348,867.00 698,689.80
298 1.505 164,147.34 298 1.505 163,698.85 327,846.19
50 1.441 26,370.30 50 1.441 26,298.25 52,668.55
50 1.366 24,997.80 50 1.366 24,929.50  49,927.30



PROJECTED EXPENDITURES FOR FOOD - DPW INSTTTUTIONS

Total Cost Total

Total Ave. Cost Total{Cost  Total ve. Cost
DPW Estimated Per Patient 1871472 Estimated Per Patient  1972-73 Cost

Institution Pop, 71-72 Per Day 3664@§ys Pop 72-73 Per Day 365 Days Biennium
Ah-Gwah-~Ching 480 1.186 ;_203,.356.48 480 1,186 207,787.20 416,143.68
Anoka | 500 1.237 226,371.00 475 1.237 214,464,828 440,835,882
Brainerd 1100 1,282 516,133.20 1125 1.282 526,421.25 1P42,554.45
Cambridge/Lake Owasso 1100 1.268 518,548.80 1100 1.288  517,132.00 1035,680.80
Faribault 1630 1.284 766,008.72 1630 1.28, . 763,915.80 1529,924.52
Fergus Falls 700 1,238 317,175.60 700 1.238  316,309.00 633,484.60
Gillette | 75 1.203 33,022.35 75 1,203 32,932.13  65,954.48
Glen Lake/Oak Terrace 365 1.182 157,903.38 365 1.182  157,471.95 315,375.33
Hastings 450 1.2%6 203,569.20 450 1.236  203,013.00 406,582.20
licose Lake 600 1.229 269,888.40 600 1.229  269,151.00 539,039.40
Rochester 750 1.235 339,007.50 740 1.236  333,843.60 672,85L.10
‘St. Petor-M.8.H.~ 825 1.254 378,645.30 825 1.254,  377,610.75 '756,256.05
wtean 630 1.253 288,916,74 600 1.253  274.407.00 563,323.74

Total 4y223,546.67 4y 194,459.56 B418,006.23



