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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION 

According to a 1970 census, more than 20 million 

(9,J percent) of our population are 65 years of age or 

older. In some ~tates, Florida, for example, 14.6 percent 

of the population are 65 years of age or older (1). With in 

the last few years, Americans have increasingly recognized 

the problems of the elderly , including those related to 

nutriti on. The Nutrition Program for the Elderly, as 

contained in Public Law 92 158, dated March 22, 1972, 

requires that proj cts provide at least one hot meal per 

day that meet~ one-third of the Recommended Dietary 

Allowance, five days per week (2). Hot meals are served 

in community centers , housing projects, schools, churches, 

and other target population areas. The meals should be 

prepare d in a safe , .. a.ni tary f ciJ ity utiliz,ing procedures 

which yield high quality food. 

The four major types of foodservice systems used 

in the nutrition programs throughout the nation are: 

1) conv entional; 2) convenience; 3) ready, and 4) commissary 

(5,7). A combination of two or more of the systems is 

used in ma ny instances (7), The current trend is towards 

centralization of services in foodservice similar to those 

ih purcha ·ing , laundry, and pharmacy (5). As with all types 

1 
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of food s ervice systems, the building, equipment, admini~ 

stration, labor, and energy should be designed to deliver 

a high quality finished food product at minimal cost (J). 

Recent_ studies have not been conducted in the 

national nu t rition programs to determine which type of 

foodser vic e system can produce the best quality meal at 

minimal cost . Earlier preliminary studies indicated 

that catere d and project-prepared meals cost about the 

same i n ur ba n areas (4). The profit in catered meals was 

offset by lower raw food costs through mass purchasin. 

Compari on of meal costs demonstrated that raw food costs 

were simila r in rura l and urban projects (4). Labor co c ts 

for project-prepa red meals was high er in urban areas , 

making total meals cost hi gher for urban than f or rural 

pro j ect-prepared meals (4). In Detroit, when a shift was 

made fr om cater d to project-prepared meals, co st increased 

fr om $ 2 .JO to $4 .1 2, an increase of $1 .82 per meal. The 

chang was from a fully catere d meal to prepacked meals 

which were r constituted and assembl ed on site referred to 

i n t hi s study as a convenience system (4). 

Purpo e 

Today, every mass feeding operation is experiencing 

the eff ects of spira ling labor and food cost, as well as a 
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growing shortage of both skilled and unskilled employees. 

The at tainment of the important goals of providing nutri­

t ious , high qua lity food and service depends, in part, 

on informa tion which discloses the costs incurred to 

achie ve these goals. 

The major purpose of this study is to determine 

the co st of the four major foodservice systems used in 

Title VII Nutrition Programs, both rural and urban in the 

State of Texas. The primary objectives of the project are 

a) analyze the factors contributing to the differences in 

the cost of the four major foodservice systems used in 

Title VII Nutrition Pro grams; b) design representative 

mode ls of f ood delivery for semi-conventional decentralized 

service ( one central kitchen) and for semi-conventional 

decentralized service (two preparation sites) for a project 

with 18 centers serving 1,200 meals in Tarrant County. 

The fo llowing information will be provided in narrati ve 

form : 

A. Location or locations of kitchen facilities. 

B. Description - building desi gn in relation to 
dietetic service needs. 

C. Dietetic service organi zation and operation 
to include meal plan, type of service, type 
of menu, convenience foods and extent of 
use; use of disposables, purchasing and 
deliveries (methods and frequency); number 
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and location of preparation areas, dining 
room·, di s hroom, preparation and deli very 
of f ood, number of full time and part time 
employees (to include professional and 
clerical). 

D. Major job descriptions of each employee 
position will be outlined. 

A. The cost of remodeling and equipping two 
representative semi-conventional decentral­
ized centers to prepare food on site will 
be determined. 

B. The cost of building and equipping a 
cemi-convent ional centralized kitchen to 
serve 18 centers will be determined. 

C. The co st of operating foodservice for semi­
conventional decentraliz ed service (two 
preparation sites) and semi-conventional 
decent~alized s ~rv ·ce (one central kitchen ) 
with re pect to utilities, food cost, labor 
cost and other supplie will be determined . 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Overview of Components of Foodservice Delivery Systems 

The primary purpose of the nutrition program 

was to design appropriate ways for the delivery of food 

which woul6 enable older persons to en joy palatable meals 

that upply essential nutrients needed to maintain good 

health, The variety of food and preparation methods 

available should permit foodservice facilities to prepare 
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food t o mee t almost any nutritional need. Management 

preference, operat ional costs, regional food preferences, 

and the physical d s i gn of the foodservice delivery system 

dictate wh i ch sys tem or systems will be used in heal th 

care food delivery programs (7). Despite the differing 

methods of f ood preparati on and delivery required by each 

system , all shared t he same functions of storage, prepa ra­

tion , cooking, s erving, and clean-up. Each required space 

fr these a ctivi t i e s, including office (circulation) and 

staff facilitie s (7). 

Fo od servi ce Sys t e ms 

A n eed exis ted to gather co mparative information 

on the four di f fer ent type s of food systems used in Title 

VI I Nutrition Programs. Sheridan (7) described conven­

tional or t raditiona l, conveni enc e or effici ency, ready and 

commissary as the four types of syste ms used in food pre­

parati on and de livery in health care institutions. Rinke 

(8) e vi ewe d and evaluated the conventional, convenience, 

a nd automated syst ems. Unklesbay, Knicherman, and Cremer 

(10 ) ha ve describe d four basic food s ervice systems: con­

ve nti onal, co mmis s ary, ready prepared, and assembly serve. 

For t he pur po e of this study, the investigator identi f ied 

c onvent iona l, convenience, ready, and commissary as the 

f our major types of food systems used in the Elderly Nutri-
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t ion Program. Many studies were found in the review of 

literature that identified the advantages and disadvantages 

of the different types of foodservice systems. 

The conventional foodservice system was defined 

as one in which there is an on-premise production of food, 

ei ther central i zed or decentralized (5), Decentraliz e d 

se rvice means the distribution of bulk quantities of food 

in suff ici ent amount to serve a given number of clients in 

one center (5). Centralized service means serving the 

i ndividual portions of food onto the trays that have been 

assembled and set up at some central point in or close to 

t he kitchen and distributed to the individual sites (5). 

High transportation cost, delivery equipment cost, limited 

menus , and lo s of nutritional value were cited as dis­

advantages of the conventional decentralized systems (14). 

Other arguments against the system included uneve·n work 

distribution and high labor costs (5). The principal ad­

vantage of conventional centralized system was the assurance 

of high quality food items (5). 

Convenience system was defined as one in which 

fo od s were received in a frozen, chilled or at room temper ­

ature that can be held for varying periods of time (5,7). 

Only the "finishing processes" such as tempering (thawing) 

and rethermalizing, portioning , and merchandising the food 
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for service were required on premises (5). Minimal in- · 

vestment in equipment and labor cost saving were cited 

as advantages of this system. Karmensky (15) cited 

the convenience ·system as an effective, efficient and 

economical food sys t em. An increase in labor efficiency 

as reported in a Ca lifornia school district which con­

verted from conventional to convenience system (33), 

Rainsford (34) also reported that labor costs were gener­

ally re duced and employee production increased in using 

the 6onvenience system . Rainsford (34) cited better por­

tion control, minimal leftover, and less waste with the 

convenience system. Client's taste preference, avail­

ability of acceptable food items, and lack of nutritional 

analy is were identified as some of the disadvantages (34). 

Studies have also found that more than 14 percent of the 

total f oodservice labor needs must be eliminated to off ­

se t the cost of the total convenience food system (7). 

Ready system was defined as a food system in 

whi ch on-premise, mass preparation of foods, either frozen , 

or held at a chilled· te1 per t~1r e u til needed, and 

reconstituted on demand. Studies found that the ready 

food system improved the quality of the meals, increased 

the productivity of foodservice employees, and decreased 

food and labor cos t (56). Disadvantages of this system 
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include d the initial equipment investment, supervisory 

needs, and training in proper use of all equipment (7,56, 

57) . Koogler and Nicholanro (38) also reported the labor 

costs of the ready food system were higher than convenience. 

Handling of food items should be monitored to control 

microbi al quality (5). 

The commissary system was defined as a system 

in which food preparation was done in a large production 

kitchen , usually with sophisticated, automated equipment 

(5 ,7) ·. Food preparation may be either the conventional 

yste m or the ready system (7). Delivery of the food may 

be either in bulk or portioned. Productivity was high in 

the commissary system (5). Good quality food items, 

saving in large volume purchasing, and space saving fea­

tures were cited as advantages of the system (5,7). Dup­

l ication of personnel and equipment was eliminated (5). 

Co sts of the foodservice operation was easier to obtain 

and more accurate than proration of these costs (5), The 

initial capital outlay was a disadvantage of this system 

(7). Transportation costs and problems (length of time 

food held, maintaining safe temperature and truck main­

tenance) were also cited as disadvantages (5), 

Careful considerations of the facilities food­

service requirements was an important factor in the 
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dec i sion-making process. An economical, efficient food ­

service system was only possible when all users of the 

system were involved in the planning process. 

Meal Cost s 

Montag (6) described four methods of obtaining 

to tal f ood costs. The four methods were the recipe method, 

requisit ion method, inventory method, and record of 

p r chase d method. A principal advantage for recipe and 

: equ isition methods was that consumption was matched with 

production , resulting in a daily food cost. The inventory 

method was effe ctive if a running record was kept of 

urcha e clasgified by commodity groups. The purchased 

method provi ded at least a working knowledge of the cost 

of fo od. A sound record-keeping system was essential in 

controlling food costs. The food cost reports were useful 

to compare actual food cost to desired food cost per meal 

or to industry averages (6). Factors that contributed to 

food costs variation were the region of the country, 

availability of donated foods, size of foodservice opera­

tion , time of year , type of commissary, and the amount of 

preparation time and use of convenience foods (5). 

In January 1978, Congress appropriated $2,000,000 

for the establishment of a three year national demonstration 

and research progra m of nutrition for older people, to be 
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conducted by the Administration on Aging under the Title 

I V (res earch and development) provisions of the Older 

American Act (4). Thirty-two individual demonstration 

a nd research projects were funded throughout the nation 

to dete rmine the cost of the nutrition program in various 

t pes of operations . Bechill and Wolgamot (4) found t hat 

meal costs ranged an average of $0.86 in Emmett, Idaho 

t o $4 .62 for meals prepared in Detroit. Results of the 

t udy indicated that catered (commissary) and site-pre­

a red · meals (conventional) cost about the same in urban 

area (4 ). The profit in catered meals was offset by 

l ower raw food costs through mass purchases. Comparison 

of meal cost showed that raw food costs were similar in 

rural and urban projects. Staff costs for site prepared 

meals we re higher in urban areas, making total meal cost 

highe r for urban than rural prepared meals. The pilot 

study reported that of the four least expensive meal ser­

vi ce , three were rural and one urban. Eight site pre­

pare d meals and two catered prepared meals were listed 

among the ten least expensive. Large scale service of 

12 ,000 meal per month resulted in Chicago having the 

lowe t cost for a catered prepared meal. Cost of the other 

urban area (New York) was low because the center was 

operate d in an exi sting facility that incurred minimum 
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serving costs. There was little difference in total 

cost of site-prepared meals as compared with catered 

meals. School-served meals involved higher administrative 

costs than other·- meals. Inefficient staff utilization 

increased meal costs when sites were not operated as 

often as five days a week and when fewer than 100 meals 

1ere served daily (4). 

The federal guidelines (2) established the 

Title VII Nutrition Program with similar meal requirements 

nd goals as the school feeding program. Both programs 

were designed to provide a hot meal five days a week to 

specific age groups of people. The foodservice facilities 

required for the school lunch program and Title VII were 

similar in structure (9). Both programs were designed to 

mee t nutritional needs of a specific age group. The meal 

patterns of both programs were designed to meet one-third 

of the Recommended Dietary Allowance for a specific age 

group (2). Kahle (10) pointed out that most school feeding 

facilities were not being fully utilized and that it was 

cost efficient to combine the two programs. The two pro­

grams have been combined in some states (9). Recent 

studies have not been conducted in the national nutrition 

programs to determine which type of delivery system can 
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_ roduce the best quality meal at minimal cost. Descrip~ 

t ive studi e s exist which described the various advantage 

' nd disadvantage of alternate food delivery system for 

s hool lunch program (12,1J). 

Operational costs of an individual unit kitchen 

were co mpa red with those of prepacked foodservice sys t em 

n a school lunch study by Dobbins (11). The food cost 

were f ound to be lower in the individual unit. Harper and 

Jansen (12) found that food costs did not differ appreci­

~~ ly f or any school using on-site preparation service 

(co nventiona l), central preparation hot bulk delivery 

convent i onal), and central kitchen preparation-chilled 

report ione d delivery (commissary). The food cost accounted 

for 45 to 50 percent of the total meal cost. Frozen pre-

ortion e d systems (convenience) had higher food costs than 

did t he other systems. The food cost for frozen prepor­

tione d s y s tem accounted for 69 percent of the cost of the 

total meal. 

Payne, et al (13) showed little difference in 

food co s ts exi s ted between school-operated as on-site or 

central preparation systems for schools located in the 

same ge ographic region. Schools in the south had lower 

food co s t s than schools located in the north. School food­

service operated by ontract management firms had the same 
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f ood cos t s as did school operated facilities. Preplated 

meal s we r e 62 p rcent higher ·because th~ meal cost con­

t ained the cost of the food, preparation, serving container, 

tran po rtation and profit. The advantage in cost of t he 

p repla te s ystems as the low labor cost, overhead, and 

fa c j lit i s r . 
Ul ment . 

A statistical review of the overall growth and 

performance of the network Title III and Title VII Nutri­

tion Program reverled that in fiscal year 1974 food costs 

we re -54 percent of the total meal cost (16). Total food 

costs for fiscal year 1976 were 52 percent, and 51 percent 

f or fis ca l y ar 1977 (16). The national average for the 

cos t of a Type A lunch in 1970 was 62.2 cents (13). This 

cost included 35.8 cents for food (lJ). Cronan (17) sug­

gest d a range of 55 to 65 percent of the income dollars 

be spent for food in school lunch programs. 

In a survey conducted by the Senate Select 

Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, Title VII Project 

di rectors sp nt about 70 percent of their budget on food, 

15 percent on administration and 15 percent for supportive 

serv·ce (18). Spending did not differ markedly between 

rural and urban projects (18). 
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Labor Costs 

Payne et . al (13) conducted a study of alternate 

fo od s y terns in the school lunch program. Results showed 

that la or co s ts were the most extreme source of variations 

in t he cost of a school lunch ma inly due to regional wage 

scale and fringe b enefits d i fferences. The study concluded 

that some schools u ing co mme rcial preplate m als a nd 

school operated satellite systems had a dual advantage in 
I 

that productivity was higher and the workers in these 

sys tems fall below minimum hour requirements for high fringe 

b nefit s (i.e. less total dollars spent) (13), Payne et al 

(1 3) r e ported more than one receiving satellite school was 

need d for school operated production kitchen to obtain 

increase d labor productivity advanta g es. Results showed 

t ha t a la carte s a les (i. e . other than Type A sales) were 

an impo r tant f actor in labor costs and produc ivity and 

must be considered in overall comparison of systems. 

Payne et al (lJ) found that contract management 

and commercially supplied preplated systems were competi­

ti ve alternatives to school managed and operated systems. 

The inclu i.on of the profit element did not nece ssa rily 

re sult in higher to t al costs. 

Although commercially supplied preplated meals 

resulted in a higher food cost, the inclusion of built-in 

labor, supplies and services allow offsetting decreases in 

school expenses bringing the average meal costs in line 
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with other systems studied. Equipment investments for 

this system although not computed were expected to be less 

since no investment in equipment was required (lJ). Con­

tract management and commercially supplied preplated sy­

ste ms were favorably comparable in costs to school operated 

ystems . This favorable cost position was the result of 

labor economies associated with large automated food pre­

paration facilities and tighter managerial control. 

Payne et al (13) concluded that labor efficiency 

was further improved by use of preplated meals satellite 

system over bulk-delivery system. Kroener and Donaldson 

(1 9) observed that labor time per meal decreased as the 

number of meals prepared increased. 

Harper and Jansen (12) found that central pre­

paration leads to reduced time to prepare a meal. These 

studies did not pinpoint the cause, however reduction in 

the number of employees and increased supervision were 

consi dered to be responsible. 

National survey of Title VII programs reported 

31 percent of the total meal cost was for labor (18). 

Rural project staff cost ranged twice as high as those 
. 
in 

urban projects (excluding Detroit) (4). Staff costs were 

divided among: meals, administration, outreach, trans­

portation, research, evaluation, and others. Comparison 
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of rural and urban site-prepared meals showed urban pro­

j ects a llocated a larger percentage of staff costs to meal 

preparation. In school based projects, allocation to meal 

pr eparation was low but administrative costs were high (4). 

Harper and Jansen (12) conducted studies on 

l abor requirements and costs for alternate delivery sy­

s tems . The supervisory function and cost did not differ 

s i gnifi cantly between systems on a per meal basis. The 

t otal labor requirements showed that on-site preparation 

and service had higher requirements than frozen prepor­

ti oned delivery. On-site preparation and service had the 

h i ghest total labor requirement per meal. This difference 

can be attributed to the minimal labor required in rether­

malizing , serving, and cleaning in frozen preportioned 

delivery. 

Although the foodservice industry employs more 

people than any other, the industry ranks as one of the 

lowest in production per man-hour. Kotschevar (22) re­

ported that the food production workers productivity is 

45 percent. The remaining 55 percent was wasted or idle 

(20). Desirable productivity was 80 to 85 percent (22). 

Facility and Equipment Costs 

Many feeding operations do not consider the 

cost of facilities. The cost of renovation or additions 
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can contribute greatly to the cost of the foodservice 

sy tern . Using average cost of space and equipment figures, 

Payne et al (13) concluded that the equivalent annual cost 

per meal for on-site kitchens was $0.12 cents; for hot bulk 

de livery - $0.11 cents; and for preplate systems - $0.09 

ents (lJ). Harper and Jansen (12) collected data on 

i fferent preparation and serving sites to be,~ter under­

otand how facility requirements varied with the food de­

livery systems. Results showed the average cost of space 

_ or on-site preparation and service, central preparation­

hot bulk delivery, and frozen preportioned foodservice 

system ranged between $45-50 per square foot (12). Cen­

tral preparation chilled-preportioned foodservice system's 

cost were $32.50 per square foot for central kitchen and 

$68 .50 per square foot for satellite kitchen (12). The 

lower cost of the space required for the central kitchen 

was the result of larger facilities and the use of lower 

priced space, especially in the storage and receiving areas. 

The study by Harper and Jansen (12) also indi­

cate d little difference in cost per square foot for the 

finis h f ood preparation between on-site preparation and 

service and central preparation-chilled preportioned-hot 

bulk delivery. The finish cost of space for the central 

preparation area of chilled preportioned delivery system 
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was lowe r due to cost efficiency in larger size equipment 

and few er service connections. The central preparation 

f acility in central prepar ation chilled preportioned 

de livery ha d hi gher equipment to space costs due to the 

larger s iz e of these facilities . The low ratio of equip 

ment to s pa ce costs f or the s a tellite kitchens in ce ntral 

·repara t·on-chilled preportioned delivery indicated the 

minimal equipment required to reheat and serve chilled 

preportioned meals. Similar figures were expected for 

the f roz e n preportioned delivery system. 

Harper and Jansen (12) showed that the frozen 

preporti one d food se rvice system required the least amount 

of space a nd cot per meal served . Central preparation­

ho t bulk de livery required the most. The true annual cost 

of s chool facilities and equipment, and the assessing of 

the true cost of miscellaneous operating expenses were 

rare ly us ed in calculating the cost of the school lunch 

program. 

Mi ~ c e llane ou Costs 

Another factor which affected meal cost was the 

t yp e of s e rving utensils used. The trend toward the use 

of disposable ware has been increasing each year. Although 

finding s indicated an economic advantage in using permanent 

ware, colleges, ho spitals, restaurants, and schools were 
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choosing disposables. Some of the reasons included 

- limina ting the supervisory responsibilities in the dish 

~rea , redu ction in noise, and saving from retirement of 

:are du e to pilferage or accidental loss. Other reasons 

fr se l e cting disposable ware may be lack of dishw~shing 

fac ilit i e s or space limita ions which dictated that d i s h-

1r~ hing not b e done on the premise (22). 

A study by Laventhol et al (24) showed that use 

f disposable serving and ea ting utensils cost $0.066 cents 

"I" .r mea l com ared to permanent ware cost of $0. 019 cents 

.r mea l . Montag et al (2J) found that disposable ware 

ost $0 . 04 ce t per stud nt versus $0.01 cents per student 

for pe rmanent ware in the schools. The cost of the dis 

posabl e war can vary grea tly, depending on quality (2J). 

Many feeding programs failed to include or in-

accura t e ly allocated other misceJlaneous costs to the meal 

(12 ). Mic llaneous cos ts which were not included consisted 

of operating xpenses, administrative expenses, and non-food 

i nve ntory . Mi cellaneous operating expenses included laun­

dr y, tra h remo val , exterminator , transportation, utilities, 

and r epair and maintenance . Miscellaneous administrative 

expens ~ included accounting , computer operations, training , 

profe sional technical service, rentals, printing, miscel-

laneou urcha ed s e vice, and insurance. 
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A study by the Food and Nutrition Service (25) 

r eporte d that the miscellaneous data varied bet\ 1een $0.08 

c ent s and $ 0 .12 cents per meal for on-site preparation 

and service, when co mpared to central preparation-hot 

bulk delivery. Miscellaneous costs in central preparation 

we re low compared to other systems because the cost of 

i s posabl serving and eating ute nsi ls was not included 

;25 ). 

Microbiolo ical Study of Systems 

Unklesb yet al (26) designed a reference base 

whi ch delineated food product flow and presented the 

s tatus of microbial quality and safety of foods served 

within foo service s y stems . The researchers identifi ed 

nine areas requ iring monitoring within foodservice ope ra­

ti ons (24) The type of foodservice syst em adopted in­

f luenced th number of areas requiring precise monitoring 

in a particular foodservice operation. Food procurement, 

stora e , packaging, pre-processing, heat processing, 

storage following heat processing, heat processing of pre­

cooked menu items, product distribution, and service of 

food were describe d as the areas requiring considerable 

managerial competency (26). Longrel (27) and Silverman 

et al (28) have described specific techniques that must be 

considered in the safety of food items in the different 
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types of foodservice systems. Toumi et al (29) and 

Rowley et al (J) have described procedures for safe 

handling of food items during various stages of the food 

production operation. 

�nergy Conservation in Foodservice Systems 

U lesbay and Unklesbay (J2) developed an 

energy accounting system to assess energy requirements 

or preparin chicken entrees in four types of foodservice 

�ystems. They concluded that without extensive data from 

applications of the computerized energy accounting model, 

compari001 ca 

rep rt d larg 

ot be made among alternate systems. They 

variat:ons in British Thermal Unit expended 

per weight of chicken menu item processed for service. 

Application of the energy accounting on a wide scale was 

recomm nded so that statistical comparisons can be made 

among alt rnate foodservice systems. Other energy related 

factor to consider when choosing a system were transport 

ation cost of bulk-food items (14) and delivery of pur­

chased food to production area (5), 

nk 

f g 
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.l 

e 
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CHAPTER II - PLAN OF PROCEDURE 

The primary purpose of this research was to 

de termine the cost of the four major foodservice systems 

us e in Title VII Nutrition Programs. A two part question­

nai e as develope d by the investigator (Appendix B). 

uest i ons pertaining to funding, number of meals, type 

of syste m used, raw food costs, commodity usage, other 

re late d cost data, and fa ctors related to foodservice 

y tern selectivity were included in the questionnaire. 

The other purpose of the study was to design representative 

models of foodservice for semi-conventional decentralized 

ervice (one central kitchen) and for semi-conventional 

decentralized service (two preparation sites) for a pro­

ject with 18 centers serving 1200 meals in Tarrant County. 

Select · on of Subjects 

The proposed sample included all nutrition 

project directors in the state of Texas. The names of 

nutrition project directors were com iled from the list 

from the Governor's Committee on Aging as of February, 

1978 . Questionnaires were mailed to each of sixty-four 

nutrition projects in the state of Texas. Each project 

di ector was in charge of the total foodservice operation 

22 
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a.t the nu t rition center. Some nutrition projects were 

<Ss iste d in the foodservice operation by a consulting, 

·•. rt-t i me or full-time dietitian or nutritionist. The 

11 riti oni tor dietitian assisted the project director 

·,n 

~- ·1 l,_ 

the f oodservice operation when one was on the staff of 

nutri t ion center. 

p,,s ign of 

The questionnaires consisted of two parts. Part 

... of the que s tio aire consisted of cost data irrformation 

relate d to d livery of meals to senior citizen centers, 

~ e se c t ions of the ques tionnaire included funding sources, 

meal numbe , type of system, cost of raw food and commodi-

t·e s , upplie cost, labor cost, overhead costs, food cost 

·nformat ·on, use of convenience food data, and catered 

cot inf ormation. Project directors were requested to 

submi t all cot data information for April, May, and June, 

1978 . Part II of the questionnaire addressed questions 

to the proj e ct dir ctors and/or nutritionist to survey 

the · intere tin future system selection. Information 

abou t the pers on and/or factors that influenced the 

deci i on on selection of food system was also included. 

The questionnaire was reviewed and evaluated by 

five project direc tors before it was submitted to the 

te ting project sites. The questionnaire was revised 
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accordi ng to the r~commendations of these project direc-

~ rs. 

A letter of in~roduction and explanation of the 

1 rpose of the study accompanied the questionnaire (Appen-

~ix A and B) . Each participant was assured that the 

fi nanc ial information would be held in confidence. The 

questionnaires were coded and the code number recorded in 

order to determine if the returns were inclusive of all 

:~ od deli very systems . The participants were asked to 

e turn the questionnaire within three weeks of date of 

e ce ipt. In an attempt to secure more data, the investi­

gate contacted everal project directors at meetings and 

y te lephon . 

t ical Anal sis 

D · r collec ted and analyzed using descriptive 

tatist ic. Statistical techniques used in this study were 

base d on procedures in Dixon and Massey (35), Eight food­

service y terns were outlined in the questionnaires to 

give th res ond nts adequate information to determine 

which t ype . of foodservice systems they were using. The 

inv t·gator recoded the eight foodservice systems as 

follows : Conventional centralized service, conventional 

decentralized service , semi-conventional centralized, and 

semi-conventional decentralize d to conventional; commissary-
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central pr ject operated, and commissary central-kitchen­

catered to co mmissary; c nvenience as~embly erve to 

convenience ; food factory to ready. The input for 1at 

provided for thirty va ri bles. 

The inve tigator eva u~ted the feasibility 

a nd cot of two alt rnate f odse rvice systems. Tte 

i nvestiga ore aluated the k·tchen facil i ties in all of 

the exist ing senior centers as well as other potential 

productio n site • Physical facility requirements were 

determined for the foods rvice operation according to 

p l nni1 assumptions outlined in Appendix C, page 10. 

Budg in allo,ances, personnel needs and equipment needo 

for thi s foodservice operation were also determined 

(Appendix C). 



CHAPT R III - DISCUSSION. OF FI1DINGS 
· ITH PRESENTATION OF DATA 

The major purpose of this study was to determine 

the cost of the four major foodservice sy tern use . 
in 

Title VII Nutrition Progrars. Data was collected and 

a n lyzed u cing descriptive ot _tistic. 

Di t ribution nd Rate of Return of Questionnaires 

Questionnaires were mailed to each of the sixty­

f our project directors in Texas. Responses were received 

f ro tw nty-seven project directors (J6 percent of sample). 

Two qu sti onnai es were not used because the project 

dire ctor · sta ed the programs were not in full aper· tion. 

One project director returned the questionnaire unanswered. 

On que ,i onna ire was discarded because of inadequate in-

formation 

analyzed. 

D t a from twenty-three questionnaires we re 

Distrib tion of Funding Sources 

Funding sources and daily participation (meal 

numbers) for each of the twenty-three nutrition programs 

w re determined (Table 1). Data on nutrition programs 

with a l ar e d ily participation ere not ava ilable. 
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Program 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
p 
Q 
R 
s 
T 
u 
V 

Total 

TABLE 

SUMMARY OF FUNDING SOURCES AND PARTICIPATION OF 
NUTRITION PROGRAMS USED IN SURVEY 

APRIL, MAY , JUNE, 1978 

Funding Sources Average Daily Meal Participation 

; 

Home Delivered Title VII Others Congregate 

$37864 . $ 3815 . 375 36 
56536 . 14434 . 479 46 
14460 . 3595. 1001 200 
13036 . 1774 . 95 10 

8002. 4070. 70 7 
54626 . 44464 . 134 5 

113225. 15646 . 809 80 
151 74 . 6892 . 111 5 
16184 . 6903 . 109 7 

161395 . 12960. 324 13 
7757 . 1467 . 102 11 

25000 . 4000. 153 10 
6487? . 5054. 519 0 
98262 . 12400. 708 55 

144600. 15923. 808 80 
181000. 8000. 1100 110 

98262. 2213. 533 62 
3 761 7 I 11580 . 293 10 
21610 . 7842 . 147 20 

119184 . 111416. 70 5 
- - 85 8 

16347 . 3553 . 72 7 

1,288,671 . (1583119) 294 ,448 
81% 19% 

l\.) 

""""1 
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Federal funding for the average program cost per meal 

was 80 percent (2). The additional 20 percent was 

funde d by local sources (2). The number of meals funded 

for each nutrition program was based on the percentage 

of the number of older people in the county (J6). Data 

on respondent's funding sources compared with the 80-20 

ratio funding as established by the federal government 

(Table 1). 

Distribution of Foodservice Systems in Survey Area 

The majority of the projects in the survey area 

used the conventional system or a variation of the con­

ventional system . Of the total number of nutrition pro ­

grams included in the survey, · 60.9 percent used the 

conventional system or some variation thereof (Table 2). 

The commissary foodservice system or variations of this 

system was reported by 39.1 percent of the respondents 

(Table 2). 

Meal Costs 

The average meal cost for the responding 

nutrition programs was investigated in the present study. 

The number of responses to this question was twenty-three. 

Meal costs ranged from $0.50 to $1.71 with a mean meal 

cost of $1.08. Meal cost included the cost of raw food 
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TABLE 2 

FOODSERVICE SYSTEMS USED IN ELDERLY 
NUTRITION PROGRAMS IN TEXAS 

Type of System Number Respondents 

Conventional 14 

Convenience 0 

Ready F ood 0 

Commissary 9 

Total 23 

Percentage 

60 .9 

o.o 

o.o 

39. 1 

1 00.0 
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purcha s ed per meal. and the cost of commodities furnished 

by t he United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), 

labor and other related qosts. In another survey (18) 

meal cost for the state of Texas was reported as $ 1 .29. 

The respondents were asked to report actual 

food cos t s. Data on food costs from respondents we re 

not adequate to determine raw food costs. 

The mean for the meal cost for the fourteen 

nutrition programs using the conventional systems and/ 

or variation of this system was 0.93 with a standard 

de viation of 0.2. The mean for the eight nutrition pro­

gra ms using commissary and/or variation of this system 

was 1.34 wi th a standard deviation of 0.34 (Table J). 

Meal cos t does vary among foodservice systems in Title 

VI I Nutrition programs. Project directors reported 

lower meal costs in the conventional system or variation 

of this system. Meal cost for four nutrition programs 

include d the cost of preparation, disposabl e ware, storage, 

tra nsportation, and profit. Lough et al (58) reported 

no significant differences in total meal cost among on­

site preparation and service (conventional), central 

preparation-hot bulk delivery (conventional ), .central 

preparation-chilled preportioned delivery (conventional), 

and frozen prepor tioned delivery (convenience). · 
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TABLE 3 

MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION OF MEAL COST 
BY TYPE OF FOODSERVICE SYSTEM 

Type Mean Standard Deviation 

Convent io11al .93 ,27 

(14) 

Commissar r 1.34 .J4 
( 8) 



32 

Source s of Labor 

The percentage of labor cost for the nutrition 

program was lower because other sources of labor were 

use d in Title VII programs. Volunteer staff were a large 

source of labor for the nutrition programs (Table 4). 

Comprehensive Employment Training Program (CETA-Paid) 

employees were another source of labor used in the Title 

VII programs. In many nutrition programs, volunteers and 

CETA -paid employees were used to perform high labor costs 

du tie s such as distributing food ingredients and prepared 

foo ds, and the serving of the meal (36). Some nutrition 

programs in this survey also reported that food production 

was performed by an all volunteer staff except foodservice 

ma nagers. The cost of labor was a major consideration in 

foods ervice operations (38). The cost of labor in relation 

to othe r costs in foodservice operations has increased in 

recen t years, demonstrating the need to choose a food 

sy t e rn that maximizes efficiency in the utilization of 

all p e r onnel (40). West et al (5) reported labor costs 

for a commercial operations as 40 to 50 percent. A 

national survey in 1977 showed labor cost for the Nutrition 

Program for elderly was 33 percent (16). 



Type of Systems 

Conventio·nal 

Commissary 

TABLE 4 

SOURCES OF LABOR COSTS - TITLE VII NUTRITION 
PROGRAMS IN SURVEY AREA 

Respondents 

Volunteer CETA Paid Title VII 

Respondents Respondents Respondents 

Other 

Respondents 

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. · Percent 

J 75.0 8 66.7 14 66.7 1 33.3 

1 25.0 4 33.3 7 33.3 2 66.7 

4 100.0 12 100.0 21 100.0 J 100.0 

\..,J 
\J..) 
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Respons es to Food Cost Information 

The survey revealed that 100 percent of the 

nutri t ion programs used standardized recipes. Precosting 

of standardized ·recipes disclosed whether a given menu 

item was within the desired budget (22). It was reported 

that 75 percent of the r espondents did calculate t h e cost 

of t heir recipes and 25 percent did not compute this cost. 

In response to the question which method of 

ob taining food cost do you use, JO.O percent of the project 

direc.t ors used the recipe method; 5. 0 percent used the 

requis ition method; JO.O employed the inventory method; and 

35 .0 employed ~he record of purchases method. Montag (6) 

r eporte d that the record of purchase method was the least 

effe c t ive me thod of obtaining food costs. 

Use of Co n venience Food 

Many foodservice operations have found that the 

us e of convenience foods have lowered the cost of labor 

(12,34). Table 5 illustrated the use of convenience food 

by respondents in the present survey. Rainsford (34) 

r eported that the use of precooked frozen entrees have in­

crease d rapidly during the past several years. Kahle (6) 

indicated that schools used 6.8 percent. 



Items 

Extended Meats 

Whole Meats 

Salads 

Desserts 

TABLE 5 

USE OF CONVENIENCE FOOD ITEMS BY 
PARTICIPATING NUTRITI ON PROGRAMS 

Frequencies of Use 

100 Percent Appro. 75% Appro. 50% Appro. 25% 

No. Percen­
tage 

1 4.J 

1 4.J 

1 4.J 

1 4.J 

No. Percen­
tage 

2 8.7 

2 8.7 
.. 4.3 .l. 

2 8.7 

No. Percen­
tage 

4 17.4 

5 21.7 

1 4.J 

2 8.7 

No. Percen­
tage 

7 J0.4 

7 J0.4 

12 52.2 

11 47. 8 

\..v 
V\ 
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Food Preparation S€lectivity Factors 

Seven respondents (J0.4 percent) indicated that 

the f oodservice system w~s built into the operation when 

they as sumed the position as project director. Six pro ­

ject directors (26.1 percent) reported that the foodserv i ce 

system wa s recommended by the Governor's Committee on 

Aging . Three respondents reported that the foodservice 

system was recommended by the project director. Three 

projec t directors reported that the system used was based 

on previous exp erience with system. Only one respondent 

indi cated that the system was chosen based on merits of 

the system by another person. Three project directors 

did not r spond t o the question. 

Ten respondents (43.5 percent) were totally 

satisfied wi t h their present system. Eight project 

di r ec t or (34.5 percent) were partially satisfied. Three 

responden t (13.0 percent) were somewh t dissatisfied with 

t h e present system. 

In response to the question, "Are you in the 

pro ce s of ·ana lysis for possible or probable change", ten 

proj e c t dire ctors (4J,5 percent) indicated "yes" and ten 

r e spond ents indicated "no". Three project directors did 

not r espond. 
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Koogler and Nicholanco (39) outlined a frame­

work fo r evaluating and making decisions concerning a 

foodser vice system. Six respondents (26.1 percent) 

indicated that they had adequate information to make a 

satisfactory selection. Six project directors reported 

that they felt inadequate information was available to 

make a satisfactory selection. Eleven did not respond 

t o question. 

Fifteen respondents (65.2) were interested in 

a comparative study of food systems. Only two respondents 

indicated a comparative study would not be useful in 

decision making. 

Twenty-two respondents (95.0 percent) indicated 

t hey would prefer the conventional system or variations 

of this system. Only one respondent indicated that the 

commissary-catered foodservice system was preferred over 

the present system. 

Cost Data-Foodservice Operation of Senior Citizens Centers, 

Inc. 

The present foodservice operation consisted of 

a contract with ARA for food production and food delivery. 

Food was prepared at Texas Christian University and Tarrant 

County Junior College central kitchen facilities. There 

were ei ghteen centers currently serving the senior citi-
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zens of Tarrant County (Appendix C, page 13). The in-
. 

vestigator visited each site to evaluate the kitchen 

faci lities and to determine the potential of each center 

t o produce meals for eight other centers. 

The investigator concluded that it was not 

feasibl e to establish a food production operation in 

any of the centers. Ownership of the centers by other 

agenci es, location of the sites, and lack of available 

kitchen space were the factors contributing to rejection 

of any one of the eighteen centers as future food pro­

duction operations. 

The investigator selected the semi-conventional 

decentralized foodservice system as the most efficient 

and eco nomical system for the nutrition program in 

Tarrant County. This decision was based on the findings 

of thi study that meal costs were lower and a high 

degree of system satisfaction was indicated by the project 

directors using the conventional system and variations 

of the sy tern. 

The advantages and disadvantages of our existing 

foodservice operation and the future operation were out­

lined in Appendix C p, 39. The preliminary cost estimates 

of $12to25.oo included renovation of the existing facility, 

architectural and engineering fees, bonds~ legal fees, 
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taxes a nd insurance, and transfer of commodity food items 

(Append ix C, p. 37 ). Based on projection for the next 

twelve months, the investigator concluded that the proposed 

foodser vice operation would cost $70J.OO more than he 

current operations at Texas Christian University and 

Tarrant County Junior College (Appendix C, p. 40). 

Supply Co ts, Labor Costs and Overhead Costs 

A representative sample of the four systems was 

not a va ilable to determine differences in supply costs, 

labor costs, and overhead cost. Respondents indicated 

numerous variations in the sources of funding for these 

cot. Ther was no signjficant difference in labor 

costs , supply costs and overhead costs between the nutri­

tion projects using the conventional system and variations 

ther of and the commissary system and variations thereof. 
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pr jec op ra , con ~ ssary-central kitcben catered, ··· convenienc -asseinbly 
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t d '-ing in food . y stEmS selection for Title VII pro-

a t c1 d quc tionnai e is being mailed to all projects in Texa. . 
Your sist c _ in compiling thi in orr.- tion ~uuld b2 greatly appreciated . 

questi01 _ quite d .. tail due to the many variables in detennining 
al cost. H \ve.v r , th in orrmtion should be nnst useful to existing proj­

cts an n ~·7 p -o j t in T a and throughout the nat-· on. Th I irlf orrnat~ on 
·11 trictly c 1£idential. 

Pl ace cornple - and retLrrn as soOO as possible , and please be sure that 
very que ti h l n ans,:-.'--red . Return IffiY be TIEde by simply folding the 

pa e o that h dd - se ts nam2 app ars on the outside, and then eith r 
s tapling or i11g to eth -r . · 

JRC:jg 

fust sincerely, 

/1,f) . ~ /] (_; . ~ -
-· f z:_//-J_:__ J_ . I/_/ ! /', l- / /_!,, /J .. 
? 
Joice R. Carter, R. D. 

If you , uld like a py of the completed d2ta, please sign bel ow and return 
to me. 

1 



. . 

Code 
QUESTIONN~IRE 

P ea s e c o p 1 et e for U-{2./~ '---rYCt:lJI/ {e/µ_ __ j_ 9[/4.,/ C I 9 7 J;) 

A. R~sources . . B. Cong egate Meals Number 

Home Delivere Meals Number Title VII F nd~ 
Other 

$ ----

C. Co vent i ona l central ·zed service ---
Convent i ona l d ntralized service ---
Semi- convent i ona l cen ·ralize service ---

~i- conven tion 1 de ntra l iz d service 

Total Meals Served 

Total Meals Delivered 
No. of-Serving Days 

No. of Servi ng Sites 

---

D. 

F. 

mmissary - centra l kitch en proJec operated 
c n i ssary - central kitchen - cater 
Conven i ence (as emb ly serve) 
Food fa ctory - --

Cost of a~ F d 

Cost of U DA Comn od i t i 

Labor Cost: 

Admi nistr . 
10n 

Accounting 

Di rector Food Serv. 
Chef 

Head Cook 

Other Cook 

Ot he r (baker, 

butc~ er, etc. ) 

Di shwasher 
,ru k rivers 
Ser tary 

Fri ng (p rcentage) 

---

Per Meal 

s Per 

\. 

Staff No. 

E. 
Mal 

Salary/Hr. 

2 

---

Supplies: Cost 
Consumables - Center 
Consumables Kitchen 
Maintenance & Repair 

. No. Hrs . Volunteer · CETA 

- -

. 

Title 
VII 

Pa id Other 



G. Ass i gned O e head 
Elec-1-rical 

Water, Sew ge, 
$ 

Garb ge $ _ _... ____ _ 
Telephone $ -----·---
Ki t c hen ,1 i n t . $ ~------
Truck Oper t ions $ ~------
Fuel $ ----- --
Oil $ - ------
Maint n nee $ ------­. 
Insurance $ -.:.-------
Ki chen rental 

(if any) $ -------
USDA Transportat ion, 
stor ge , handling S -------
Loss Facts $ -------
Depr ciat ion Equip.$ --------
De pr 1 tion Truck$ _;._,_ _____ _ 

H. Food Cot Inform tion 

Do you use stc1 1 ardize recipes? Yes 

Do you cot your r .ipes? Yes 

Is purchasing centrally controlled? Yes 
Which ethod of obtaining food 

cost do you use? 

R cipe me hod 

Requisition method --
Inventory metho_d 

Record of purchases method __ 

Use of conveni ence food 100% All 
En rees 

Extended Mat 
Hhole Meat 

Salads 

Deserts 

J 

Code ---------

-~ 

No -- --
No -- --
No --

Approx. 75% Approx. 50% Appro·. 25 /o 



Code 

I me · ls re ca tered, complete the f o 11 o "i ng: . 

A. Cost of mea l from caterer $ pe meal. Is this cost 
depend nt o a cer ta in num r of total meals se rved? 
If so, p1ea~e upply brea kdo ;n. 

B. Cot of H me- delivered meal $ ..;._ __ _ 
Please in i ate he cost of these items if not incl d d- in a ove~ 

$ 1 . 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Raw food 
Labor 

----
$ __ 

Transportation $ ___ _ 

o·etitian's service $ ---
( 1e u pl a ning & analysis; 
Co'nsum r education) 

5 . . Consumables $ - - --
6. Han lin & Tran sportation 

of commodities $ ---
7. Account in rel t d __ 

to USO .commod ·ities $ --·--
8. ulk food conta~iners $ ----
9. In ur nc $ __ _ 

10. Condiments (sal _t, 
pepp r catsup) $ __ _ 

4 
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Cod 

Food Prepara ·io Se 1 ec '-i vi ty How v1as system decisi"on re 
\ 

Al ready b i 1 in 

Recomme nded y Project Director 

Recommended by G1 V rnor • Comm·tte on A ing 

Se ectio a ed o p evious experie ce with system 

C nv i nce of 

Other - Pl 

i -of system y another 

Specify 

System sa is actio 

Totally satisfied 

P rt ·ally atisfied 

Somewhat d{ssatified --
__ Total y dissatified 

·ched? 

Are you ·n the paces of food system analysis for possible or probable 

ch nge? __ Y s __ No 

If es do you f l you have adequate informatlon available from which to 

ma a sati f c y elett io1' Yes No 

Woul d you consid r a comparative study of food systems an aid in decision 

mak ing? Yes -- No 

If you were choosing a system now, what food system would you choose? 

• 
Who and/or wha would 1n luence you most in your decision? 

Ple n icat your experience level. 

Year . of d"et etic experi nee specify no . . ---
Yea s of food service management ___ specify no· 



DEFINITION OF TE 1S 

C. 

U) 1v D2centralized Service 

1hi system includes a butche shop , bal e shop , ·vegetab e prepara­
t · on ar , kitch with direct production p~ople, ands rvice and 
clean- el . Focxi of all :ype is purchase ra · and p aces ed on 
the pr 1 • s o tly b fo e servir1g . Decentralize::d service ans t he 
distr·bu- i on £ bulk quantities of food in uffici,nt amount to ~erve 
giv number f 1 · en t in one cen r . Food is transported in h ated 
or re r · t ed con.ta · er .. and - /'"'ks . Food is served to the client t 
each c t r f-rom the bulk contain rs (1) . 

Tnis y tan inc] udes a butcher shop, bake shop, vegetable prepara-
tion ar , kite with direct production people, ai.1d service &7d 

cl up p rsonnel. Food of all type is purchased ra v and processed on 
t he premi e s ortly before serving . Centralized service means s _rving 
t he incli · 1 portions of food on-o the trays that havi been asss.nbled 
and e at are ce..11tral point in or clos to the kitchen. The com-
pl e t ed tr ys are th distribut .d to the in ·vidual centers (1). 

s ional Central Service 

. s system is one in which the butcher and bake shop are elirninat .:.. 
and the sy t minimizes food prep rat ion through purchasing pre--portioned 
meat cut , nozen vegetables, and desserts, and some prep3red salads. 
Thus , only d · ect production , service, and clean--up personnel are 
r qu · ed . Centralized s rvic means serving the individual portions of 
£ onto the tray that hav been assembled and set up at sane central 
pain in or close to the kitchen. The c~leted trays are the dis­
tribute d o the individual c _ ter.. (1). ·. 

This sy t i one in wl · ch the b1;1tcher and bake shOJ? are eli~ted 
and the sy t minimizes food preparation throu h purchasmg pre-portio, 
meat cut , fr zen v getables , and desserts, and 0 0m prepared salads. 
Thus, only dir ct pr duction, service, and c~ean:up I?ersonnel are . , 
r qu· d. en ralized service means the d1s~nbutio,1 of bulk_ quant7-
ti s of food in suffirient lilt to serve a given numoer of clients m 
one c nter. Food is transported in heated or refrigerated containers and 
trucks. Food is serv d to the client at each center from the bulk con 
tainer (1). 

1 

6 



Comnissary - Central Kitchen Project Operated 

This . yst~ has cer1t alized foo procuremc--11t and production functions 
~th dis bution of prepared n1e11u item to seve al rE-:inote areas for £:in 1 
preparatior and rvice The food production center and se rice areas 
are locate ins parate facilities (1). 

()::mrniss C.entral Kitcha.1 - Catered 

Thie y~t has a large production kitch n , usually equi ped · vith 
sophist · cated , a .t tic equipm2nt . Food preparation a11.d d -1 ·ve y are 
contract d y t e nutrit · on site ·with a professional f ood , gerr1ent coti1-
pany (1). 

ce (Assernbly Serve) 

This ys em is the one in which corripletely prepared foods are nur­
chase, fr . the food processing industry (pucveyor prepared foods) ... Cnly 
the "fm· .. h:in 11 p oc ss .s as t pering ( tlia\ _. ng) or rethenrializing , 
portiomncr and m rchandismg the food for service, ar required on pr011-
ises . TI · s concept of foodservice is also known as ''total convenience1

! 

and ' · · - 1 cookingn (1) . 

Foo Factory 

This f oodservic system is one in which foods are prepared on the 
prEillise , hen frozen in diately and held £01: use at some later time. 
Food is d produced for chillrng or fre~ing. The plated rreals are 
d li r d to indi :dual centers and rethermalized (1). 

Recipe 1 thod 

The Method is based· on detennining the total· cost of food in tenns 
of in · c and direct issues to serving areas. Indirect issues m:e 
d fined a menu it produced in the main kitchen and sent to the various 
tmit for con tion , e.g., beef·ste~1, gelatin salads, and coo <ed cereal. 
The t dard · d recipe is the key to this rnethod, since it is the recipe 
that t the cost of the food produced. Direct issues are food iten1S, 

. g . , tea, catst , salt , and sugar, which are sent directly from the 
stor r t the various ·erving areas , such as patient floors and cafe-
t · erving ar as. The cost of food items issued from the star roan 
dir ctly to th rvin areas plus the food cost of menu items produced 
in the nE · kitch for each serving area results in the total cost of 
food (2). 

Requi i ion Method 

Th Requ· ition thod ssentially involves the pricing of daily requisi­
tions of items used. By addin

0 
total direct purchases ( q "'Upply of food 

. is ent fran the re ivina area directly to the preparation units without 
going thr . h t1 process 

O 

of being received and issued £ran a storerocm) 

7 
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tote total val e o the stor .r oom r equis_:_tions, the food cost for each 
day can be deter rined. The r esult jng f ormula is: 

stor eroom issues for the day 
+ direct pur cba ses for t he day 
= gross cost of food for the day (2). 

Inven t ory ~ thod 

The f onnL 1 f or th Inven ory :tvkt1.1od of de ,e11nining food costs is: 

beginning inventory 
+ food purchases 
= total available 
- closir1g :inventory 
= gross cost of food consumed during period. 

Th co t of food purcha es during the month is added to the total value 
of inve tory at t he b gi nning of the rnonth; fran this total, the value 
of inventory at the L d of the 1nonth is- deduct ed to give the gross cost 
of f oo u e . i s co t, divided by total meals, gives the raw food 

r 1n 1 erved each rronth. This method is particularly eff ective if a 
1 i nven t ory is kept of purchases classified by ccmrodity groups (2). 

Record of Purchas • s iv~thod 
. . 

The cor d of Purchases ~1ethod is one phase of the Inventory Method. The 
not import t documents for calculation of food costs are the liWoices 
for deli r d food it s. A siniple tabulation of the invoices gives the 
co t of purchases for the specified tirne period. Under thi.s method, it 
is }X)S ibl to obtain the total cost of food used according to a pre­
deterrnin d c lass· f ication. A colmnar sheet is usually used on i;,filich 
th co ts of f d items delivered daily are broken down according to 
~ iou commd ·ty group head~ings. This recor d is s imple to rnaint' in , but 
is , of urse ) an appr oxirration of the cost of food used. in any given 
period, as the total r eflects only the cost of food received (2). 

1. 

2. 

. REFERENCES CITED · 

West, B. B. , Woods, L. , Harper, V. , Shugart, ? . , Food Service in 
Inst itution 5th Edition . New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1977. 

' 
1:bnt Geraldine "Obtain.ing ~aningf-uJ Cost Infonnation in Diet ary 
JEp ~ -~ t. 11 J ~ al .American Diete tic Association, 67 :50, July 
1975. 
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APPENDIX C 

SECTIOI II 

TITLE VII DIETARY SERVI CE 

PLAINING GUIDE - TA RANT COUNTY 

SENIOR CITIZE S PROGRAM 
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THE r 1RI T JN PROG AV'! COS 1r DArr FOR 
fSTRUCT.ON OF CE TIAL KI TCH~N 

A. Ov r 11 goal of tle nutriti n ro gram f or t h e eld r l y 

is to pro ide n uri hing .nd app ·tizing meals that met 

1/J RDA fr persons 60 year and older as efficient ly 

and eco mic lly as po sibl . 

B. Then mber of meals is based on average of 1165 meals 

pe r da . 'Ihis number is based on the number of me a l " per 

da a lo .ted by the T. tle VII Grant from th Governor's 

Comm · t e on Aging. Food for 925 mea ls js delivered o 

the ce t r s in u k containers. Food for 250 home - bound 

el e ly · packed in three compartment aluminum containers 

a nd d livered to homes. 

C A non-selective 6~week cycle menu is u ed for all 

client.. . Me us a r analyzed by the investiga tor and 

approv by Governor ' s Committee on Aging. The menu pattern 

consists of 3 oz.mat or mat substi tute , 21 c. vege t abl e , 

1 lie bread, 1 tea poon butter, 1 c. decsert and 1 pint 

of nilk. 

D. Food will be packed in stainless steel pan and pla ced 

10 



in insu a t d c ntain.rs. Home deJiv r e d me a l~ will be 

p acke d in 3- mp rt nt a.lum ·_nurn contai11.e --- s and p a cked 

i n s pe ci a. ly · nsulatea conta·ners. 

E An a 

me 1 ... 

mbly _line syst 

home deliv ry. 

ill be used to set up 

F A cen r a li,., ct· shwashing system will b used. 

G. Term ~. torage for refrigerator food wil l be based on 

5-da y requirement and dry storage will cover a JO-day 

pe riod . St rage cost will b compared on the comm.odi ty 

ite s; cot of construction of adequate storage to handle 

co mm di tie ver us o t of contract storage of these items. 

H. Th numb r of di tary p rsonnel required will be based 

on the type of service and the total number of meals to 

be erv d daily. Layout and equipment will be considered 

in providing space for work areas, offices, toilets, and 

lavatory facili ies. 

Many foods rvice directors believe that modern 

food ervice systems are the most promising means of 

combating the any problems they face low productivity, 

increa~·ng lab r cost, shortage of labor, and poor food 

qu lity (5). This section will evaluate in terms of 

feasibility and cost two alternate foodservice systems 

11 
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for T rr nt County Senior Ci~i zens Program , 

uations Two 

There ar - eightee n centers currently s e rvi ng 

the s ni r c·t ·z nP of Tar~ nt C unty (Appendix C, . 13). 

The in e stigator vi ited · ch site to valuate the kitchen 

faci i ies . a ilabl and determin the potential. of each 

of th centerF to serve eight oth r centers . 

Based on obser "tion, the investigator concluded 

that it was not possible to establish R food production 

oper tion in ny of the centers. Owners ip of the center~, 

lo cation, and av ilable kitchen space were some of the 

f ctors contr·buti1 g to reje c tion of the various centers 

as future food production sites. 

12 
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The space allocation for the faci -_it as 

de t ermined (Appendix C, p 15). The cost of c nstructing 

a new ac · lit wa $55 00 . qu re foot (App-ndix C, p, 16). 

The u tr·tion pro 1a waa no - financially able t build 

a new true -ur . .. 

Tl best alterna ive as t renovate a n e iN t·ng 

f acilit for foo ro u tin . The i estig t or ev luted 

t wo 1 cations in a centrally located part of Tarrant 

County . 

S ACE ALLOCATION - REQUIREME NT* - SQUARE FEET 

Re e · vi.n Are 

Dry Storag 

Pap r tora e 

Line n Storao-e 

efrigerator Storage 

Free er Stor ge 

Sa d and Dessert Area 

Main C king Area 

Pot Washin 

Offi ce 
Men ' Washroom 

Lad i es •· hroom 

Total 

*(Referenc 42, 47,53) 

15 

200 

1300 

_500 

1 00 

350 
1000 

300 

1250 
300 

4 00 

200 

200 

6100 Square Feet 



PR ~LIMINA Y COST ESTINIATE 

Constr ct ·on 61 O Squar·e Fee 

Produ c tion K:~ chen 

*(Ref r 1 ces 59) 

16 . 

6100 Square Feet 
55.00 

$335,000 



d 

. ice 

Te in st·gator ael ted the m · -•conven ona 

dee n .ized foo . stem the effici c:1e vice. i a s most nt 

econ . 
a l tern .£1 t rit·on . 

l sy l. r e nu progr .m in Ta r nt 

County . This d.eci~ion wa based on th fin • of n P· 
D 

this study that meal cost were lo ~er and a hi ~h d o-re 

of ystem satisfaction was indicated by the project 

dir ctors using the conventional system and variations 

of thi ystem. 

Sit 
. 

SlS 

and 

The subject sit is loc ted at the nor heast 

corne of May and Devitt Street. The ~item _sures 8200 

square feet . The site slopes to the north slightly 

allowin for adequate drainage. May and Devitt are 

asphalt covered streets with concrete curb and gutters~ 

Electricity, gas, water, sanitary sewer, and 

telephone service are availa le and in service at the 

site. Fire and police protection are provided by the 

city of Fort Worth and are considered to be adequate. 

The subj ct site fronts on My Street with 

curb cut for 
. and egress to the site. concret ingreos 

May Street is a relatively short street which comes to a 

17 



dead end 

inte rse 

Berr Street on the north. Berry Street 

11 of the m jor North South thoro "hfar, 

. 
in the ou th rn p rtion o? the city making acce s to 

ot er r a oft e ci y onvenient. Ov -rall v · sibility, 

acce i ili ty, pa·" ing, and locational a ttri bu tes of 

the . 
J_ ar. conside d good. 

The exterior dimensions of the building a re 

100 f et x 80 fe t. The building was built in 1970. 

Th bu ilding is centra lly air conditioned and heated. 

The building h s four pedestrian entrances and two truck 

doors . One of these doors is located at re ce ssed truck 

well and the oth r door is located at ground level. A 

gen al cte~cription of the construction is as follows: 

Foundat ion 

Exterior Walls 

Reinforced 4" concrete slab 
foundation over a sand fill, 
and a . 6 Mill Polyethylene film 
over 6 inches of gravel . 
Perimeter beams are one foot 
wide. 

Double brick walls with a 
6" cavity betwe n. Portions 
of t he exterior are glazed 
brick for decorat iv purposes. 
Over the pedestrian entrances 
are brick and plaster canopi es 
supported by brick columns. 
Galvanized rain gutt rs a re 
located at the roof line and 
are coupled to downspouts for 
water run off. 

18 



Roof 

Interior Walls nd 
Fini h 

Flooring 

Ceiling 

Doors 

Plumbing and 
Electricity 

Built up roof. 2~" gypsum d ck 
on~" gypsum board. Tne roof i 
supported by steel I be ms d 
webb bois .son 6" columns located 
25' o.c. 

Painted plywood on 2" x 4" 
wood,n tuds 24'' o.c,, in ware­
hou de area ~. Offi ce ur as 
have pa neled wai scot and wa ll 
paper. Ba hrooms in t e W' 
houce areas have cerami c tile 
wainscoting. The kitchen area 
al~o has ceramic wainscot. 

The floor of the south 4000 square 
foot area i ~ exposed concrete. 
The remaining warehouse area has a 
vinyl tile floor over concrete 
slab. The office area in the 
center lease space has carpeting 
and terrazo floor cov ring in 
the office area. 

The ceiling of the south 4000 
square foot area is exposed 
webb joiste The remaining 
20,000 square feet of building 
has suspended acoustical tile 
with 3" batt insulation. 

There are seven overhead doors 
on the west wall of the building, 
which are 8' x 7'. There are 
seven, glass in aluminum framed, 
doors on the west wall of the 
building. The pedestrian doors 
at the rear or east wall are 1 
hour metal fire doors in metal 
threasholds. Interior doors are 
hollow core wooden doors. 

All plumbing and elec~rica 
is assumed to be installed in 
accordance with both national 
and city codesc All of th 
building with the exception of 

19 



Plumb " g aid 
lectri ity , contc 

Othe } eatures 

th · south 4000 uqua:e feet is 
c tr . lly · r- on i ti 1 - d a nd 
hated. p·umbin con0is '~ of 
9 toil t, 10 lavatori ~, 3 hot 
water heaters and 1 ba ·h tub. 
Th re are overhead steam lin~s 
and water line · . 

ADT automatic fire and burg]ar 
alar m system thr ugho t the 
bui -_ding , n automatic water 
syst m for landscap d areas, 
and concrete parking area. 
There are three refrig ated, 
walk in cooler rooms. Two are 
16' x 36' and the third is 16' 
x 48'. The largest cooler room 
has an area 16' x 14' which is 
a freezer vault. 

0 



SPACE ALLOCATION FACILITY 

J2 0 IvlAY STREET - FORT WORTH* 

R ce · ving Area 250 

Dry Sl,o age 

P per Star ge 

Linen St rage 

Cool r Storage 

R frig or Storage 
Freez r Storage 

Sa ad nd Dess;rt Area 

Main .Cooking Area 

Pot as ing 

Office 

r en 's a hroom 

Ladie s Washroom 

JOOO * 
JOO 
100 

500 

450 

1000 * 
JOO 

1200 

JOO 
400 

200 

200 

8200 Square Feet 

* A 1 com odi ies (dry and frozen storage ) items will 

be stored at subj ec t site. (References 42,47,53) 
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Dietetic Se vi ce Or~ nizat·on and OQerati on 

A non-selective 6-week cycle nenu is used for 

a ll cli nts . Fo od Hi 1 be prep rd in the cent al 

P oduc ior k ·- chen and del i red in bulk containers t o 

cente . Food for the ho e b und elderly is pa cked in 

tree comprrt en aluminum contai ners 'nd delivered to 

ce es in insulate carri rs. 

The in estig'"tor has etermined that conv nience 

foo e e u· d approximately 75 percent of the time in 

1978 . B s don previous us , dry and frozen storage will 

be planned for this percentage of convenience use. USDA 

commodit · es wi 1 be stored in the facility and will be 

planned in menu~ as often as possible. 

The foodservice manager will be responsibl e for 

pu cha 0 i food. Canned food items will be purchased and 

del iver d once a month. Frozen and fresh food items will 

be purch s d and delivered weekly. Bred and milk will be 

purcha ed and deliv ~red twice a week. 

The food preparation will consist of meat pre-

paratio n unit, vegetables and salad unit, and cooking­

baking u it. A small dining area will be available for 

per onn 1 Assembly line for home-delivered meals will be 

a vailabl • Th pot washing will be located convenient 
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to preparation and baking units. Traffic pa tterns will . 

be m in the rea. obile cart will be used o 

transport clean and irty utensils to pot 1ac}i g. 

Al dis o able serving equipment will be pro­

vid d to c nters on as ne d d basis. All bulk contain rs 

ill e r turned to cen ral ki -chen for san: izing. 
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Or anizat·on of Foodservic 

Th managern nt of the foods ervice for Senior 

Ci ti z "' n !? C nters, Inc. (SCCI) is cont ·acted fr m ARA 

on a c s t plus fee type of contract. Senior Citiz ens 

Cent r , I nc. i~ responoibl~ for 1 ase agre e ment, uil ing 

and e quipm n t main enance. ARA Foodservice i s r sponsible 

fo r the overa ll op ration of th food s ervice. The 

Senior Citizens Center, Inc.'s nutri t ionist is responsib l e 

f or clo s surveillance of the food production operation 

and develops a 1 plans pertaining to the foodservice. 

The nutritionist works coope ratively with the ARA manger 

a t the production site as well as the District Manager. 

Purchasing of food and supplies are the respon­

sib.lity of ARA foodservice. ARA foodservice will recruit, 

train and supervise all personnel. Record-keeping will 

be coordinated between the ARA manager and the dietitian. 

A policy and procedure manual will be available 

to define the standard for a smooth working relationship 

be tween ARA and Senior Citizens Centers, Inc. 

The organization chart usually is constructed 

on the basis of the line of authority. Solid lines 

connecting the various positions denotes direct supervision. 
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FIGURE 1 

ORGA NIZATIO~ CHART FOR SEN OR CITIZENS 
CENTER , IC. FOODS RVlCE 

SCCI Nutritionist • • • • • • • • District Manager 

I 

• 
• 

• 
• 

Dr · ver/Cook 
2 

Denotes: 

• • • • • • • • 

• • 

- - -

ARA Site Manager 

Delivery/ Cook 
Utility 

Cook's 
Helper 

Direct responsibility 

-r 
Baker/ Utility 
Salad 

Denotes authority to ensure performance in 
ace rdance with cos t plu fee management 
contract. 
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J OB DES CRIPTION SCCI March 1976 

JOB TITL: Dietitiai~Nutritional Services Coor dinator 

JOB SU Rv. 
l. .L • 

DUTIES : 

Plans and sup rvises t 1e n tritional a ctivi t ie s 
of the agency wi th emphasis on the nutritiona l 
aspec t of cli nt ca re. 

Prepares menus and does nutritional a na ysis 
of me nus for use in senior ci t izens cen c .,rs. 
Check s and evaluate s food as prepared an 
served with attentio to such items as 
modified di et prepa rat ion, service techniques , 
and sanitation. 

Writes and develops project plans for food­
service delivery, central kitchen, and all 
other plans associated with the centra l 
kitchen. Provides surveillance of foodservice 
production and delivery system for quality, 
sanitation, and acceptability . 

Participates in developing monitoring and 
evaluation systems for the project. 

Monitors and coordinates shopping assistance 
and nutritional education programs conducted 
by centers. 

Advises and participates in the formulation 
of Agency policies and standards relating to 
nutrition education and shopping assistance 
and food preparation. Evalua tes the dietary 
service for complia nce with certification and 
licensing standards. 

Monitors and coordinates meals-on-wheels. 
Maintains all files on MOW clients. 

Provides technical information on a regula r 
basis to Age ncy's center staff on nutrition 
and consume r education for program planning 
purposes. 

Establishes frequent non-Agency relations with 
personnel in nutritional service organiza tions 
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for the purpose of obtaining resource 
information. 

Maintains close working relations with 
ARA nutritionist and nutritionist on The 
Governor's Committee on Aging in th 
provision of these services. 

Keeps necessary monthly records and makes 
written reports as required. 

Communicates with medical and other para­
professionals in the commun·ty. 

Supervises food storage and lunchroom 
facilities within Agency. 

Makes routine operational decisions re­
garding food purchasing and service. 

Outlines and participates in in-service 
educational programs of the Agency. 

Prepares food order and arranges delivery 
to centers with on-site preparation. 

JOB REQUIREMENTS: B. S. Food and Nutrition - Registered 
Dietitian. Two years experience in 
nutrition, home management and with 
older persons. 
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JOB DESCRIPTION 

JOB TITLE : 

JOB SU ARY: 

DUTIE : 

SCCI March 1979 

Foodservice Manager 

Supervises the foodservice production 
for the Agency. 

Supervise approved standards for food 
preparation and service. 

Assist dietitian in planning menus. 

Purchase food and other supplies. Assure 
that all products meet specifica tions. 

Plan and supervise food production and 
service; sanitation and safety procedures. 

Plan and supervise special functions. 

Maintain records for budget and cost 
control. 

Plan and supervise staffing needs of the 
dietetic department. 

Advise and direct employees in their work 
performance. 

Train and instruct employees in proper 
dietary practices and procedures. 

Practice supervisory techniques that pro­
mote and maintain harmonious cooperation 
and satisfactory results from employees. 
Maintain and promote personnel relations; 
handle inquiries and problems of employees, 
interpret and apply administrative policies. 

JOB REQUIREMENTS: The person must be qualified on the basis 
of experience; or be a graduate of a 
foodservice supervision course approved for 
membership in the Hospital Institution 
and Educational Foodservice Society; or 
have an associate degree in foodservice 
administration, food management, or 
institution management; or completed an 
approved dietetic technician program. 
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· ·J O DESCRIPTION 

JOB TITLE : 

JOB SU MA RY: 

DUTIES: 

JOB REQUIREMENT: 

SCCI March 1979 

Cook 

Under the supervision of the manag r, the 
cook is responsible for preparation of 
food for participants and personnel. 

Prepare all assigned food items o me nu 
using standardized recipes. 

Assist foodservice manager in preparation 
food production schedule. 

Usually assume the duties of foodservice 
supervisor in his absence. 

Develop and standardize new recipes. 

Instruct other personnel involved in 
food preparation. 

Check equipment and cooking area to assure 
high standards of sanitation and safety 
requirements. 

Requisition food and supplies from store~ 
room daily. 

Maintain proper records on all requisitions 
and submit reports to foodservice manager 
daily. 

Schedule food production to assure good 
quality food items. 

Perform other duties as assigned. 

Must have two to three years experience 
or on-the-job training in food preparation, 
and general kitchen management. 
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JOB DESCRIPTION 

J OB TITLE: 

JOB SUMMARY: 

DUTIES: 

SCCI March 1979 

~Baker/Salad 

Under sup~rvision of foodservice manager, 
the Baker/Sala d person is responsible for 
preparation of all baked items and salad 
items. 

Prepare salad ingredients and necessary 
salad dre esings under prop r sanitary · 
conditions in des·red quantities for 
noon meals and other special functions. 

Prepare all desserts and hot breads for 
noon meals and special functions. 

Write requests for food and supplies. 

Maintain records on all requisitions and 
submits daily to the foodservice manager. 

Keep work area and equipment clean and 
in order. 

Use standardized recipes and portion con­
trol. 

Perform related duties as assigned. 

JOB REQUIREMENTS: Two to three years experience or on-the­
job training in the principles of 
preparation for baked products and salad 
items. 
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,. JOB DESCRIPTION 

JOB TITLE: 

JOB SUlV!M RY: 

DUTIES: 
I 

seer March 1979 

~Cook's Helper· 

Assist the cook in preparation of all 
food items for participants and personnel. 
Relieve the cook when the cook is not 
on duty. 

Prepare assigned food items for noon 
meal. 

Relieve the cook of simple routine duties. 

Assist in cleaning and maintenance of all 
equipment. 

Perform duties of driver/utility, baker/ 
salad when necessary. 

Assist in set-up for tray-line assembly 
of home-delivered meals. 

Perform other duties as assigned. 

JOB REQUIREMENTS: Kitchen experience is essential. On-the­
j0b training after one year is acceptable. 
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~JOB DESCRIPTION 

JOB TITLE: 

JOB sur,1MARY: 

DUTIES: 

seer March 1979 

Driver/Cook 

Assist in the preparation of food for 
partic·pa nts and personnel. Responsible 
for the delivery of all food items to 
assigne d centers. 

Prepare assigned food items for noon meal. 

Respo ns ible for delivery of food items 
to assigned centers. 

Assist in care and maintenance of equip­
ment. 

Assist in the packaging of meals for 
Meals on Wheels. 

Deliver other food items and supplies 
to center. 

Assist in assembly of food for home­
delivered meals. 

Maintain all work areas and equipment 
in clean and sanitary condition. 

Obtain food items from refrigerator 
' and storeroom. 

Open cans and cartons for cooks. 

Assure that delivery vouchers are 
signed by center directors. 

Perform related duties as assigned. 

JOB REQUIREMENTS: Kitchen experience desirable - can be 
trained on the job. Must have a valid 
driver's license and a safe driving 
record for last five years. 
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JOB DESCRIPTION 

JOB TITLE: --
JOB SUMMARY: 

DUTIES: 

seer March 1979 

ODriver/Utility 

Assist in cleaning and maintenance of 
building and equipment; responsible for 
the delivery of all food items to 
assigried centers. 

Responsible for delivery of food items 
to assigned centers. 

Assure that delivery vouchers are 
properly signed by center director. 

Clean equipment, work areas. pots and 
pans and floor as assigned. 

Collect soiled food carriers and return 
them to dishwashing area. 

Portion food items for home delivered 
meals. 

Assist in assembly of food for home 
delivered meals. 

JOB REQUIREMENTS: Kitchen experience desirable. Can be 
trained on-the-job9 Must have a va id 
driver's license and a safe driving 
record for last five years. 

34 



JOB DESCRIPTION 

JOB TITLE: 

JOB SUMMA RY: 

DUTIES: 

seer March 1979 

Storeroom/Utility 

Receive al l supplies and equipment for 
the foodservice. Organize and maintain 
storage area. 

Store all supplies including USDA 
commodities. 

Assure tha t all supplies are not damaged. 
Report damaged items to supervisor. 

Issue supplies using proper forms. 

Organize and maintain adequate supplies. 

Maintain safe and sanitary conditions in 
storage area. 

Take a physical inventory as needed. 

Perform other clerical duties. 

May relieve cook's helper and driver/ 
utility worker. 

Assist in cleaning and sanitizing of all 
equipment. · 

Assist in general housekeeping of all 
foodservice areas. 

JOB REQUIREMENTS: Six months to a year of storeroom 
experience required. 
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JOB DESCRIPTION 

JOB TITLE: 

JOB SUMMA RY: -·-----

DUTIES: 

seer March 1979 

Utility 

Perform all duties related to the 
sanitat ion of pots and pans, and 
storage areas. Responsible for 
cleaning of walls, floors, windows 
in foodservice operations. 

Responsible for daily cleaning of all 
cooking equipment. 

Wash pots, pans and food carriers. 

Perform preparation of food items for 
cooks and baker/salad worker. 

Inspect all work areas daily and submit 
reports to foodservice supervisor. 

Clean all walls, floors and windows in 
the operation. 

Inspect dishmachine and report any 
problems to the foodservice manager. 

Perform other duties as assigned. 

JOB REQUIR~MENTS: Kitchen experience is preferable -
on-the-job training can be given. 
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COST SHEET 1 

PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE 
FEBRUARY, 1979 

Renovation 

Architectural and Engineering 
Fees* 

Bonds 

Legal Fees* 

Taxes and Insurance* 
During Construction 

Se curity Hook-Up 

Transfer USDA Commodities 

Total 

$10,000.00 

o.oo 

1,000.00 

0.00 

0.00 

75.00 

950.00 

$12,025.00 

*These fees will be paid for by the landlord and ARA 

Foodservice Company and also one month free rent. 
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SENIOR CITIZt~S CENTERS , INC. 

CAr : 

Grow 

Reduce Costs 

... Serve more meals to the Senior Citi zen s 

... Increase your control 

THROUGH: 

. . . 

Simplifying the operation 

Reducing dollars in labor cost and commodity 
storage 

Applying those dollars to other areas, 

which, makes the food service more cost effective 

J8 



EXISTI�-:� 

Two unit ma��gers 

1 1abor cost controls 

Li�ited ex�ension of 

service fro� TCU & TCJC 

Storage paid for 

co;amodi ties 

Purcl-, ., C; '"'lg •.• Cl.;::, _.i. � .., two 

locat · 0:1s

2c i�r. cnt c1-.:.�c:1_ses 

expel.sed as ::r2ceiveu 

T�o 'fferen� production 

areas 2nd personnel 

Limi _-1 oppcrtuni ty for 

other � ncome 

POTENTIAL 

• One unit manager

• Increased productivity

• Expansion of service to

more customers

RESULTS 

• Continuity of management

o Reduce duplication of efforts

and hours

o Free standing facilit�/ would

enable potential of service to

more customers

• Store comn1odi ties in free • Monies spent for storage coul�

standing facility be used to�ard rent o� free

standiEg facilitj

e Centralized purchasing 

A.rnortize eaui��ent ar.d ... -

remodeling for five yrs. 

• One production site

• To receive a percent of

additional sales

39 

0 

• 

Cont�ol of product cost and 

space utilization 

Equal costs for re2odeling 

e�uip�ent purc�ases 

• Continuity of product and

service

o Offset overhead expenses;

hold costs do\••.rn

u 
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I t is thrcugh the expansion of your programs that we can present the follo r.ving 
p r ojections: 

LABOR 

FCOD 

R;:"~·JT /UTILITIES 

( TC:J & TCJC) 

Ur., I I.iITIES 

Cle.-1 facility) 

EQUIPAE .. 1T 

AQ.•:INISTRATI VE 

EXPE)ISE 

TOTAL 

PROPOS ED 

$110,42LJ 

247,401 

-0-

-0-

15,000 

15,000 

13,000 

24,276 

$425,101 

40 

+ DIFFS.JE~ CE 

$120,57 6 ($10,152) 

247,401 -0-

13,000 ($13, 0 00) 

20,020 ($20, 020) 

-0- 15,000 

-0- 15,000 

-0- 13,000 

23,~00 876 

$42-~,398 $ 703 



ARA F OOD SERVICES CO 

3403 EAST CARPENTER FREEWA Y WE ST IRVING TEXAS 7 506 2 ( 2 14) 438 . 2646 

October 19, 1978 

Ms . Joice Carter 
Senior Citizens Inc. 
Box 2567 
Fort Worth, Te xas 76102 

Subj ect: Preliminary Budget for Tarrant County Nutrition Program 
Covering February 1979 through January 1980 

Dear Ms. Carter: 

Attached is a budget which identifies the cost you could expect for operating 
a free standing facility. This budget does not address utilities, rent, capital 
expenditures or small wares cost. 

Joice , if you need a budget for the capital expenditures for the kitchen, let 
me know and I will have our facilities planning group work one up. 

Sincerely , 

Henry McEwin 
Distri t Manager 

\. ,_,, A r J ;;; 

HM :bk 

Enclosure 
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COST SHEET 3 

PROJ.ECTED BUDGE'I1 

'I1ARRANT COUNTY I UTRITION PR OGRAM 

Assumptio ns: 

1100 meals per day 
255 days of operation 
2 weeks vacation for employee s 
5 holiday 
Food cost assumes no commodities 
Food cost assume s 7,5% inflation 
Labor cost based on $2.95 minimum 

Food Costs: 

Labor 

1100 meals per day 
x 255 days 
280,500 total meals 
x .68 food cost per meal 

$190,740 

Cost: 

1 Manager 
2 Driver%Cooks X 4.25 X 
1 Driver Utility X 3.95 X 
1 Cook X 4.25 X 
1 Cook's Helper X 3.95 X 
1 Baker/Salad X 4.25 X 
2 Utility X 2.95 X 

"Fringe 79,528 X , 18 = 

42 

80 X 54· 
40 X 54 
40 X 54 
40 X 54 
~,O X 54 
80 X 54 

$13,000 
= $18,360 
= 

* 
8,532 

- 9,180 
= $ 8,532 
- $ 9,1.80 
- $12,744 

$79,528 
14,315 

$93,843 



Direct Cost: 

Recap of 

Cleaning Supplies e015 x 280,500 
Paper & Plastic .085 x 280,500 
Office S pplies 
Posta_ge Expense 
Taxes · and Licenses 
General Insurance 
Telephon 
Auto Allo·. a nc e $20 x 52 
Vehi cle Operation $75 x 52 
Vehicle Amortization 3 @ 1976 
Repair a nd Maintenance 
Pest Control $75 x 12 
Trash Removal ~150 x 12 
Replacements (Expendable Equipment) 
Uniforms and Laundrv 

" Training and Sick leave 

Cost 

Food $190,740 
Labor 93,843 
Direct 56,077 

$.340,660 

Admin. Cost 18, 71 7 

Sub Total Cost $359,377 

ARA Fee 14,974 

$371,t, _351 

43 

$ 4,207 
2J,842 

150 
260 
250 

1,050 
500 

1,04 0 
3,900 
5,928 
1,750 

900 
1,800 
3,500 
3,500 
3,500 

$ 56,077 

50.9% 
25.1 
15.0 

91.0% 

5.0% 

96.0% 

4.0% 

100.0% 
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