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The Governor of California
President pro Tempore of the Senate
Speaker of the Assembly

State Capitol

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Governor and Legislative Leaders:

As requested by the Joint Legislative Audit Committee, the California State Auditor presents its audit report
on how the nutritional needs of charter schools students are met, so the Legislature can make future decisions
regarding the health and education of California’s children.

This report concludes that the California Department of Education (Education) databases are not reliable
enough for it to accurately identify all California charter schools that participate in the federal School Breakfast
program (breakfast program) or the National School Lunch Program (lunch program). Moreover, Education
cannot determine the number of students at either traditional or charter schools who qualify for or who
participate in these programs. Despite the limitations of Educations’ data, we were able to identify 815 charter
schools active in California as of April 2010. Charter schools are exempt from many of the laws that apply
to school districts. In particular, they are exempt from California law that requires schools to provide each
needy student with one nutritionally adequate free or reduced-price meal during each school day. Further, as is
true for school districts, participation by charter schools in both the breakfast and lunch programs is voluntary.

According to Education’s data, 451 charter schools were participating in the breakfast or lunch program and an
additional 151 were providing instruction to their students outside the classroom either online or independently,
and thus do not provide meals. We surveyed the remaining 213 charter schools to identify those that provide
an alternative meal program and those that do not provide meals to their students. Of the 133 responses we
received, 46 charter schools stated that they offer their students an alternative meal program, 39 stated that they
do not provide meals to their students, and 41 stated that they were in fact participating in the programs. The
remaining seven do not provide meals either because their students receive instruction outside the classroom
or their students are age 18 or older and are not eligible to participate in the programs.

The 46 charter schools that reported they provide an alternative meal program cited varying methods of
providing meals, ranges of costs for those meals, and reasons for offering such meals. For example, most
of these schools either have staff prepare and deliver the meals or hire contractors to do so. Some of these
charter schools stated that they provide meals that meet or exceed the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
nutritional standards. Generally, the charter schools that reported they provide meals to their students believe
that the nutritional needs of their students, including their low-income students, are being met. The 39 charter
schools that did not provide meals to their students cited various reasons including lack of a kitchen, cafeteria,
or other facility to prepare and deliver meals to their students. Another reason commonly cited was a lack of
funding and staffing to operate an alternative meal program or participate in the breakfast and lunch programs.

Respectfully submitted,

ELAINE M. HOWLE, CPA
State Auditor
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Summary
Results in Brief

In investigating how the nutritional needs of charter school
students are being met, so that the Legislature can make future
decisions regarding the health and education of California’s
children, we were hampered by a lack of data. Specifically, we found
that data from California Department of Education (Education)
databases are not sufficiently reliable to determine the exact
number of California charter schools participating in the federal
School Breakfast Program (breakfast program) or the National
School Lunch Program (lunch program). Moreover, the data are
not sufficiently reliable to identify the number of students at either
traditional or charter schools who qualify for or participate in
these programs.

Under the Charter Schools Act of 1992, teachers, parents, students,
and community members are encouraged to establish and maintain
charter schools that operate independently from the existing school
district structure. Although charter schools operate independently,
they are part of the public school system and can serve students in
kindergarten through grade 12. Charter schools are exempt from
many of the laws that apply to school districts. In particular, they
are exempt from the law that requires schools to provide each
needy student with one nutritionally adequate free or reduced-price
meal during each school day. Further, as is true for school districts,
participation by charter schools in both the breakfast and lunch
programs is voluntary.

The breakfast and lunch programs are federally assisted meal
programs operating in public and nonprofit private schools.
School districts and independent schools that choose to take part
in the breakfast and lunch programs get a cash subsidy from the
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) for each meal they serve.
In return, they must serve meals that meet federal requirements
and offer free or reduced-price meals to eligible children.

The data from Education are not sufficiently reliable to determine
the exact number of charter schools and their students participating
in the breakfast and lunch programs. For example, Education’s
Consolidated Application Data System (ConApp database), a
paperless system, has three data fields that are relevant to our
audit. These fields are designed to capture the number of students
enrolled at a given school, the number of those enrolled students
who are eligible to receive free meals, and the number of those
enrolled students who are eligible to receive reduced-price

meals. However, Education lacks an internal control process,
such as a systematic review of the local educational agencies’ and

October 2010

Audit Highlights . ..

Our review of the California Charter
Schools and how the nutritional needs
of their students are being met, revealed
the following:

» The California Department of
Education’s (Education) databases
are not sufficiently reliable to identify
the number of charter schools and their
students participating in the federal
School Breakfast Program (breakfast
program) or the National School Lunch
Program (lunch program).

« Itlacks an internal control process
to ensure the accuracy of certain
data in its paperless consolidated
application database.

« It does not verify certain codes and
the site type on the schools’ site
applications and we found errors.

« Itallows school food authorities
to combine information for their
sites before entering it into the child
nutrition database and thus, it
cannot differentiate between charter
school students and students from
traditional schools who participate in
the programs.

» Despite Education’s data limitations,
we identified 815 charter schools
active in California. Of these, 451 were
participating in the breakfast or lunch
program and 151 do not provide
meals because instruction is provided
outside the classroom—either online
or independently.

continued on next page. ..
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» We surveyed the remaining 213 charter
schools, and of the 133 that responded,
46 stated they offer their students an
alternative meal program and have
varying methods of providing meals and
arange of meal costs; 39 stated they
do not provide meals to their students
mainly because they lack resources such
as funding, staff, and a kitchen, cafeteria,
or other facility to prepare and deliver
meals; and 41 stated that they do in fact
participate in the programs.

direct-funded charter schools’ supporting documentation, to ensure
the accuracy of these three data fields. In addition, Education

does not require all direct-funded charter schools to submit their
information using the ConApp database.

Education’s Nutrition Services Division uses its Child Nutrition
Information and Payment System (CNIPS) database for school

food authorities to submit and track the status of their applications
and reimbursement claims for the meals the schools under their
jurisdiction serve to students under the breakfast and lunch
programs. A school food authority is defined as an entity that is
responsible for the administration of one or more schools and has the
legal authority to operate a breakfast or lunch program or is approved
by the USDA’s Food Nutrition Service to operate a breakfast or

lunch program. For example, a school district or a county office

of education may operate as a school food authority. In addition,
certain entities, such as residential care facilities, may be approved

by the USDA to operate a program. The school food authority must
submit to Education an application for any school in which it desires
to operate a breakfast or lunch program and a policy statement
regarding free and reduced-price meals. The school food authority
must include in its application information related to its food safety
inspections, verification reports, and annual audits, as well as a site
application for each school it sponsors.

Education performs reviews of a sample of the schools under the
jurisdiction of the school food authorities each year, in accordance
with federal regulations, to ensure that the requirements of the
lunch program are being met. However, its reviews do not include
a procedure for verifying the accuracy of the county-district-school
(CDS) code or the site type reflected on the schools’ site
applications. Therefore, Education is unable to accurately identify all
charter schools participating in the breakfast and lunch programs.
We found errors related to the CDS codes and the site type.
Specifically, three charter schools with CDS codes in the CNIPS
database did not match the CDS codes in Education’s Charter
Schools Database, and eight charter schools had no CDS codes in
the CNIPS database. Also, two charter schools participating in the
breakfast and lunch programs were misidentified on the school
food authorities” applications—one as a private school and one as a
county office of education.

In addition, the CNIPS database has data fields for the school
food authorities to enter the number of students approved for

free and reduced-price meals at each site under their jurisdiction.
However, Education allows the school food authorities to combine
the information for their sites before entering it into the CNIPS
database. Therefore, although Education can report the total
number of students for each school food authority, it cannot
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differentiate between charter school students and students from
traditional schools who are participating in the breakfast or
lunch program.

Despite the limitations of Education’s data, we were able to identify
815 charter schools active in California as of April 2010.! According
to the data, 451 were participating in the breakfast or lunch program
and an additional 151 were providing instruction to their students
outside the classroom, either online or independently, and thus do
not provide meals. We surveyed the remaining 213 charter schools

to identify those that provide an alternative meal program and those
that do not provide meals to their students. Of the 133 responses we
received, 46 charter schools stated that they offer their students an
alternative meal program, 39 stated that they do not provide meals

to their students, 41 stated that they were in fact participating in the
programs, and four stated that they provide instruction based outside
the classroom. In addition, three charter schools stated that they

do not provide meals to students or participate in the breakfast and
lunch programs because their students are age 18 or older and are not
eligible to participate in the programs.

The 46 charter schools responding to the survey that provide

an alternative meal program have varying methods of providing
meals, ranges of meal costs, and reasons for offering an

alternative meal program. Most of these schools either have their
staff prepare and deliver the meals or hire contractors to do so.
The students at these charter schools paid between 50 cents and
$5 for their meals. In addition, the primary reason cited by 15,

or 33 percent, of these schools for having an alternative meal
program is to allow them to provide what they described as fresher,
healthier food choices to their students than the breakfast or

lunch program provides. Some of these charter schools stated that
they provide meals that meet or exceed the USDA’s nutritional
standards. Generally, these charter schools believe that the
nutritional needs of their students, including low-income students,
are being met.

As mentioned previously, state law does not require charter schools
to provide each needy student with one nutritionally adequate

free or reduced-price meal during each school day. The 39 charter
schools that do not provide meals to their students gave various
reasons for not participating in the breakfast and lunch programs

T The number of active charter schools was obtained from Education’s Charter Schools Database.
However, we could not test the information in the database against source documents. Further,
we found that the Charter Schools Division does not conduct audits or perform reviews of the
information stored in the database. Therefore, we concluded that the information from the
database was of undetermined reliability to reach an audit conclusion related to the number
of active charter schools in California. We present this information because there was no better
source from which to obtain this information.

October 2010
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and not providing an alternative meal. The primary reason was
lack of a kitchen, cafeteria, or other facility to prepare and deliver
meals to their students. Another reason commonly cited was a
lack of funding and staffing to operate an alternative meal program
or participate in the breakfast and lunch programs. Generally,
however, these charter schools believe that the nutritional needs of
their students, including their low-income students, are being met.
Many of the schools stated that their students bring lunch from
home. We also found that some of these charter schools inform
parents via handbooks that can be found on their Web sites that
they do not provide meals. Thus, when parents choose to pack their
children’s lunch and schools make parents aware of the fact that
they do not provide meals, it becomes the parents’ responsibility to
ensure that their children’s nutritional needs are met.

Recommendations

To ensure the reliability of the ConApp database fields related to
the number of students enrolled at the school level, the number

of those enrolled students who are eligible to receive free meals,
and the number of those enrolled students who are eligible to
receive reduced-price meals, Education should establish an internal
control process such as a systematic review of a sample of the

local educational agencies’ and direct-funded charter schools’
supporting documentation.

To ensure the accuracy of the CNIPS database, Education should:

+ Direct the school food authorities to establish procedures to
ensure the accuracy of the application information they enter
into the CNIPS database.

+ Modify the tool it uses to review a sample of the school
food authorities’ schools to include a procedure for verifying
the accuracy of the CDS code and site type reflected on the
schools’ applications.

+ Discontinue allowing the school food authorities to combine
each site under their jurisdiction before they enter information
on the number of students approved for free and reduced-price
meals into the CNIPS database.



Agency Comments

Education generally agreed with our recommendations.
However, Education did not address fully one recommendation
aimed at ensuring the accuracy of its CNIPS database and

it is considering the actions it will take regarding two

other recommendations.

California State Auditor Report 2010-104
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Introduction

Background

Under the Charter Schools Act of 1992 (Act), teachers, parents,
students, and community members are encouraged to establish

and maintain charter schools that operate independently from the
existing school district structure. The intent of the Act is to improve
student learning, increase learning opportunities for all students,
encourage the use of different or innovative teaching methods,
create professional opportunities for teachers, provide parents and
students with expanded choices for educational opportunity, hold
schools accountable for meeting measurable student outcomes, and
provide vigorous competition within the public school system.

Although charter schools operate independently from the existing
school district structure, they are part of the public school system
and can serve students in kindergarten through grade 12. They
are publicly funded, serve diverse populations, and employ a
variety of educational philosophies. Typically, a group of parents,
teachers, and community members develops a charter petition,
which they then submit to a chartering entity for approval. Under
the Act, a chartering entity can be a school district, a county
board of education, or the State Board of Education (state board).
Once approved, the petition becomes the governing document
for the school and the school must comply with the Act. As of
April 2010, according to data from the California Department

of Education (Education), there were 815 active charter schools
throughout California.

California law requires each school district or county
superintendent of schools that offers instruction in kindergarten
through grade 12 to provide each needy student one nutritionally
adequate free or reduced-price meal during each school day. To
comply with this requirement, school districts and county offices
of education may use funds made available through any federal

or state program that provides meals to students, including the
federal School Breakfast Program (breakfast program) and the
National School Lunch Program (lunch program). The Act exempts
charter schools from many of the laws that apply to school districts,

2 The number of active charter schools was obtained from Education’s Charter Schools Database.
However, we could not test the information in the database against source documents. Further,
we found that the Charter Schools Division does not conduct audits or perform reviews of
the information stored in the database. Therefore, we concluded that the information from the
database was of undetermined reliability to reach an audit conclusion related to the number
of active charter schools in California. We present this information because there was no better
source from which to obtain this information.

October 2010
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including the law requiring free or reduced-price meals for needy
students. Further, similar to school districts, participation by
charter schools in the breakfast or lunch program is voluntary.

The breakfast and lunch programs are federally assisted meal
programs operating in public and nonprofit private schools.

School districts and independent schools that choose to take

part in the breakfast and lunch programs get a cash subsidy

from the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) for each meal
they serve. In return, they must serve meals that meet federal
requirements and must offer free or reduced-price meals to

eligible children. Both programs require that the meals meet the
applicable recommendations established in Dietary Guidelines for
Americans, a joint publication of the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services and the USDA. For example, the guidelines
recommend that for the lunch program no more than 35 percent of
an individual’s calories come from total fat and less than 10 percent
from saturated fat. Federal regulations also establish the minimum
nutrient standards for school breakfasts and lunches related to
recommended dietary allowances for protein, vitamin A, vitamin C,
iron, and calcium, as well as the minimum calorie levels.

The breakfasts and lunches served by schools must meet federal
nutrition requirements, but decisions about the specific foods
to serve and how to prepare them are made by their school food
authorities, which are the entities federal regulations designate
to administer the programs. Specifically, a school food authority
is defined as an entity that is responsible for the administration
of one or more schools and has the legal authority to operate a
breakfast or lunch program or is approved by the USDA’s Food
Nutrition Service to operate a breakfast or lunch program. For
example, a school district or a county office of education may
operate as a school food authority. In addition, certain entities,
such as residential care facilities, may be approved by the USDA to
operate a program.

Participation in the breakfast or lunch program requires the school
food authority and the schools that participate in its programs to
perform various administrative tasks. The school food authority
must submit to Education an application for any school in which

it desires to operate a breakfast or lunch program and a policy
statement regarding free and reduced-price meals. The school food
authority enters its initial or renewal application to participate

in the breakfast or lunch program, and any annual updates to its
application, into the Child Nutrition Information and Payment
System (CNIPS) database of Education’s Nutrition Services Division
(nutrition services). The school food authority must include in

its application information related to its food safety inspections,
verification reports, and annual audits, as well as a site application



for each school it sponsors. The site application includes the
name of the school, the requested meal program or programs,

the site type, prior-year participation information, site enrollment,
kitchen type, and meal pricing.

Once Education approves the school food authority’s initial or
renewal application, the local educational agencies must establish
their eligibility criteria for free and reduced-price meals, based on
Education’s family-size income standards, for those schools under
their jurisdiction that wish to submit site applications to participate
in the breakfast and/or lunch programs. The local educational
agencies must then seek Education’s approval of their eligibility
criteria. Local educational agencies include entities such as school
districts and county offices of education. The local educational
agencies must publicly announce their eligibility criteria for free
and reduced-price meals at the beginning of each school year.

In addition, each local educational agency must provide meal
benefit forms to families so that they can apply to the agency for
free or reduced-price meals for all children in their household.
Further, the local educational agencies must select a sample of
their approved household applications for free and reduced-price
meals on file as of October 1 and verify the eligibility of the
children listed.

The school food authority is required to ensure the local
educational agencies’ compliance with the nutritional program
standards and the accuracy of their information. For example,
prior to its submission of a monthly Claim for Reimbursement
to Education, each school food authority must review the meal
count data, which include the number of meals served by type
(free, reduced price, or paid) for each school under its jurisdiction
to ensure the accuracy of the claim. Each school submits this
information to the school food authority, and the school food
authority aggregates the data for its sites and enters it into the
CNIPS database monthly.

Education’s Role in Charter Schools

Although Education does not have the authority to approve a
charter petition and act as a chartering entity, it has established

a Charter Schools Division to serve as the focal point for the
development and oversight of state regulations, policies, and
procedures related to charter schools and to provide staff support
to the state board in its role as a charter school authorizer. The
Charter Schools Division had, as of June 30, 2010, 14 employees
who, among other tasks, assist charter schools with fiscal

and administrative issues. For example, the Charter Schools
Division administers the Public Charter Schools Program, the

California State Auditor Report 2010-104
October 2010
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Charter School Facility Grant Program, and the Charter School
Revolving Loan Program. The Public Charter Schools Program
provides financial assistance for the planning, program design,

and initial implementation of charter schools. The Charter School
Facility Grant Program assists charter schools that meet specific
eligibility criteria with their facilities rent and lease expenditures.
The Charter School Revolving Loan Program provides start-up and
initial capital in the form of low-interest loans of up to $250,000 to
new charter schools.

In addition, Education’s nutrition services, with 183 employees as
of June 30, 2010, administers the USDA’s child nutrition programs,
including the breakfast and lunch programs and food distribution
programs in California. Nutrition services also performs
administrative reviews of schools participating in the breakfast
and lunch programs, in accordance with federal regulations. In
August 2008 nutrition services began using the Web-based CNIPS
database to collect data from the school food authorities regarding
their initial and renewal applications and any annual updates. In
November 2008 the school food authorities began entering their
monthly Claim for Reimbursement into the CNIPS database to
obtain federal reimbursement for the number of meals served by
each school under their jurisdiction.

Education’s Use of the Consolidated Application Data System to
Obtain Various Funding Information From Schools

According to the director of Education’s Data Management
Division (data division), since the 1980s, Education has been
using its Consolidated Application for Funding Categorical Aid
Programs, referred to as ConApp, to consolidate the multiple
applications that local educational agencies submit to receive
state and federal funding. Education funds that serve students in
kindergarten through grade 12 are usually one of two types: general
purpose or categorical. General-purpose funds can be spent on
everything from teacher salaries to utility bills, while categorical
funds are typically designated for a specific purpose,® such as the
Title 1 Grants to Local Educational Agencies that benefit children
who are failing, or are most at risk of failing, to meet the State’s
academic standards.

The ConApp is a two-part application that local educational
agencies complete electronically using Education’s Consolidated
Application Data System (ConApp database). In June of each year,

3 Assembly Bill 2 of the Fourth Extraordinary session of 2009 provides for what is commonly known
as flexibility in the expenditure of most, but not all, categorical funds, if the school district meets
certain conditions.
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the local educational agencies submit Part I of the ConApp, which
documents their participation in state and federal categorical
programs and provides assurances that they will comply with

the legal requirements of each program. In January of each

year, the local educational agencies submit Part II of the ConApp,
which contains their allocations and the number of participants in
specified programs. The allocation amounts they receive for each
program are determined by the laws creating the programs. Part II
of the ConApp also has a page that is used to report the number of
students ages five through 17 enrolled in the schools and the
number of those students who are eligible for free or reduced-price
meals based on the income criteria used in the breakfast and
lunch programs.

Charter schools, like other public schools, can apply to receive state
and federal funding, using the ConApp database. Direct-funded
charter schools apply for and receive funding on their own behalf.
In contrast, locally funded charter schools apply for and receive
funding through their chartering entity, which can be a school
district, a county board of education, or the state board.

Education’s data division is responsible for managing the information
local educational agencies and direct-funded charter schools

submit through the ConApp database. The data division, which had
44 employees as of June 30, 2010, is also responsible for providing
technical support to the local educational agencies, among other
data collection and education projects.

Education’s Collection of Data on Student Enroliment

Each year in October, Education collects data on student and
staff demographics from the local educational agencies using
its California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS), which
was first implemented in the 1980s. Specifically, Education uses
two forms to collect data. The County/District Information
Form collects data specific to school districts and county offices
of education, including the number of classified staff, estimated
number of teacher hires, and high school graduation requirements.
The School Information Form collects data specific to schools,
including the number of classified staff, enrollment in select
educational options, education calendars, parental exception
waivers, and bilingual paraprofessionals.

Student aggregate counts related to the number of graduates and
dropouts, and various enrollment counts previously collected on the
School Information Form, have been transitioned to the California
Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS), beginning
with the 2009—10 school year. Education began implementing

October 2010
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CALPADS in 2008 primarily to meet the reporting requirements
of the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. When fully
implemented, CALPADS will be the new longitudinal data system
Education will use to maintain data at the individual level, including
student demographics, program participation, grade level, enrollment,
course enrollment and completion, discipline, statewide assessments,
and other data needed for state and federal reporting. In CALPADS,
each student receives a Statewide Student Identifier, which is a
unique number that is not personally identifiable, to track these data.

Scope and Methodology

The Joint Legislative Audit Committee (audit committee) requested
that the Bureau of State Audits (bureau) conduct an audit of how
the nutritional needs of charter school students are met, so that the
Legislature can make future decisions regarding the health and
education of California’s children. Specifically, the audit committee
asked us to determine, to the extent that data are available, the
number of traditional public school students eligible for free

and reduced-price meals compared to the number of charter
school students eligible for such meals. Further, the bureau was
asked to determine, to the extent possible, the number of charter
school students currently participating in federal school nutrition
programs, such as the breakfast and lunch programs.

The audit committee also requested that the bureau identify the
charter schools that provide meals but do not participate

in the federal nutrition programs and, for a sample of those schools,
determine the types of alternative nutrition programs they offer
and how they deliver the meals; the cost of meals to low-income
students; whether the program meets or exceeds the nutritional
standards that apply to traditional schools and, if not, what
nutritional standards the program follows; and why the charter
school selected the alternative nutrition program. Further, the audit
committee asked the bureau to identify those charter schools that
do not provide meals to their students and, for a sample of those
schools, to determine how the schools accommodate the nutritional
needs of low-income students and the reasons the schools cite for
not providing meals, including any barriers that exist. Finally, the
bureau was asked to survey key stakeholders regarding whether
they believe charter schools are adequately providing nutrition to
low-income students eligible for free or reduced-price meals.

To understand charter school governance, we reviewed the

Act and other state laws. In addition, to understand the breakfast
and lunch programs, we reviewed federal laws and regulations
governing the programs. Finally, to understand Education’s various



electronic databases, we interviewed its staff and reviewed relevant
documentation such as procedure manuals and instructions given
to the local educational agencies.

We attempted to rely on the various electronic databases when
performing this audit. The U.S. Government Accountability Office
(GAO), whose standards we follow, requires us to assess the
sufficiency and appropriateness of the computer-processed data. To
determine the number of traditional and charter schools and their
students eligible for free and reduced-price meals, we obtained
data from Education’s ConApp database, which is a paperless
system. Typically, we assess the reliability of paperless databases
by reviewing the adequacy of system controls in place. However,
Education lacks internal controls over the ConApp database. In
addition, Education does not require all direct-funded charter
schools to submit their information using the ConApp database.
Thus, based on our testing and analysis, we determined that the
data obtained from the ConApp database is not sufficiently reliable
to reach an audit conclusion related to the number of traditional
and charter schools and their students eligible for free and
reduced-price meals. A further discussion of the issues identified
with the ConApp database is provided in the Audit Results section
of this report.

To identify the number of charter schools and their students
currently participating in the breakfast or lunch program, we
attempted to identify charter schools participating in these
programs by obtaining information from Education’s CNIPS
database. We assessed the reliability of the CNIPS database by
conducting data set verification procedures, performing electronic
testing of key data elements, and performing completeness testing
on the data. We could not conduct accuracy testing because
nutrition services no longer updates their hard-copy documents.
Therefore, we could not verify data in the system against source
documents. Nutrition services performs administrative reviews to
meet federal regulations related to the lunch program. However, its
review does not include the data elements the bureau considers key
to this analysis.

We identified no issues when performing data set verification
procedures. However, we identified omissions in a key data

field during our electronic logic testing. Specifically, we found
that the county-district-school code data field was blank in

12.5 percent of the instances. Further, to test the completeness of
the data, we haphazardly selected a sample of 29 charter schools
identified as participating in the breakfast and lunch programs
by obtaining their applications on file at nutrition services to
ensure that they were included in the data we received. In all but
one instance we were able to find the unique identifier associated

California State Auditor Report 2010-104
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with a charter school. In that instance the school did not appear
in the data because its application was pending the school food
authority’s verification for fiscal year 2009—10, which had not been
completed by the date of the data we received. However, we were
not able to verify the charter school name in three of 29 instances
due to the lack of updated source documents. We also attempted
to identify charter school students participating in the breakfast
and lunch programs by obtaining information from Education’s
CNIPS database. However, Education does not require the school
food authorities to report monthly claims for each of their sites
separately. Therefore, although Education can report the total
number of students, it cannot differentiate between charter school
students and traditional students who are participating in these
programs. Based on our testing and analysis, we determined that
the CNIPS database is not sufficiently reliable to reach an audit
conclusion related to the exact number of charter schools and
their students currently participating in the breakfast and lunch
programs. Further discussion of issues identified with the CNIPS
database is provided in the Audit Results.

To identify the number of active charter schools in California,

we obtained the Charter Schools Database from Education.

We assessed the reliability of the Charter Schools Database by
conducting data set verification procedures, performing electronic
testing of key data elements, and performing completeness testing.
We could not conduct accuracy testing. Although the Charter
Schools Division retains the original source documentation in hard
copy, any subsequent changes to the database are submitted by the
schools through an annual information survey. The Charter Schools
Division does not retain the hard-copy survey documents, with the
exception of those for the years 2001 to 2003. Therefore, we could
not test data in the system against source documents. Further, we
ascertained that the Charter Schools Division does not conduct
audits or perform reviews of the information stored in its database.

We identified no issues when performing data set verification
procedures or electronic testing of key data elements. To further
test the completeness of the data, we haphazardly selected a sample
of 29 charter school applications obtained from the files at the
Charter Schools Division to ensure that they were in the data we
received. In all instances we were able to find the unique identifier
associated with a charter school. However, we were not able to
verify the charter school name in six of 29 instances due to the lack
of updated source documents. Based on our testing and analysis, we
determined the data obtained from the Charter Schools Database to
be of undetermined reliability to reach an audit conclusion related
to the number of active charter schools in California.



To identify charter schools that provide alternative nutrition
programs to their students and those schools that do not provide
meals to their students, we first had to determine the number

of traditional and charter schools that were participating in

the breakfast and lunch programs. Despite concerns regarding
their data reliability, we used the Charter Schools Database and
the CNIPS database that is designed to capture information

on the number of schools and their students’ participation in the
breakfast and lunch programs to identify the number of active
charter schools participating in the breakfast or lunch program.
Using these data sources, we were able to reasonably determine
that 213 charter schools were not participating in the breakfast or
lunch program as of October 31, 2009. We then surveyed these

213 charter schools to identify those that provide alternative meals
to their students and those that do not provide meals to their
students. Appendix A presents the responses to this survey. Finally,
we visited five schools that stated in their response to our survey
that they provide an alternative meal program to their students to
obtain a better understanding of their programs. The five schools we
visited were the Children’s Community Charter School in Paradise,
Discovery Charter School in Tracy, Explorer Elementary Charter
School in San Diego, International School of Monterey in Seaside,
and Port of Los Angeles High School in San Pedro.

To survey key stakeholders, we first identified four key stakeholders
through a discussion with Education’s staff. We then conducted
phone interviews with these stakeholders. Appendix B summarizes
the mission of each stakeholder and the comments and opinions of
their representatives.
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Audit Results

The California Department of Education Lacks Reliable Data to
Identify the Number of Charter Schools and Their Students Eligible
for and Participating in the Federal Breakfast and Lunch Programs

Several factors prevented us from using the data collected by the
California Department of Education (Education) to determine

the number of traditional and charter schools and their students
eligible for free and reduced-price meals offered under the federal
School Breakfast Program (breakfast program) and National School
Lunch Program (lunch program). Specifically, Education lacks

an internal control process, such as a systematic audit or review

of supporting documentation, for the three data fields in its
Consolidated Application Data System (ConApp database) that are
relevant to our audit. These fields record the number of students
enrolled in a school, the number of those students eligible to receive
free meals, and the number of those students eligible to receive
reduced-price meals. Furthermore, although Education requires local
educational agencies receiving certain federal and state funding to
complete its Consolidated Application for Funding Categorical Aid
Programs (ConApp) by entering data into its ConApp database, it
stated that it has no authority to require charter schools to do so.
Therefore, the data in the ConApp database on the number of charter
school students eligible for free and reduced-price meals may not
reflect all of the charter schools in California.

We were also unable to use Education’s data to determine the actual
number of charter schools and their students participating in the
breakfast and lunch programs. Specifically, the Child Nutrition
Information and Payment System (CNIPS) database does not
separately identify charter schools in its data. Instead, these data
are combined with data for traditional schools under the same
administrative jurisdiction. This practice makes it impossible to
identify both the number of charter schools participating in the
breakfast and lunch programs and the number of charter school
students eligible for and participating in the programs.

Education’s Data on the Number of Schools and Their Students’ Eligibility
for Free and Reduced-Price Meals Are Not Sufficiently Reliable

As we discussed in the Introduction, Part II of Education’s
ConApp obtains information from local educational agencies and
direct-funded charter schools regarding the number of students
eligible for free and reduced-price meals. Specifically, the page
titled October 20XX School-Level Free and Reduced Price

Meals Eligibility Data Collection has three data fields designed to
capture the number of students enrolled at the school level, the

October 2010
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Education’s consolidated
application database is a paperless
system—certain charter schools
enter the data directly into the
database—yet, Education has not
established controls to ensure the
accuracy of the data.

number of enrolled students who are eligible to receive free meals,
and the number of enrolled students who are eligible to receive
reduced-price meals. Education instructs the local educational
agencies and direct-funded charter schools to include students
between the ages of five and 17, to define eligibility as pertaining
to students with a household income that meets the income
eligibility criteria for receiving free or reduced-price meals in

the breakfast or lunch program, and to capture the data on a
preselected information day in October of each year. Education uses
the information in these three data fields to determine eligibility
and funding allocations for a variety of categorical programs, such
as the Title I Grants to Local Educational Agencies that benefit
children who are failing, or are most at risk of failing, to meet the
State’s academic standards.

Because the ConApp database is a paperless system, meaning

the local educational agencies and direct-funded charter schools
enter the data directly into the database, we expected Education
to have an internal control process, such as a systematic audit

or review of their supporting documentation, for the three data
fields that are relevant to our audit. However, Education has not
established an internal control process to ensure the accuracy

of these three data fields. The director of the Data Management
Division (data division) stated that it is not the responsibility

of the data division to perform audits or reviews of the local
educational agencies” and direct-funded charter schools’ supporting
documentation for the data they enter into the ConApp database.
The director also stated that the users of the data are in a better
position to determine if an audit or review is needed.

Because the data fields are used to determine eligibility and funding
allocations for a variety of categorical programs, we contacted

staff in Education’s School Fiscal Services Division, Categorical
Allocation and Audit Resolution Office (fiscal services division),
which is responsible for, among other things, allocating funds

to local educational agencies. An administrator in the fiscal
services division stated that the ConApp database is currently

the only database Education uses to collect information on the
number of students eligible for free and reduced-price meals.

The administrator also stated that the fiscal services division does
not review the local educational agencies” and direct-funded
charter schools’ supporting documentation for the three data fields
they enter into the ConApp database. The administrator further
stated that Education requires the local educational agencies and
direct-funded charter schools to certify that the data they submit
are accurate and that it must place some confidence in their
certifications. Finally, the administrator stated that local educational
agencies and direct-funded charter schools are supposed to have
documentation to support the information they enter into the
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ConApp database. Nevertheless, although Education’s ConApp
database instructions require the local educational agencies and
direct-funded charter schools to electronically certify that they have
fulfilled the requirements listed on the page, the instructions do not
state that they should retain the documentation.

Fiscal services division staff also stated that the page has built-in
electronic error checks that do not allow the total number of
students eligible for free and reduced-price meals to exceed the
total enrollment. Although this is a reasonable edit check, this
feature does not ensure that the numbers entered into the ConApp
database by the local educational agencies and direct-funded
charter schools are correct. In addition, fiscal services division
staff stated that they compare the ConApp database enrollment
figures for new and significantly expanding charter schools with
Education’s California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS)
enrollment figures to identify any large discrepancies. However,
we found that a reconciliation between the total enrollment
numbers in the ConApp database and the total enrollment numbers
in CBEDS, for the purpose of obtaining some assurance of the
accuracy of the total enrollment numbers reported by the local
educational agencies and direct-funded charter schools in the
ConApp database, was not possible for the 2009—10 school year
because some of the local educational agencies had not certified
their enrollment data by August 12, 2010, as Education requested.

In 2008 Education began implementing its California Longitudinal
Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS), primarily to fulfill

the reporting requirements of the federal No Child Left Behind Act

of 2001. The first phase of the CALPADS implementation included,
among other things, the collection of 2009—10 school year enrollment
numbers previously collected on the CBEDS School Information
Form. However, a report on Education’s implementation of CALPADS
issued by its consultant in January 2010 found anomalies, errors, and
defects throughout the system that were causing it to experience
slowness, outages, and other performance issues.

The May revision to the Governor’s Budget for fiscal year 2010—11
instructed Education to ensure at the minimum that by the end of the
2010 calendar year, CALPADS is able to receive and reliably transfer
data. In a letter it sent to local educational agencies and charter
schools on August 6, 2010, Education stated that, as of June 26, 2010,
it was able to stabilize CALPADS. The letter also instructed the

local educational agencies and charter schools to submit and certify
their 2009—10 school year enrollment counts and 2008—09 graduate
and dropout counts by August 12, 2010. According to the director of
Education’s data division, 1,290 out of 1,522 local educational agencies
had certified their data as of September 13, 2010.

October 2010

An edit check Education uses,
although reasonable, does

not ensure that the numbers
entered into the database by the
local educational agencies and
direct-funded charter schools
are correct.
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In comparing two of Education’s
databases, we identified 115 direct
and locally funded charter schools
that were participating in the
breakfast or lunch program, but
were not identified as charter
schools participating in these
programs in the CNIPS database.

In addition to the concerns we have with the accuracy of the

three data fields that are relevant to our audit, we question

the completeness of the data for the purpose of our audit.
Education requires local educational agencies applying for
categorical aid program funds to submit their information into the
ConApp database. However, according to an administrator in its
data division, there is no state or federal law that gives Education
the authority to require charter schools to submit the ConApp.
Therefore, complete data on the number of charter schools and
their students eligible for free and reduced-price meals may not be
available. Our concerns with both the accuracy and completeness
of the data in the three data fields prevent us from concluding that
the data are sufficiently reliable to reach an audit conclusion related
to the number of traditional and charter schools and their students
eligible for free and reduced-price meals.

Education’s Nutrition Services Division Is Unable to Accurately Identify
Charter Schools Participating in the Breakfast and Lunch Programs

The Child Nutrition Information and Payment System (CNIPS)
database administered by Education’s Nutrition Services Division
(nutrition services) did not identify all charter schools participating
in the breakfast and lunch programs as of October 31, 2009.
Consequently, the CNIPS database cannot be used to accurately
identify all charter school students participating in the programs.

When applying to participate in the breakfast and lunch programs,
a school food authority must complete an application for each of

its school sites, and in doing so must indicate the type of site—such
as a public school district, direct-funded charter school, or locally
funded charter school. A direct-funded charter school may apply to
participate in the breakfast and lunch programs as its own school
food authority. In contrast, a locally funded charter school must
apply to participate in the programs through its chartering entity and
must be listed as a site on the application of an approved school food
authority. In our comparison of Education’s Charter Schools
Database and its CNIPS database, we identified 115 direct and locally
funded charter schools that were participating in the breakfast or
lunch program, but were not identified as participating in these
programs because the school food authorities had not identified them
as charter schools in the CNIPS database. Nutrition services does not
review the applications the school food authorities enter into CNIPS
to ensure the accuracy of the information.

Further, federal law allows sites to be combined for the purposes of
participating in the breakfast and lunch programs if the programs
are under the same administrative jurisdiction and are on the

same campus. Consequently, it is impossible to determine whether
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a particular charter school is participating in the breakfast and lunch
programs, because it is part of a combined site. For example, Gompers
Preparatory Academy in San Diego is participating in the lunch
program as a combined site under Gompers Charter Middle School.
Both of these charter schools are under the administrative jurisdiction
of the San Diego Unified School District, and their programs are
conducted on the same campus. Similarly, Marysville Charter
Academy for the Arts, a charter school, and Marysville High School,

a traditional high school, are both located on the same campus

and are under the jurisdiction of Marysville Joint Unified School
District. The school food authorities in these examples do not

need to list these charter schools as separate school sites on their
applications. Because federal law allows these sites to submit a

single application to participate in the breakfast and lunch programs,
it is impossible to identify how many charter schools are participating
in the programs.

Due to the school food authorities’ reporting errors and their ability
to combine sites on the same campus, we found that the CNIPS
database is not sufficiently reliable to determine the exact number
of charter schools or their students participating in the breakfast
and lunch programs. However, the database was the only source
available to us to use to identify schools that provide alternative
meal programs to their students as well as schools that do not
provide any meals to their students. Therefore, using the Charter
Schools Database and the CNIPS database, we determined that

213 charter schools did not appear to be participating in the
breakfast or lunch program. To identify any additional reporting
errors, we added a question on our survey asking the 213 charter
schools to verify Education’s information indicating that they were
not participating in the breakfast or lunch program. Figure 1 on the
following page presents the results for the 133 charter schools
responding to our survey.

As the figure shows, four schools stated that they
provide instruction based outside the classroom
and therefore do not provide meals. In addition,
three schools stated that they do not provide

Federal School Breakfast Program and
National School Lunch Program Criteria for

meals to students or participate in the breakfast Students Up to Age 21

and lunch programs because their students are « Child can be enrolled in any public or nonprofit private
age 18 or older. In fact, two of these schools stated residential child care institution including juvenile
that they provide services to students in jail. The detention centers.

third school stated that its students are between . Child can be enrolled in Job Corps centers funded by
the ages of 18 and 25 and that the majority of the US. Departrent of Labor.

its students are above the age to participate in

the breakfast or lunch program. However, if the
school’s students meet the criteria shown in Source: Federal Regulations 7CFR 210.2 and 7CFR 220.2.
the text box, they may be able to participate in the

« Child can be enrolled in private foster homes.

breakfast and lunch programs.
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Figure 1
Surveyed Charter Schools’ Responses About Their Participation in
Alternative Meal Programs

Schools with students, age 18 or older, who
they believe do not qualify for the federal
breakfast or lunch programs—3 (2%)

Schools that provide instruction
based outside the classroom—4 (3%)

/

Schools that provide

alternative meal Schools that do not

programs—46 (35%) provide meals—
39 (29%)

Schools that participate in
the federal breakfast or
lunch program—41 (31%)

Sources: Charter Schools' responses to the Bureau of State Audits’ Nutritional Needs of Charter
School Students survey.

Further, Figure 1 shows that although identified as not participating

in the breakfast or lunch program in the CNIPS database, 41 of the
133 charter schools responding to our survey stated that they are

in fact participating in the programs. Various reasons exist for this
discrepancy. We found that 10 of the schools enrolled in the programs
after October 2009 and thus were appropriately excluded from

the October 31, 2009, list we generated using the CNIPS database.
Eighteen of the schools shared a campus with another school and
were reported as combined sites, which is allowable under federal law,
as described previously.

Nutrition services requires the school food authorities to enter
the county-district-school (CDS) codes for their public school
district sites but not for other site types, such as the charter schools.
The remaining discrepancies were related to errors in the CDS
codes and the site type. Specifically, three charter schools had
CDS codes in the CNIPS database that did not match the CDS
codes in the Charter Schools Database, and eight charter schools
had no CDS codes in the CNIPS database. Also, two charter
schools participating in the breakfast and lunch programs were
misidentified on the school food authorities’ applications, one as a
private school and one as a county office of education.
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Nutrition services performs reviews of a sample of the schools
under the jurisdiction of the school food authorities each

year, in accordance with federal regulations, to ensure that the
requirements of the lunch program are being met. However,
nutrition services’ review tool does not include a procedure for
verifying the accuracy of the CDS code or the site type reflected
on the schools’ site applications. Nutrition services stated that it is
the charter schools’ responsibility to enter the CDS code into the
CNIPS database but that there is no requirement for them to do
so. The additional errors we identified through the survey further
illustrate that the CNIPS database is not sufficiently reliable to
determine the exact number of charter schools participating in the
breakfast and lunch programs.

Education’s Nutrition Services Cannot Differentiate Between Charter
School Students and Traditional School Students Participating in the
Breakfast and Lunch Programs

The CNIPS database has data fields for school food authorities to
enter information such as the number of students approved for
free and reduced-price meals at each site under their jurisdiction.
However, Education allows the school food authorities to combine
the information for their sites before entering it into the CNIPS
database. Thus, the CNIPS database cannot be used to identify the
number of charter school students participating in the breakfast
and lunch programs.

Each month the school food authorities must submit a Claim
for Reimbursement to nutrition services using the CNIPS
database. Education’s claim reimbursement procedures require
the school food authorities to enter a claim for each site under
their jurisdiction as well as a consolidated claim. Both claim
types are required to include information such as the number of
students approved to receive free and reduced-price meals, total
enrollment, and the number of free and reduced-price meals served
during the month. In addition, prior to submitting the Claim for
Reimbursement, school food authorities are required by federal
regulations to review the meal count data for each site to ensure
that the site claim accurately reports the number of free and
reduced-price meals served to eligible students.

However, nutrition services does not require the school food
authorities to report monthly claims for each of their sites
separately. For example, the Natomas Pacific Pathways Preparatory
Schools, which has a charter middle school and high school,
participates in the breakfast and lunch programs through the
Natomas Unified School District, which acts as a school food
authority for both traditional schools and charter schools.

October 2010

Education’s CNIPS database is not
sufficiently reliable to determine
the exact number of charter schools
participating in the breakfast and
lunch programs.
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Forty-six of the 133 charter
schools that responded to our
survey provide meals but do not
participate in the breakfast or
lunch program.

The Natomas Unified School District enters into the CNIPS
database the combined number of charter school and traditional
school students at all of its sites who are approved to receive free
and reduced-price meals. Therefore, although Education can
report the total number of students, it cannot differentiate between
charter school students and traditional school students who are
participating in the breakfast or lunch program. Nutrition services
stated that it does not require the school food authorities to report
the monthly claims for each of their sites because some of the larger
school food authorities had expressed concern about the amount
of manual data entry this reporting would require. Nutrition
services also stated that the school food authorities may choose to
report the monthly claims for each of their sites. Finally, nutrition
services stated that, once it fully implements the CNIPS database
in December 2010 and all of the school food authorities have the
capability to upload site-level data into the CNIPS database, it will
revisit requiring site-level reporting for all school food authorities.

Charter Schools Not Participating in the Federal Breakfast or Lunch
Program Use Various Methods to Provide Meals to Their Students

The Joint Legislative Audit Committee (audit committee) asked us
to identify charter schools that provide meals but do not participate
in the breakfast or lunch program and to gather data such as how
they deliver the meals, why they chose that method, the cost of the
meals to low-income students, and whether the program meets or
exceeds the nutritional standards that apply to traditional schools.
Forty-six of the 133 charter schools responding to our survey fall
into this category. Charter schools establish their own procedures
and guidelines when providing meals to students outside of the
breakfast and lunch programs. The 46 charter schools have varying
methods of providing meals, ranges of meal costs, and reasons for
offering their alternative meal programs. In addition, the nutritional
guidelines they follow vary. Table A.1in Appendix A presents a
summary of these charter schools’ responses to our survey.

The 46 charter schools had various reasons for electing to provide
meals without participating in the breakfast or lunch program. The
primary reason cited by 15, or 33 percent, of the charter schools for
having an alternative meal program is to allow them to provide
what they described as fresher, healthier food choices to their
students than the breakfast or lunch program provides. For
example, All Tribes Charter School, located in Valley Center,
partners with the local Indian Health Clinic to develop a diet plan
that it believes is more appropriate for its students. Larchmont
Charter School-West Hollywood, located in Los Angeles, stated
that it is affiliated with the Chez Panisse Foundation’s Edible
Schoolyard program, which focuses on a comprehensive hot lunch
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program that includes offering gardening and cooking classes to the
students. The Golden Oak Montessori of Hayward Charter School,
located in Hayward, wanted to offer its students organic foods
without trans fats and sugar. Eight charter schools stated that they
do not have enough staff and resources to fulfill the administrative
requirements of the breakfast and lunch programs. Eight charter
schools also indicated that they do not have a kitchen, a cafeteria,
equipment, or other resources with which to prepare and deliver
meals to their students. The remaining charter schools cited
reasons such as having too few students eligible for free or
reduced-price meals, having applications for the breakfast and
lunch programs that were either pending approval or denied, or
choosing to partner with another entity.

The five charter schools we visited cited reasons that
were consistent with those of the other schools. The The Five Charter Schools With an Alternative
text box lists these five charter schools. Specifically, Meal Program That We Visited

three of the five charter schools we visited wanted

to provide fresher, healthier food choices to their - Children's Community Charter School, located in Paradise

students than the breakfast or lunch program . Discovery Charter School, located in Tracy
provides. In addition, the International School of

Monterey in Seaside and the Explorer Elementary
Charter School (Explorer) in San Diego expressed - International School of Monterey, located in Seaside
concerns regarding the administrative requirements

- Port of Los Angeles High School, located in San Pedro
of the breakfast and lunch programs.

- Explorer Elementary Charter School, located in San Diego

The 46 charter schools also cited various methods

of providing meals to their students, including using school staff
to prepare and serve meals on site; obtaining meals from local
restaurants, delicatessens, or vendors; and contracting with food
service management companies or local caterers. Figure 2 on the
following page provides a breakdown of the delivery methods used
by the 46 charter schools.

The five charter schools we visited had similar methods for delivering
meals to their students. For example, Explorer contracts with a
caterer to provide a hot lunch to its students each day of the week
except Tuesday. The caterer prepares the food off site and then

brings it to the school. The caterer and Explorer’s parent volunteers
serve the meal. On Tuesday, Explorer brings in pizza from a local
restaurant. In contrast, Discovery Charter School (Discovery) in
Tracy, prepares its food daily and puts it on a steam line in its kitchen
so that its students can walk through the line to select their lunch.

The students who paid full price for their meals at the charter
schools paid between 50 cents and $5. The students who paid for
reduced-price meals paid between 40 cents and $1.88. Twenty-four
of the 46 charter schools offered free meals either to all of their
students or to those who qualify for free or reduced-price meals
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under the breakfast or lunch program. Some charter schools

stated that the free meals they provide to their students are paid

for by either a Parents’ Fund, a parent organization, or the school.
For example, Northcoast Preparatory and Performing Arts and
Academy, located in Arcata, stated that its low-income students pay
either whatever they can afford or nothing, with its Parents’ Fund
paying the remaining cost for their meals. In addition, Discovery
stated that its general fund pays the difference between the money
it collects from students and its costs to operate the program.

Figure 2
Surveyed Charter Schools’ Various Methods of Providing Meals to Students

Meals provided through partnerships
with the California National Guard or the
Federal Job Corps—2 (4%)

/

Meals prepared on
site by the charter
Meals provided by the schools'staff—
charter schools’ 11 (24%)
contractors*—
20 (44%)

Meals provided by local
restaurants, delicatessens,
or vendors—13 (28%)

Sources: Charter Schools' responses to the Bureau of State Audits’ Nutritional Needs of Charter
School Students survey.

* The schools contracted with food service management companies, caterers, a school, and
school districts.

The students at the five charter schools we visited paid between
$3 and $4.25 for their meals. For example, Port of Los Angeles
High School, in San Pedro, has an agreement with its primary
vendor to provide lunch for its students at a price of $3. Port of
Los Angeles High School does not offer free or reduced-price
meals to its students. Explorer charged its students $4.25 for
lunch. However, students who qualify for reduced-price meals
paid $1, and there is no cost for those students who qualify for
free lunch. Figure 3 shows the cost of the meals at the five schools
we visited. The figure also indicates which schools offered free or
reduced-price meals.
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Figure 3
Amounts Students Paid for Meals at the Five Charter Schools We Visited
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Sources: Charter Schools' responses to the Bureau of State Audits’ Nutritional Needs of Charter
School Students survey.

* The school does not offer free or reduced-price meals.
T The school also offers free meals to its eligible students.

As discussed in the Introduction, charter schools are exempt

from the State’s requirement of providing each needy student

with one nutritionally adequate free or reduced-price meal during
each school day. Thus, unless a charter school is participating

in the breakfast or lunch program, it is not required to follow

the nutritional guidelines of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA). However, 13 of the 46 charter schools stated that

they provide meals that meet or exceed the USDA’s nutritional
standards. In addition, 18 of the charter schools stated that their
contractors provide nutritious meals. Another nine charter schools
stated that they follow their own nutritional standards, work with a
nutrition expert or health clinic, or allow the parents or vendor to
select the meals. Finally, four charter schools did not address how
they ensure that their students receive nutritious and well-balanced
meals and two charter schools stated that their students bring lunch
from home.

Three of the five charter schools we visited stated that either they or
their vendor follow the USDA’s nutritional guidelines or Interactive
Food Guide Pyramid (food pyramid). The USDA’s food pyramid

October 2010
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Ofthe 133 charter schools that
responded to our survey, 39 do not
provide meals to their students and
are not required to do so.

outlines five basic food groups: grains, vegetables, fruits, milk, and
meat and beans. It also suggests the amount of food a person should
eat from each group each day to stay healthy. However, we found
variations in how closely the schools followed the USDA’s guidance.
For example, Discovery’s director of food services (director) creates
monthly menus and tries to ensure that each lunch has three or
more of the daily food recommendations provided by the food
pyramid. Although the menus include a daily salad bar, the director
does not take into consideration the calories or fat content of the
meals. However, when creating menus, the director does consider
the likes and dislikes of the students. Discovery offers lunches

that include hamburgers, grilled cheese sandwiches, and lasagna.
In contrast, Explorer’s lunch menu states that the caterer offers
fresh, home-style meals, using organic products when possible,

and that every lunch includes fresh fruits and vegetables, healthy
carbohydrates, and lean protein. For example, the menu for the
month of March 2010 offered students a chicken Caesar salad wrap,
apples, and dessert on one day and home-style beef stew, garden
salad, whole wheat bread, and fruit on another day. Finally, Children’s
Community Charter School, in Paradise, did not address how it
ensures that its students receive nutritious well-balanced meals but
stated that it selects the lunches it provides to its students based on
the meals offered by its local vendors. Generally, the charter schools
responding to our survey believe the nutritional needs of their
students, including their low-income students, are being met.

Charter Schools Cited Various Reasons for Not Providing Meals to
Their Students

The audit committee also asked us to identify charter schools that

do not provide meals to their students and to gather data on how
they accommodate the nutritional needs of low-income students and
why they choose not to provide meals. Of the 133 charter schools
responding to our survey, 39 indicated that they do not provide meals
to their students. These charter schools gave a variety of reasons for
not supplying meals to their students; however, many of the schools
feel that the nutritional needs of their students are being met because
most of their students bring lunch from home. Further, the charter
schools stated that they make parents aware of the fact that they do
not provide meals. Table A.2 in Appendix A presents a summary of
the 39 charter schools’ responses to our survey.

As we mentioned previously, charter schools are exempt from

the State’s requirement of providing each needy student with

one nutritionally adequate free or reduced-price meal during each
school day. The 39 charter schools that do not participate in the
breakfast or lunch program or provide an alternative meal program
cited a variety of reasons for not doing so. The most common



reason, cited by 22 of the 39 charter schools, was the lack of a
kitchen, cafeteria, or other facility to prepare and deliver meals to
their students. The next most common reason, cited by 12 of the
39 charter schools, was a lack of funding and staffing to operate an
alternative meal program or participate in the breakfast or lunch
program. Figure 4 shows the reasons charter schools cited for not
providing meals to their students.

Figure 4
Reasons Given by Surveyed Charter Schools for Not Providing Meals to
Their Students

Application process for participation
in the federal School Breakfast

Program (breakfast program) or “It seems the school can run more
National School Lunch Program efficiently without providing meals
(lunch program) requires bids “from to its students”—1 (2%)

three vendors, but the [school] was
only able to identify one that provides

organic food"—1 (2%) Lack of parental interest in a school

| food program—4 (9%)

Lack of student participation
or students who qualify to
participate in the breakfast
or lunch program—=6 (13%)

Lack of kitchen, cafeteria, |f
or other facility to 4
prepare and deliver
meals—22 (48%)

Lack of funding and staffing to operate
an alternative meal program or participate
in the breakfast or lunch program—12 (26%)

Sources: Charter Schools' responses to the Bureau of State Audits’ Nutritional Needs of Charter
School Students survey.

Note: The total number of reasons the charter schools do not provide meals to their students does
not agree with the total number of 39 schools responding to the survey because some schools did
not provide a reason while others provided multiple reasons.

Of the 39 charter schools responding to our survey, 29 believe

that, in general, the nutritional needs of their students, including
their low-income students, are being met. Many of the 29 schools
stated that their students bring lunch from home. Our review of the
information some of these charter schools make available to parents
found that they inform parents that they do not provide meals,
using handbooks that can be found on their Web sites. For example,
one school’s handbook informs parents that students must bring a
snack and lunch to school on the days they attend classes and that
they should provide healthy, nutritious food and bottled water, as no
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Some charter schools that do not
participate in the breakfast or
lunch program stated they do not
have enough resources to fulfill

the administrative requirements of
these programs.

drinking fountains are available. In addition, the handbook states that
there is no cafeteria on the school campus. Thus, when parents choose
to pack their children’s lunch and schools make parents aware of the
fact that they do not provide meals, it ultimately becomes the parents’
responsibility to ensure that their children’s nutritional needs are met.

Provisions Exist That Are Intended to Reduce the Administrative
Requirements of the Federal Breakfast and Lunch Programs

One reason charter schools responding to the survey cited for
choosing not to participate in the breakfast or lunch program was
that they do not have enough funding, staffing, or other resources to
fulfill the administrative requirements of these programs. However,
federal regulations include three provisions aimed at reducing
administrative requirements such as meal counting and claim
reimbursement associated with the programs.

As discussed in the Introduction, participating in the breakfast

or lunch program requires the school food authorities and local
educational agencies to perform various administrative tasks. For
example, federal regulations require each local educational agency
to provide meal benefit forms to families so that they can apply to
the agency for free or reduced-price meals for all children in their
household. In addition, local educational agencies must select

a sample of their approved household applications for free and
reduced-price meals on file as of October 1 and verify the eligibility
of the children listed. Finally, before submitting a monthly Claim
for Reimbursement to Education, each school food authority must
review the lunch count data, which includes the number of meals
served by type (free, reduced price, and paid) for each school under
its jurisdiction to ensure the accuracy of the claim.

Eight charter schools providing alternative meal programs stated
that they do not participate in the breakfast or lunch program
because they do not have enough staft and resources to fulfill

the administrative requirements of these programs. Specifically,

one charter school stated that it has a small number of students who
qualify for the lunch program and the amount of “man” hours needed
to fulfill the requirements and paperwork makes its participation

in the program economically unfeasible. The charter school also
stated that it would be less expensive for it to absorb the expense of
providing free and reduced-price lunches than to pay its personnel
to oversee the program. Another charter school stated that the
bureaucracy and staffing levels of the breakfast and lunch programs
do not allow for a small school to participate. The charter school also
stated that the programs do not cover all of the students who really
need to participate and do not provide enough food to realistically
meet the needs of its students. In addition, one of the 39 charter
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schools that does not provide meals to its students stated that
Education requires schools to submit three bids for food vendors with
the applications for the programs, and it has been able to identify only
one vendor that provides organic food.

Federal regulations outline three alternatives to the notification,
certification, and claim reimbursement procedures that school
food authorities and their schools must follow to receive federal
reimbursement for the meals they serve. These alternatives are
commonly referred to as Provision 1, Provision 2, and Provision 3.
The Table presents these three provisions.

Table

Alternative Provisions to Reduce the Administrative Requirements of the Federal School Breakfast Program and the
National School Lunch Program

PROVISION

DESCRIPTION

1

A school food authority of a school having at least 80 percent of its enrolled children determined eligible for free or reduced-price meals
may, at its option, authorize the school to:
« Publicly notify parents of enrolled children who receive free meals once every two consecutive school years instead of annually.
+ Reduce annual certification of children eligible for free meals to once every two consecutive school years.
- Count the number of free, reduced-price, and paid meals served to children in their schools as the basis for monthly

claim reimbursements.
A school food authority may certify children for free and reduced-price meals for up to four consecutive school years in schools that
serve meals at no charge to all enrolled children. This provision establishes a base year, which is generally the last school year that public
notifications to parents and eligibility determinations were made and meal counts by type were taken. The base year is the first year and is
included in the four-year cycle. This provision requires that:

+ Schools serve reimbursable meals to all children at no charge.

+ School food authorities pay, with funds from nonfederal sources, the difference between the cost of serving breakfast and lunch at no
charge to all children and the federal reimbursement.

« Schools take daily meal counts of reimbursable student meals by type during the base year and convert the counts to percentages. The
schools then use the percentages to calculate reimbursement claims in non-base school years.

- School food authorities, during the base year, review the meal count data for each school under their jurisdiction to ensure the accuracy
of the reimbursement claim. During non-base school years, they compare each school’s total daily meal counts to the school’s total
enrollment, adjusted by an attendance factor.

« School food authorities exclude the schools participating under this provision from their sample selection and verification of eligibility
during non-base school years.

A school food authority of a school that serves all enrolled children reimbursable meals at no charge during any period for up to four school

years may elect to receive federal cash reimbursement and commaodity assistance at the same level as the total amounts it received during

the last year that the eligibility determinations for free and reduced-price meals were made and meals were counted by type (generally
referred to as the base year). The base year immediately precedes but is not included in the four-year cycle. This provision requires that:

+ Schools serve reimbursable meals to all children at no charge during non-base school years.

« School food authorities pay, with funds from nonfederal sources, the difference between the cost of serving breakfast and lunch at no
charge to all children and the federal reimbursement.

« Schools take and retain daily meal counts of reimbursable meals they serve to children during the non-base school years. The school
food authority establishes an oversight system using the daily meal counts to ensure that participation has not declined significantly
from the base year.

« The California Department of Education or the school food authorities make annual adjustments for enroliment and inflation to the total
federal cash and commodity assistance received by the school in its base year.

« School food authorities, during the base year, review the meal count data for each school under their jurisdiction to ensure the accuracy
of the reimbursement claim. During non-base school years, school food authorities develop their own oversight system or compare each
school'’s total daily meal counts to the school’s total enrollment, adjusted by an attendance factor.

+ School food authorities exclude the schools participating under this provision from their sample selection and verification of eligibility
during non-base school years.

Source: Federal Regulation 7CFR245.9.
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These provisions have been in place for at least 15 years. Education
informs school food authorities about the provisions through its
management bulletins and information manuals on its Web site.

In addition, Education stated that it provides information on the
provisions to school food authorities during its annual training.
Thus, opportunities may exist for charter schools to participate in
the breakfast and lunch programs while reducing the administrative
burdens of these programs.

Recommendations

To ensure the reliability of the ConApp database fields related to
the number of students enrolled at the school level, the number
of those enrolled students who are eligible to receive free meals,
and the number of those students who are eligible to receive
reduced-price meals, Education should do the following:

+ Modify its ConApp database instructions to require local
educational agencies and direct-funded charter schools to
retain their documentation supporting the three data fields for
a specified period of time.

+ Establish an internal control process such as a systematic review
of a sample of the local educational agencies’ and direct-funded
charter schools’ supporting documentation.

To ensure the accuracy of the CNIPS database, Education should do
the following:

« Direct the school food authorities to establish internal control
procedures to ensure the accuracy of the application information
they enter into the CNIPS database.

+ Direct nutrition services to modify the tool used to review
a sample of the school food authorities’ schools to include a
procedure for verifying the accuracy of the CDS code and site
type reflected on the schools’ applications.

To ensure that it maximizes the benefits from the State’s investment
in the CNIPS database, Education should do the following:

+ Require the school food authorities to submit a monthly Claim
for Reimbursement for each site under their jurisdiction in
addition to their consolidated claims.

+ Establish a timeline for the school food authorities to comply
with the requirement.
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We conducted this audit under the authority vested in the California State Auditor by Section 8543

et seq. of the California Government Code and according to generally accepted government auditing
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives
specified in the scope section of the report. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.

Respectfully submitted,

ELAINE M. HOWLE, CPA

State Auditor
Date: October 21, 2010
Staft: Joanne Quarles, CPA, Audit Principal

Rosa Reyes

Michelle J. Baur, CISA
Ryan P. Coe, MBA
Mike Henson

Tina Kobler

Legal Counsel: ~ Donna Neville, Associate Chief Counsel

For questions regarding the contents of this report, please contact
Margarita Fernandez, Chief of Public Affairs, at 916.445.0255.
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Appendix A
CHARTER SCHOOLS' SURVEY RESPONSES

The Joint Legislative Audit Committee (audit committee) directed
the Bureau of State Audits (bureau) to identify charter schools
that provide meals but do not participate in the federal nutrition
programs and, for a sample of those schools, determine the types
of alternative nutrition programs they offer and how they deliver
the meals; the cost of meals to low-income students; whether the
program meets or exceeds the nutritional standards that apply

to traditional schools and, if not, what nutritional standards

the program follows; and why the charter school selected the
alternative nutrition program. Further, the audit committee
requested the bureau to identify those charter schools that do not
provide meals to their students and, for a sample of those schools,
determine how the schools accommodate the nutritional needs
of low-income students and the reasons the schools cite for not
providing meals, including any barriers that exist.

The Child Nutrition Information and Payment System (CNIPS)
database used by the Nutrition Services Division of the California
Department of Education (Education) did not include all

charter schools, directly and locally funded, participating in

the federal School Breakfast Program (breakfast program) or the
National School Lunch Program (lunch program). We also found
that the school food authorities do not always correctly identify
on their applications the type of school sites, such as public school
district, direct-funded charter school, or locally funded charter
school, participating in the breakfast and lunch programs. In
addition, we identified various data entry reporting errors by the
school food authorities. As a result, we found that the CNIPS
database is not sufficiently reliable to determine the exact number
of charter schools and their students participating in the breakfast
and lunch programs.

Although the Charter Schools Division retains the original source
documentation it uses for the Charter Schools Database in hard
copy, any subsequent changes to the database are submitted by the
schools through an annual information survey. The Charter Schools
Division does not retain the hard-copy survey documents, with the
exception of those for the years 2001 to 2003. Therefore, we could
not test data in the system against source documents. Further, we
ascertained that the Charter Schools Division does not conduct
audits or perform reviews of the information stored in its database.
We haphazardly selected a sample of 29 charter school applications
obtained from the files at the Charter Schools Division to ensure
that they were in the data we received. In all instances we were

able to find the unique identifier associated with a charter school.

October 2010
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However, we were not able to verify the charter school name in

six of 29 instances due to the lack of updated source documents.
Based on our testing and analysis, we determined the data obtained
from the Charter Schools Database to be of undetermined reliability
to reach an audit conclusion related to the number of active charter
schools in California.

Nevertheless, because they were the only databases available for the
purpose of our audit, we used the CNIPS database and the Charter
Schools Database for our review. Using these sources, we were

able to determine that of the 815 active charter schools identified

as of April 2010, 451 were participating in the breakfast or lunch
program and 151 provide instruction based outside the classroom
to their students, either online or independently. We surveyed the
remaining 213 charter schools to identify schools that provide an
alternative meal program and schools that do not provide meals to
their students, and we received responses from 133 charter schools.
Forty-six of the charter schools responding stated that they offer
their students an alternative meal program. Table A.1 provides a
summary of their responses, including a description of the meal
program, the prices for meals, how the charter schools ensure that
nutritional standards are met, the reason for choosing an alternative
nutrition program, and whether they believe the nutritional needs
of low-income students are being met.

In addition, 39 of the 133 charter schools responding stated that
they do not provide meals to their students. Table A.2 beginning on
page 46 provides a summary of their responses, including how the
charter school accommodates the nutritional needs of low-income
students, the reason why the charter school does not provide meals,
and whether they believe the nutritional needs of low-income
students are being met.



37

California State Auditor Report 2010-104

October 2010

“*abpd 1xau uo panuuod

¢LIW ONIFE 3HY SINIANLS
JWODNI-MO1T 40 SA3FIN TYNOLLIYLAN
JHL3IA3IT39 NOA 0A:NOILSIND THL
0L3SNOdS3H S,T00HIS HILYVHD

*SJUBPNIS SH
10},po0y [e31, sapinoid 1eyy weiboid

e ybnos jooyds ay] ;,|nyid,1am
sjuapnis Joj suondo ay |

'SJUPNIS SH
10}, pooy [eai, sapiroid 1eyy wesboad
e 1ybnos jooyds ayL ;,Inyind,

919M SIUBPNIS 10} suondo ay |

*SJUIPNIS SWODUI-MO|
M3} K19A sey os[e jooyds ay |
‘Juswsa|dwi 03 Jaises si weiboid
|eaw SA[RUIBY|E S, |00YS BY |

‘SOAIIRUIDY R 3SaY)
93U OYM S}UIPNIS 40§ SAYdUN|
934)-ud1n|b pue uebaa sapiroid
os[e |ooyds ay | ‘pooy diuebio
‘uelie}ahan SaAIIS [00YDS BY |

a1ewybiu, e si ssadoid uonedydde
(wesboid younj) weiboiyd
Ydoun Juspnis [euoneN YL

WvYY504d TVaW
JAILYNYILTY NV 3AINOYd OL ONISOOH)D
404 NOSVY3YH S, T00HDS Y43LUVHD

's|eaw adud-pasnpas

10 9214 4240 10U S0P [00YS 100Y2S J31ieY)
3y Aep 1ad pg€$ Sl youn 15114 Aoesay uofe |3
'sjeawl 3d1d-padnpal
10 9314 4240 J0U S0P [00YDS j00yYds
3y “Aep 1ad G/ 4$ St youn 1auey) Auaqi uofe) |3
“}aeus e apiroid
M |00Y2S Y3 ‘Ydun| aney
10U S30P JUBPNIS € JI JISIASMOH
's|eaw 3211d-padnpail 1o
9314 J240 J0U S0P |00YIS |euoneuIdu|
3y Aep 1ad pg€$ st youn £3]|eA ee|) elues dle1se)
1531 8y} sAed pun sjualeqd
5,J00Y2s 3y “ploye ued Aay)
JaAs1eYM JO Bulylou syl
Ked syuspnis swoduI-MoT] Awapedy
*Ajiep pied Ji g$ 1o aduenpe SHy bulwioyad
ul yyuow e sked juaied pue K1ojesedaild
ay3 Ji Aep sad ¢$ s1 youn 1se0dy}ION eledly

's|eaw s}l 4oy sabieyd
U ‘spO04 UOIIN|OASY 3d1d
3y} apinoid Jou pIp |00YdS Y|

J193U8) Bujules
Ayunwwo) ea epawe|y

STYIW 3IDNVIVE-T1IIM ANV SNOILIYLAN STV3IW 40 ID14d QOHL1IW AYIAITIA ANY JWVN TO0HDS ALD
3AI3D3Y SINIANLS LYHLIYNSNI OL WYHD0Ud T¥IW 40 NOILdI¥DSIa
TOOHIS ¥3LYVHD A9 A3HSIavLS
$34NA3Id04d 40 NOILdI¥DSIa

swiei6014 [ealy SA1IRUIBY|Y ARH 1By S|00YDS JaYiey) woi4 sasuodsay AsAing
L'V 3|qelL



California State Auditor Report 2010-104

October 2010

38

¢LIW ONIFE 3HY SINIANLS
JWODNI-MO1T 40 SA3FIN TYNOLLIYLNAN
JHL3IA3IT39 NOA 0A:NOILSIND THL
0L3SNOdS3H S,100HIS HILYVHD

3suadxa umo

S11 1€ S|eaWl 9y} SI9Y0 [00YDS 9y}
‘Swinueaw ay) u| ‘paroidde usaq
10U Sey Inq ‘sawli} |esands wesboad
youn| pue (weiboid isepjealq)
weibo.d I1sepjealg |0oydS [esapay
9y} ul jedidied o3 suonedydde
Pa1IWgNS Sey |00Yds ay |

‘weiboid jooyds

0} weq ayy u bunedpn.ed se yons
suondo sy buniojdxa si jooyds ay |
sawosuaping, 001 st swesboad
|eaw 91e1S pue [eIdPa) A1 J0)
spomiaded ay] "buipuny pue
|Suuosiad pajiwi| sey pue jooyds
J91JBYD M3U B ST [00YDS DY |

,SIUSPNIS BYL
J0 uo11EINP3 3Y1 0 E( 906 YdIYM
“IOpUSA 31 Woly A3uow ay) Jo
abejuadiad e s3a9b [ooyds ay3 pue
‘suondadsul yijeay yum buijesp

0U ‘|ooyds ay) J0j spasu buyjels
RJ1X3 OU ‘91SBM SS3| SI 213U} JOPUSA
ay1 01 Aljiqisuodsai ay3 o e
bunebajap Ag 1yoid paisem si pooy
paisem pue ‘ssauisng e buiuuni si
9 asnedaq Jopuan ay) ybnoiyl
Apuaidyys 10w paanqLIsIp sl pood,,

,/S1UBPNIS 3y}
JO uoneINP3 3y} 03 )deq S0H
Y2Iym I0puaA 33 wioly Asuow

9y1 Jo abejuadiad e 5196 [ooyds

3y pue ‘suondadsul yieay yum
Buijeap ou ‘|ooyds ay3 1oy spasu
Buyels e11xd ou ‘915em $S3| SI 331
J1opuan ay3 0} Ajiqisuodsal ay3 Jo
|le buniebajap Ag 1yoid paisem si
po0J pa1sem pue ‘ssauisng e buiuuni
SI19Y 95neI3q JOPUIA Y3 ybnoiyy
AuadLYd d10W PANGUISIp St pood,,

WVYY9504d TVaW
JAILYNYILTY NV 3AINOYd OL ONISOOH)D
404 NOSVY3YH S, T00HDS 43LUVHD

STYIW 3IDNVIVE-T1IIM ANV SNOILIYLAN
3AID3Y SINIANLS IYHLIYNSNI OL
TOOHIS ¥3LYVHD Ad @3HSITavLS
$34NA3Id04d 40 NOILdI¥DSIa

‘sjeaw d1d-pasnpal

pue 9.4 Joj Ajijenb syuspnis
5,J00Y2s ay3 Jo udsad G'g/
pue ‘sjeaw 1oy pabieyd buiaq
10U AJUd1IND 3Je S)UBPNIS

'SJUIPNIS S)

0} sjeaw a11d-padnpal 1o
931} 19}40 J0U S0P |00YDS
9YL"0§°€S styoun

‘s|eaw ad1d-pasnpal 1o

931} 1o} Aj1j1enb oym syuspnis
10y 92e|d ul uoisiroid e aney
10U S0P [00YIS BYL "05°LS
punose padud saydpun| ay3
40 Aquofew ay1 yum ‘05 €4
pue 00’1 $ usamiaq abues
sad1d youn| pue jsepealg

‘s|eaw ad1d-pasnpal 1o

931} 10y A}1jenb oym syuapnis
10} 92e|d ur uoisinoud e aney
10U S0P |00YIS dYL "05°LS
punose padud saydpun| ay3
40 Ayiofew ayy yum ‘05°e$
pue | $ usamiaqg abuel
sadud youn| pue 1sepjealg

STV3IW 40 ID14d

QOHL1IW AYIAITIA ANY
WYHD0Ud T¥IW 40 NOILdI¥DSIa

0ousaI{—|ooydS

ybIH a1n1d14 big ousal4
100Y2S J31ieY)
Youey 1sa104  youey 1sai04
100YdS Ja1ieY)
8- abeyaH opIpuods3
100yS YbIH
13)JeY) OpIpU0dS] opIpuods3
JWYN T00HDS ALD



39

California State Auditor Report 2010-104

October 2010

“*abpd 1xau uo panuuod

¢LIW ONIFE 3HY SINIANLS
JWODNI-MO1T 40 SA3FIN TYNOLLIYLNAN
JHL3IA3IT39 NOA 0A:NOILSIND THL
0L3SNOdS3H S,100HIS HILYVHD

'L 1-010Z 43k |edsy Joy weiboud
youn| ay3 u ajedpiyied o1 pajjdde
Sey [00Ys S| "UaYdIY [eIDIDWWOD
e 9ABY JOU PIp 3 95NeI3q 6007 AN
ur dois 03 wayy,padioy, Juswiiedap
y3jeay ay Inq ‘Aep A19A3 syuapnis
10§ pooy Huryew sem [0oyds ay |

'L 1-010Z 43k |edsy Joy weiboud
youn| ay3 u ajedpiyied o1 pajjdde
Sey [00Ys S| "UaYd1IY [BIDIDWWOD
e 9ARY JOU PIp 3 95NeI3q 6007 AL
ur dois 03 wayy,padioy, Juswiiedap
y3jeay ay Inq ‘Aep A19A3 syuapnis
10§ pooy Huiyew sem [0oyds ay |

‘elia)aed B
pue uaycpy [euoniesado ue aney
10U S0P |00YIS 3Y3 ‘UonIppe U]

*SJUSPNIS S} 0} Jefns pue siey suely

INOYHM SPOOJ 1UeHIO J3J40 O

*19A1[9p winwiujw
J10j 3uswdinba abeiols paiinbai ayy
ul Ind 03 p10JJe JouuRd |00YDS BY |

‘buipuad st
weiboud youn| 3y ul uonedidnied
10} uonedijdde s,jooyds ay |

WVYY9504d TVaW
JAILYNYILTY NV 3AINOYd OL ONISOOH)D
404 NOSVY3YH S, T00HDS Y43LUVHD

STYIW 3IDNVIVE-T1IIM ANV SNOILIYLAN
3AI3D3Y SINIANLS LYHLIYNSNI OL
TOOHIS ¥3LYVHD A9 A3HSIavLS
$34NA3Id04d 40 NOILdI¥DSIa

‘sjeaw ad1d-pasnpal

10 9314 40} Ay1lenb oym
syuapnis oy ade(d ui uoisinoid
e 9ABY 10U S90P [00YDS BY |
‘1§ pUB SJUd G UIMIDQ
9bues sadud ydeys ydeus sy
‘ezzid Jo 1|s @ 10} | § pue
03] B J0J SJUI 6 SI ydun

‘s|eaw ad1d-pasnpal 1o

931} 1o} Aj1j1enb oym syuspnis
10y 92e|d ul uoisiroid e aney
10U S0P |00Yds 3y “ezzid
JO 9D1|S B 4O 1§ SI yduN

*S|eaw d1d-pasnpal

10 9314 40} Aytjenb oym
syuapnis oy 9ade(d ui uoisiroid
© 9ARY 10U S0P |00YIS

9y "Aep sad Gz'€$ st youn

‘yaun| INOYIM
Jooys 03 awod A3y3 41 Aed 03
A|iqe jo ssa|piebal pay ale
SJUBPNIS 'SIUDD (G |euonIppe
ue 10} J91eM Jo dInf
aseydand syuapnis JIaAIMoH
*Aep 4ad 05°Z$ SIyoun

“Ayjenb oym

SJUBPNIS 3SOU) 0) 3.4 40 Aep
13d 51ud> O J0 9d1d padnpais
© 1 UDUN| SI1340 [00YdS

ay] "Aep 1ad €$ s1 youn

STV3IW 40 ID14d

QOHLIW AY3AITIA ANV
WVYY504d TVIW 40 NOILdIYISIA

9b93|j0)
03 skemyied

eladsaH

100Yds
ybIH ¥jemssor)

eladsaH

|o0yd>s

191eY) premAey
O LI0SS3UOI
YBQ Udp|oH

piemAeH

Awapeoy
110SSIUO BAIDIS

A3]|ep ssein

diysiapea
|eunauaidainug
pue dIAI 10y
Awapedy ousaly

ousal4

JWVN TO0HDS

ALD



California State Auditor Report 2010-104

October 2010

40

1IN ONIFE 3HY SINIANLS
JWODNI-MOT40 SAIIN TYNOILIYLNN
JHL3IA3IT39 NOA 0A:NOILSIND THL
0L13SNOdS3Y S,T00HDS YILUVYHD

‘weiboid ayy

99519A0 0} [9uuosiad Aed 03 ueyy
150D 9y} QIOSE 0) [00YDS BY) 40}
dnIsuadxa ss3| 13| ,/3|qIseajun,
weiboid ay3 ayew yiomiaded
pue syuswaiinbai weiboid youn|
9] "s|eaw 331d-padnpai pue
931} 10} A}ijenb oym syuapnis jo
Jaquinu |[ews e sey [00Ys dy |

|edaw ysauy 21ueblo ‘djoym

210W, & Y)IM SIu3pnIs apiaoid 0}
wel601d SAIRUIB}{E UR 3SN 0} 3S0YD
|00YDs 3y} /spuewap juaied, 03 ang

‘wesboud youn|

9y3 ui aedpiyied o1 parjdde sey
|00Y2s 3y ‘sjeaw apiaoid 0}

“2u] ‘Buiuig [ekoy yum paidesuod
uay) [ooyds ay] ‘maib uonejndod
S31 9sNe33q puny [esauab sy buisn
uni 03 |ooyds 3y} 40} dAISUAXa 00}
awedaq ue|d pasaisiuiwpe-J[as ay |

'SJUBPNIS AYL

03 sassed buryood pue Huluspieb
Buniayo sapnjpul jeys weiboid
younj 10y dAIsusya1dwod e uo
$395n20} Yd1ym ‘wiesboud piekjooyds
3(qIP3 SUONEPUNO 3SSIUR] ZYD)
941 Ylm pajel|yje st [0oyds sy |

'|o0Y3S SIppPIW
uognpny YybBnoays suapnis st
0} younj sapiaoid [00yds 3y |

“usydipy ays-uo
U 9ABY 10U S0P [00YDS BY |

WVYY9504d TVaW
JAILYNYILTY NV 3AINOYd OL ONISOOH)D
404 NOSVY3YH S, T00HDS 43LUVHD

STYIW 3IDNVIVE-T1IIM ANV SNOILIYLAN
3AID3Y SINIANLS IYHLIYNSNI OL
TOOHIS ¥3LYVHD Ad @3HSITavLS
$34NA3Id04d 40 NOILdI¥DSIa

‘Ay1jenb oym syuspnis asoyy
01 934} 10 Aep 1ad $3ud Of
40 9d1d padnpai e e youn|
SI9Y0 [00YDS 3Y] SIUIPNIS
apeib 8 pue / 1o} Aep 1ad
G8'€$ pue syuapnis apeib 9
ybnoiy3 uspiebiapuny 1oy
Kep ad 09°€$ S1younT

“SIUD O

Ajuo Aed youn| 9dud-pasnpai
10} Aj11enb oym syuapnis
‘Kep 1ad 0g°€$ SI youn

‘s|eaw s
10} sabieyd uj ‘buniaie)
Buiuig [ehoy dud ay3
apinoid Jou pip [00YdS

9y] 'sjeaw Joy Aed jou pip
SJU3PNIS ‘0L0Z YdJe|\ 01 JoLd

*Aj11enb oym syuapnis asoyy
039344 10 |$ 40 1id padnpal
® ] ydun| SI340 |00YdS

ay] Aep Jad G¢ si youny

‘sjeaw 104 Aed jJou op syuapnIs

“Ay1jenb oym syuspnis asoyy
0] S|eaW 924) JaY0 S0P Inq
youn| a31d-padnpai 3440 Jou
s90p [0oyds 3y Aep uad 6§
1oy suorniod [eaw Jabue| 19pIo
ued syuased Janamoy ‘Aep sad
$$ Aj91eWixoidde si youn

STV3IW 40 ID14d

QOHLIW AY3AITIA ANV
WVYY504d TVIW 40 NOILdIYISIA

II1H uebiop
4O [00YDS J3}IRYD

II'H uebiop

|00YS Jaliey)
|euoneusaiu|
9y1909

A3y |9p eulepy

j0oyds ybiy
J134ey) £oeba

saebuy so7

poomA|joH
1S9M—(00YdS
J191iey) Juowydie]

saebuy so7

[00YS
YbIH J331eYD) Y23]
/SHY Meysuai)

saebuy so7

|ooydS Ja1iey)
£3]|eA 210WIAAI

QI0WLIAIT

JWVN TO0HDS

ALD



41

California State Auditor Report 2010-104

October 2010

“*abpd 1xau uo panuiuod

¢1IW ONIFF 3HY SINIANLS
JWODNI-MOT40 SA3IN TYNOILIYLNN
3HL13A31739 NOA 0A :NOILSIND FHL
0L13SNOdS3Y S,T00HDS HILYVYHD

'SJUIPNIS JO
Jaquinu MOJ B YIM |[ews SI |ooyds
9y ‘sweiboid |esapay ay1 Jo
SsJuaWalinbal aAensiuIWpe ayy
Aynsn( 01 sjeaw ad1d-padnpai 1o 3244
10j Ajijenb oym syuspnis maj 00y

sey |o0Yds Y3 ‘UORIPPE U] S)UdPNIS
s)1 01,,suondo Ja1y3jeay, Jajo o

‘SJUSpNIS JO Jaquinu
MO] & Y3IM ‘[Jews sI jooyds ay |

"e11919)ed 9)IS-U0
UE 3ARY JOU S0P |00YDS 3Y |

‘weiboid youn| ay3 jo
1ied Auaund Jou s| jooyds ay |

Wi ul
weiboid younj ay3 yum Jjasu
ys1[0[eISd 01 3|qe 10U SBM |00YS DY |

"¥Z pue g| Jo sabe ay) usamiaq ale
SJUSPNIS SH asnedaq wesboid youn|
ay1 1oy, Aijenb Jou saop, [ooyds ay |

WVYY504d TVaW
JAILYNYILIV NV 3AINO¥d OL ONISOOH)D
404 NOSV3IY STOOHDS Y3LYVHD

STVIW 3IDNVIVE-1TTIM ANV SNOILIYLNN
3AI3D3Y SINIANLS LYHLIUNSNI OL
TOOH)S Y3L¥VHD A9 @3HSITav1s3
$34NA3ID04d 40 NOILdIHDS3Ia

*Ay11enb oym syuspnis asoyy
01934} 10 |$ Jo 3d1d padnpas
e 1B UdUun| SI340 [00YdS 3y |
*/8°1L$ 1 1|s 4ad ezzid jo
150D abeiane ay] “skepsan]
uo Buissaip Yyiim sjouied pue
ezz|d sapinoid jueineisal
[ed0] y “Aep uad Gz1$ Sl youn

‘sjeaw ad1id-pasnpal

10 9214 4o} Ay1j1enb oym
S)uapN3s 4oy dde(d ul
uoisinoid e 9y Jou sa0p
|00YIS By 7$ PUB SIUD 0§
u99M13q abues sadud pays
YPRUS BYL "GT' €S St ydun

‘s|eaw
9211d-padnpai 10 9314 40}
Ayijenb oym syuspnis soy adejd
ul uoisiroid e dAeY 10U S0P
|00Y2S YL 0§’ LS PuUB SIUd GT
usaMm1aq abues sadud yoeys
yoeus ay] “Aep sad €4 st youn

‘youn| ay}
0150 [N} Y3 JAA0D ||IM
|00Y2S 3y “‘Ydun| aAeY J0u
0p S1U3PNIS JI USAIMOH
‘s|eaw ad1d-pasnpal 1o

931} 10} AJijenb oym syuapnis
10y 92e|d Ul uoisiroud e

9ABY JOU S0P |00YIS dY |
‘Aep uad G774 st youn

*Ay1jenb oym syuapnis asoy} o3
921410 07" L$ 40 d1d padnpal
e 1 ydUn| SI3L0 [00YdS

ay] kep 4ad 0g°€$ st youn1

‘sjeaw 1oy Aed Jou op syuapnis

STVIW 40 ID1dd

QOHLIW AHIAITIA ANV
WVYY¥504d TVaW 40 NOILdIYISIA

Jooys Janiey)
Kleyusw|3
Ja10[dx3

obaiq ues

|00Y2S 3IPPI
Juey) asipeleq

asipeseq

Jooyps Janiey)
Anunwwod
Sua1piyd

asipeseq

“Ju| ‘asipeled
40 [00YdS
191BY) AASIYDY

asipeseq

|o0yd>s
ABojouyda] dyided

9leaabuel

Awapedy
Jaquiawisdio)
sdiod1nD

puepieQ

JWVYN TO0HIS

ALD



California State Auditor Report 2010-104

October 2010

42

‘sjeaw ad1d-pasnpal

10 9314 1o} Aj1jenb oym
sjuapnis oy ade(d ui uoisinoid
© 9ABY JOU S0P |00YIS DY}
‘Apuanin) 1| 4ad 05°z$ 18
skepsan| uo ezzid sapiroid

*SJUIPNIS S} 0}
S|eaw JaAI|Rp pue ‘asedaid ‘9103s

0} $321n0sa1 pue adeds A|dey Y} JOPUDA PU0I3S Y] JOPUIA 100Y>s ybIH
S)de| 31 asnedaq wesboud [esw Krewind ayy wouy paseydind s3jabuy so
SAIIRUID)|R S} BSOYD [00YDS BY | uaym Aep 1ad ¢ si youn J0 1104 01pad ues
‘wesboid |euapisas 100Y2S Ja1iey) odsiqo
SIY} 40} paiinbai ae sjeay ‘s|eaw 10} Aed Jou op syuapnI§ abuajjey) Ajzzun sin7 ues
'SJU3PNIS SWODUI-MO|
1oy 3|qejiee sdiysiejoyds
*SJUIPNIS 10§ SAYdUN| sey 3 Jeyy pajels jooyds
snonunu ‘Ayyjeay apinoid 01 Japio AYL 0SS PUR G/LS 100Y2S J31ieY) odsiqo
ul 3|qejieae s weiboud younj sy uaMm1aq abues sadud younT 94 PIUBS—3NAR||og sin7 ues
‘s|eaw ad1d-pasnpal Jo 334y
‘weibouid ajels e 10§ Aj1jenb oym syuapnis asoy}
ul d)edidiped oy syuapnis Huikyijenb 03 Yyoun| 2344 sapinoid jooyds j00Yds
ybnoua aAey 10U S0P [00YDS BY | 3y Aep 1ad Gz'#$ st youn 19uey) 1910351 950( Ueg

©.10},,MoO||e Jou Op, swelboid |esapay

*SJUIPNIS S,|00YdS Y3 JO
SPa3Uu 3Y) 193w A||ed11s1|eal 03, pooy

ybnous apiroid jou op, sweiboid
3y pue ‘a3edpised o3 jooyds |jews

‘s|eaw a2ud-padnpai

pue 2314 10 Aj1jenb syuapnis
5,/00Ys ay3 Jo Juadiad 08
pue ‘s3uspns 01 1503 Ou

Je papinoid a1e sjeaw ||y

9y3 ul dediyied 01 paiinbai sjaAd)
buyyeys pue , Loeidneaing,ayL

Awapedy
Buiuiea a1

odspueI4 UeS

'SJUIPNIS S} 0 S|ea
2211d-padnpai 1o 9314 190
10U S90p |00YDS 3Y] *G/°€S 18

¢LIW ONIFE 3HY SINIANLS
JWODNI-MO1T 40 SA3FIN TYNOLLIYLNAN
JHL3IA3IT39 NOA 0A:NOILSIND THL
0L3SNOdS3H S,100HIS HILYVHD

"S9AI}IPPE [eINJRUUN PUE SPOO) pasud saypun| ayj Jo Aiofew Jooyds
passad01d Jo 10| B 35N 31 3SNLdA] ay1 yum ‘Aep Jad 05$ pue 191eY) Awapesy
LAyyeayun, st weiboid s3o13s1p Y| 05°€$ U9aMIaq sabuel younT suoljeAouu] obaiqg ues
WY¥D0Yd TVIW STVIW QIDNVIVE-T1IM ANV SNOLLIYLAN STVIW 40 3D14d QOHLIW AYIAITIA ANV JWYN TOOHIS ALD
JAILLYNYILTY NV 3QIAOYd OLDNISOOH) 3IAI3D38 SINIANLS LYHL IUNSNE OL WY¥D0Yd TVIW 40 NOLLdI¥DS3a
404 NOSY3Y S,J00HIS HILYVHD T00HDS YILYVHD A8 A3HSIT8VLSI

$34NA3Id04d 40 NOILdI¥DSIa



43

California State Auditor Report 2010-104

October 2010

“*abpd 1xau uo panuiuod

¢1IW ONIFF 3HY SINIANLS
JWODNI-MOT40 SA3IN TYNOILIYLNN
3HL3A3I739 NOA 0A :NOILSIND FHL
0L13SNOdS3Y S,T00HDS HILYVYHD

'suo11e|NB3I pue S3|NJ [|e MO|[0) pue
sweiboud |esapay 3y 4oy yiomiaded
paJinbai ayy op 03 3jdoad aiy

01, ploye J0uued, [00YdS 3y |

‘buyyess jo

28] 5,]00Yds 9y} 01 anp Huibua|eyd
pue aAIsua}ul Joge| sem swesboid
|eJ3pay BY1 Y1IM paleidosse
somiaded sy ‘uonippe uj ‘suspnis
03 S9AIIS 31 pooy Jo Ayienb ayy
anosdwi 0} pajuem |ooyds ay |

“Jeak jooyds
1X3u sauldpinb sweiboid youn|
au1 buimo|o 3¢ [|1m [00yds By L

*SINSS| Y3|eay ,SIuapnis
93 ssai1ppe 0} pue s3|qe1aban
pue spooy,J3ysaiy, apiroid of

*sauldpING 1d13SIP

Buriayieyd sy smojjoy 1t ‘weiboid
|eaw dAlzeUIR) e Ue bulidyo

10U SI |00YDS 3y /Ajjed1uyday

‘9]qeabeuew 10w wasAs
9SNOY-Ul UB L JUSWSSINCWIDA
10} y1omiaded A1essadau a39|dwiod
0} 3w} 3y pue ‘weiboid youn|
33 40j 3|q1B1|3 SIUBPNIS JO
Jaquinu |[ews e sey 00Ys dY |

WVYY4504d TVaW
JAILYNY3LTV NV 3AIA0¥d OLONISOOHD
404 NOSY3Y S,JOOHDS Y3LYVHD

STVIW 3IDNVIVE-TTIM ANY SNOILIYLNN
3AI3D3Y SINIANLS LYHLIUNSNI OL
TOOHDS Y3LYVHD A9 AIHSIEVLSI
$34NA3ID0¥d 40 NOILdIHDS3Ia

“Aj1jenb oym

SJUDPNIS ASOU) 01 934} 10 GZ'L$
40 9d1d padnpai e e youn|
s19jo [ooyds ay] *Aep uad
05°Z$ @12 Ydun| pue 1sepjealg

‘Ay1jenb oym syuspnis asoyy
016/°1$ Jo @ud padnpas

© 1B UDUN| SI13}40 [00YdS

3y “Aep 13d 0SS SIyoung

'saypun| adnd-pasnpal 1o
931} 10y A}1jenb oym syuapnis
10} youn| ayy saseydind
(0S1d) uoneziuebig Juspnis
13ydea] Judled,S|ooyds ay |
‘05°L$ 40y ezZ1d JO 3D1|S B IO
9913UD eAIX3 ue dseydind
ued SJUIPNIS JISAIMOH

‘Kep 1ad 0g°€$ SI youn

'sleaw 4oy Aed Jou op syuapnI§

'SU3PNIS J9Y10 SN
01 Ydun| 340 10U SA0P |00YIS
3y 19bpnq jooyds sy Huisn
yaun| J1ayy Joj Gz z$ sked
Jjooyds ay3 ‘weiboid youn|
ay3 u1 bunedpn.ed Ajsnoiaaid
9J9M OYM SIUIPN]S J04

‘s|eaw d1d-pasnpal 1o

921} Joj Aj1jenb oym syuspnis
950y3 0} Ydun| 3314 sapiroad
|00YIS BYJ “7$ PUB SIUID 0G
u9am1aq abuel sadud youn

STVIW 40 ID1dd

QOHLIW AYIAITIA ANY
WYHD0ud T¥IW 40 NOILdI¥DSIa

Jooyds Ja3iey)
owla]-3jepuaney

owd

Ka1a1u0py
0 |0oyd>s
|euoneusdu|

aplIseas

Jooyds Janiey)
K3||ep zou, erURS

73U, elURS

Jooyds Janiey)
191U) hulules]
192435 pIy

esoy ejueg

100y3S YbIH
Jauey) ssaidAy

zn.1) ejueg

SYVEIN!
40 [00YdS YBIH
£funo) abueig

euy ejues

JWYN TO0HIS

ALD



California State Auditor Report 2010-104

October 2010

44

¢LIW ONIFE 3HY SINIANLS
JWODNI-MO1T 40 SA3FIN TYNOLLIYLNAN
JHL3IA3IT39 NOA 0A:NOILSIND THL
0L3SNOdS3H S,100HIS HILYVHD

RUCTVESTIG[ITEY]
1o} uonedijdde s jooyds ayy ,1dadde
03 asnyal, [uoiesnp3 Jo Juswiiedag
elul0y1|ed] 3@ pue yasn syl

*SJUDPNIS S,|00LS DY)
40 SaNss| Y3[eay 3y} o3 puodsal o]

*SJUBPNIS 0}
210U ,43313q pue J3Ysaly, & 1340 O]

'SJUSPNIS 0}
210 ,43113q pue J3Ysaly, & 1340 Of

*SJUIPNIS 0}
DI0YD, 191137 pue JaYsaly, € 1940 o]

WVYY9504d TVaW
JAILYNYILTY NV 3AINOYd OL ONISOOH)D
404 NOSVY3YH S, T00HDS 43LUVHD

STYIW 3IDNVIVE-T1IIM ANV SNOILIYLAN
3AID3Y SINIANLS IYHLIYNSNI OL
TOOHIS ¥3LYVHD Ad @3HSITavLS
$34NA3Id04d 40 NOILdI¥DSIa

*Aj1jenb oym syuapnis sy

0} s|eaw 9344 10 3dud-padnpai
S19J0 1 Jey} pajels os|e
Jooyds ay] “ydpun| pue
Jsepjealq 1oy sabieyd 3 d>ud
3y apinoad Jou pIp 3 Ing
‘looypds Agueau e se aindnis
Buidid swes 3y} smoj|o}

31 1oy} pales [00yds Sy |

*SUSpN3s si Jo Jusdiad O/

03 ydun| 3314 sapiroad jooyds
3y Aep 1ad ¢ si youn|

pue Aep 1ad z$ sl 1sepjeaig

‘Ay11enb oym syuspnis
950y} 03 9344 J0 dd1d nusw
93 JJO Jjey Jo dud paonpal
e 1B UdUuN| SI340 [00YdS 3Y |
‘sJuapnis apelb 7 1oy Kep
13d €$ pue syuspnis speib
€ Ybnouyy usriebispuny
1oy Aep 1ad 05°$ St ydun
"Aep 1ad €¢ pue | usamiaq
abuel sadud 1sepealg

‘SJUAPNIS
100Y2S Ja1ieY) A19A0SIg dY1
0} PAAJIIS YDUN| dWES Y}
JAI13 S|eaw dd1d-padnpal
pue 931} 1oy Ajijenb oym
SJUBPNIS "0G°ES PUB SIUD 0S
uaam1aq abuei sadud youn
‘Kep Jad €4 pue | $ usamiaq
abues sadud Jsepjealg

‘puny jesauab sy buisn

s|eaw 9.y 3y} 4oy sked jooyds
9y] Ajijenb oym syuapnis
950y) 01 9344 10 d1d nusw
93 J§0 J|ey jo dud pasnpal

© 1B UDUN| SI30 [00YDS

9y Aep 1ad G/'€$ sl youn
‘Kep Jad €¢ pue | $ usamiaq
abuel sdud 1sepjealg

STV3IW 40 ID14d QOHL1IW AYIAITIA ANY
WYHD0Ud T¥IW 40 NOILdI¥DSIa

ybiH sa11eY)
Anunwwod
weybuiwig

sAnN uep

|00YdS Ja1eY)
SaquL IIy

191Ud) A3)|eA

Jooyds Janiey)
Klewid

Koel)

|00YS J33ieYD)
wniuus|N

foel)

100Y2S Ja1iey)
19102510

foel)

JWVN TO0HDS

ALD



45

California State Auditor Report 2010-104

October 2010

‘sasuodsai [euihblio ,s|ooyds Jayieyd
3y} 03 sabueyp [el0HPS SpeW NeaINd 3Y3 ‘sadURISUL SWOS U] *S3YS G 19Y3 BUIMBIASI 10 S[ooyds a3 BurldeIuod se yans sainpadoid dn-mojjoy pawioyiad neaing ay ‘sasuodsal Sjooyds Ja3ieyd ay3 Ajlied o] 910N

*A3AINS SIUSPNIS |00YDS J33IBYD JO SPISN [BUORLINN (Ne3INng) SHPNY 91elS Jo Neaing 0} sasuodsal S|ooyds Jaey) :$2In0S

SIIIH pue|poop
121S3YDUIM
eISIA
£13W DNI3g 34V SINIANLS WY¥D0Yd TVIW STVIW QIINVIVE-T1IM ANV SNOLLIYLAN STVIW 40 1Y QOHLIW AYIAITIA ANY JWYN T00HIS ALD
JWODNI-MOT 40 SATIN TYNOILIYLAN JAILYNYILTY NV 3AIAOYd OL ONISOOHD 3JAIFD3Y SINIANLS LYHLIYNSNI OL WYYD0Yd TVIW 40 NOILdI¥DSIA
JHLIAII3E NOA 0 NOILSIND THL 404 NOSY3Y S;I00HDS HILUYHD T00HDS YILYVHD Ad AIHSITEVLSI

0L3ISNOdS3H S,T00HIS HILYVHD $34NA3ID0Yd 40 NOILdIEDS3a



California State Auditor Report 2010-104

October 2010

46

&¢13W DNIFE 34V SINIanlLs
JWOINI-MO140 SAIIN TYNOILIYLNN IHLIAIITIE NOA OA

*pooy 3AI3s pue ‘dledaid ‘21035 03 3|qe|ieAe

JO>}28| 3y} 03 aNp s|eaw dpiAcid Jou S30pP [00YdS dY |

EETMITRLEN Kwapedy

S)y duessieusy  s9abuy so

“ua1pjIyd

S[eaw 4O a1ed e} 0} ISP Ay} Passaldxa syuased ay|

113y3 1oy
|ooydS Jauey) UBdQ  S3|RbuY SO

*SJUBPNIS Gy
UBY) 19M3} SBY pue [[ews KI9A s 00YdS 3y |

100Y2S ybIH
1311eY)) J919AIY BY1 3IS0Y yoeag buo1

*S|eaw 3y} JO 50 [en)de

9y} pue sajel Juswasinquias sweiboid [esaw [e1apay |00YDS Ja1ieY)
93 U3IMIDQ DIUIIYIP DY I0SGR Jouued [00YdS 3Y | Anunwwo) A1njus) pooma|buj
‘younj Joy
SWIOY W0 0} UIP|IYD JIdy3 Juem syuaied ay | Jooypds Jaiey) e awny awny
Awapedy Aiojeredaly
*USYDMY| B SABY 10U S0P |00YDS BY | Alejuswia|g aulape] euadsay
"USYdMY PayILId
e dojaAap 03 Aauow spasu jooyds ay | |00y J31ieY) YeQ an|g oIy
‘weiboid younj Jo (weiboid 1sepyeaiq)
weiboid Isepjeaig jooyds [e1apay ay3 ul bunedpiped uonednp3 anlssaiboiyd
U] P91S231UI JOU SI9M S3I|ILUR) SIUSPNIS dY | Jo Awiapedy ojjuewe) o||ewe)
"USYdMY [B1IUDD
s,1013s1p Hurosuods ay3 woly pooy ,ui-payded,
3y} Ul 33edidiied 03 JUBM JOU OP OYM pUE S|eaw |ooyds Ja1iey)

9211d-paonpal Jo 3314 40} Ajijenb 10u op oym suapnIs
10J s|eaw aseydind 01 p1oye J0uued [00YdS BY |

PUISIQ [00YS PaYIUN
£3]|e/\ OzUBIOT UBS  puOWOT USg

‘wesboid youn| ay3 uieisns o0} Moj

00) sem uonedidiyied Jusapnis asnedaq uonedidiied
S} PANUIIUOISIP [00YDS B} JI9ASMOH sieak A[iea syl
ul (weiboud younj) weiboid younijooyds [euoneN
S,12L3SIp [00Yds 3Y) ul pajedidipied jooyds 3y

STVIW 3AINOYd LON S30A TOOHIS IHL AHM

Kwapedy
000 221040/ UID)Y playsiaxeg
SIN3ANLS IWOINI-MOT40 SN JWVYN T00HDS ALD

TYNOILIYLNN FHL ILYAOWIWOIDY TO0HDS HNOA S30d MOH

SJU3PNIS 413Y ] 01 S|\ SPIAOIJ JON O( Iy S|O0YDS Ja3iey) woi4 sasuodsay AsAIng
'y olqel



47

California State Auditor Report 2010-104

October 2010

“*abod 1xau uo panujuod

&¢1IW DNIZE 3HY SIN3ANLS
JWODNI-MO1T 40 SA33N TYNOILIYLNN FHL IAIIT38 NOA OA

‘wesboid youn| e ysijqelss 03 buipuny ay syde|
0S[e |00YS 9y "BLI91DJed B 9ARY 10U SIOP [00YDS BY |

‘wesboid youn| e ysijqelss 03 buipuny ay syde|
0S[e |00YS Y] “BLI91DJLd B 9ARY 10U SIOP [00YDS BY |

9suodsal oN

9suodsal oN

,/S3U3pN3S S) 03 sjeaw buipiroad
INOYUM AJUSIDLJS 2I0W UNJ URD [00YDS BY) SWIIS ],

*U3YDIDY| B IABY JOU S30P [00YdS Y|

‘sjeaw Bupiaoid wouy jooyds Y3 Juanaid sadioyd [eaw
a3 pue sweiboid ydun| pue Isejiealq ayl JO 1503 ay |

‘AY1j19B) © 4O YDB| Y} PUB }SOD ,BAISSIIXS, Y|

*a2eds AM|1De4 9ARY JOU S30P [00YdS DY |

STY3IW 3AIAOYd LON S30d TOOHDS IHLAHM

&¢SLN3IANLS IWOONI-MO1 40 SA3aN
TVYNOLLIYLNN FHL ILYAOWWOIIY TOOHIS YNOA SI0Ad MOH

j0oyds ybiy
Jo)ley) puepieQ puepeQ
Awapedy Ja1iey) puepeQ puepeQ
1ooyds ybiH Awapedy
diysiapea puepjeQ 1se3 puepeQ
Kwapedy diysiapesa]
puepeQ ise3 puepeQ
|1 |00Yy2S Ja1ey)
J1|gNd UeIpu| uedLIBWY puepeQ
SUY 9y}
Jo jooyds A1) epeasN A1) epensp
|00ydS abplig dU0lS edep
Awapedy £3]|eA 1ea1n 01S9pO
|00Y2S Ja1ieY)
|euoneusdlu| AJUNO) T UMOII|PPIN
JWVYN T00HDS ALD



California State Auditor Report 2010-104

October 2010

48

&¢1IW DNIZE 3HY SIN3ANLS
JWODNI-MO17 40 SA33N TYNOILIYLNN FHL IAIIT38 NOA OA

'sjeaw apiaoid 03 uaydypy 3enbape
ue aAeY 10U s30p ey} AH|1dey e buised) st j0oyds ay |

‘wesbouid youn|

e 9z|pIsgns 01 spuny ybnous aAeY 10U SI0P 1 pue
‘youn| 9d1d-paonpal pue 3314 10} Ajijenb oym
SUBPNIS M3} AIA SBY |00YIS D] ‘PINUIIUOISIP SeM
11 syuapnys pue syualed Jo 1sanbai ay) 1 1nq ‘panieIs
1514 31 usym wesboid ydun| e paiago |ooyds ay |

'sjeawl Huipiroid wiouy 31 Juanaid ‘pakanins
se ‘uoljeddryied Mo pue 3503 Jey) pajess [00yds ay |

‘uolsiAIadns jeuonippe pue weiboid IAISS
P00y e Jusawa|dui 03 Jjels paywi| Sey [00yds ay |

‘wesboid younj ayy 1oy
Aj1lenb oym syuapnis Jo Jaquunu moj e sey |0oyds ay |

‘weiboid younj e apiroid 03 Buipuny Aue aa1d31
10U S0P |00YIS DY} PUB SYUIPNIS S| 0} S|eAW dAIIS
10 21edaid 03 Sa1|1DBY BY) ARY 10U S0P [00YDS dY |

*U3YD11Y| B 9ABY JOU SI0P [00YdS dY |

*SJUSPNIS S} 0} S|eaw
>k} B3 SARY JOU S0P |00YdS 3Y |

"92IAI3S P00} 10} HurdeIIU0d
1noge 1sIp bunosuods s) yum anbojeip e unbaqg
Sey |ooyds 9y "eLI91ded e dABY 10U SIOP [00YDS BY |

*SJUBPNIS SH 0} S|BAW SIS 40 d1edaid
0} 9|qe|I_AR SD1}[1DB} DY} SABY JOU S0P [00YIS Y|

STY3IW 3AIAOYd LON S30d TOOHDS IHLAHM

&¢SLN3IANLS IWOONI-MO1 40 SA3aN
TVYNOLLIYLNN FHL ILYAOWWOIIY TOOHIS YNOA SI0Ad MOH

Jooyps 31e163)]0) dyided zn1) ejues
Awapedy

Kiojesedaid Aysianiun 950( ues
Jooyps Janiey)

Kio1esedaid Aeg yinos 950( ues
Awapedy

£3]|ep O3uIdE[ UBS ojupe[ ueg

|00Y2S UapIeD) eiRY obaiq ues
100yS YbIH

Aunwwo?) A3uno) 1S9\ puowydiy
Jooyds 433iey) A19A03sIQ

J39A1Y OlUBWRIDRS Hn|g pay

J1931U) Buuiea] qnp

UIRIUNOI\ BUld

ueIUNO duld

|00Y2S J21ieY) YeQ dAI7 ewin|elad
|00Y2S Ja1iey)
Keg fa193u0)y  dn0ID dYIdRY
JWYN TO0HDS ALD



49

California State Auditor Report 2010-104

October 2010

"suolisanb Aanins Bululewas ay3 Jamsue 03 J0u 3soyd
|00US Y3 1SAIMOH "S)USPNIS S 10j wesboid [eaw dA1zeUIR) e Ue 3pIAoid Jou pip pue wesboid youn| 1o 3sepeaid ay3 ul aledidiied Jou pIp 3 3ey3 pajedipul 3suodsas A3AINS S, |00YIS J33IeYD) JBIS PURIPOOM YL «

‘sasuodsal euihlio,s|ooyds Jayieyd
3y} 01 sabueyp |eli0}IPa Spew Neaind Ay} ‘sadueIsUl SWOS U| 'Sa)s GIA 1I9Y3 BuIMalnaL 1o sjooyds ay3 Burdejuod se yons sainpadoid dn-mojjoy pawioiad neaing sy ‘sasuodsai s|ooyds Jalieyd ay3 Ajlie o] 910N

*A9AINS SIUBPNIS [00YDS J3IBYD) JO SPAN [RUOIIINN (NBING) SHPNY 31e1S JO Neaing 03 sasuodsal s|ooyds Ja1ey) :S32Inos

'sleaw apinoid o3 ‘a|qejieae Sy [_N}ND pue UG

128 9ARY I SIOP JOU ‘PIOJL JOUURD [00YDS Y| 30 Awapedy aiowedks 1ewop|Im
“uayd e
aAeY 10U S30p 1ey) A)|1Dej e Buises| S| [0oyds ay | Awapedy esoy ejues Tewop|im

*3|qe|IeAR USYdIY
10 B1ID}3JLD B dARY JOU SIOP [00YDS BY |

|00YDS LI0SSIIUO
jead a|bey  yaa.1d Inujep

'saydun| diuebio

‘snofunu apiAoad o3 Bul|jim J0pUdA [e20] U0 A|Uo
91830 0} 3|qe U SBY [00YDS dY] "SIOPUIA 334y}
W04} SpIq Ule1go 03 [00Yds 3y} aiinbai sweiboid
youn| pue isepieaiq ay3 ui uonedpnied Joy ssadoid

uonedijdde suonesnp3 jo Juawnedaq eluloylje) Ayl |00Y2S J31IeYD) 917 JO 934 yenin

*USYDIY JO BLIS1SJED B SARY 10U S90P |00YDS BY | 100Y2S Ja1ieY) YeQ Janly yenin
K1eyuswa|3 Abojouyda|

*uayd1| Huiyiom e 9ABY 10U S0P [00YdS BY | pue s}y SMOpe3|\  SyeQ puesnoy|
£|00YdS 191Iey)

"asuodsai oN e} pue|poop ewIouos

HEEVEINES

10 '210s ‘21edaid 03 SUBSW BY) 4O USYDIY [EIISWWOD
© 9ABY 10U S0P [00YDS BY] “SD1[178) PR)UI

‘palWI| AISA Ul P31RDO] SI PUB [[eWS SI [00YdS 3y |

Jooyds Jayiey) abpryuns jodolseqas

'SJUSPNIS JaY10
s)1 10y Buipuey pue abe10}s Pooy djes INSUI 0} |ooyps 1a1iey)
ey BulAISS 33enbape aAeY 10U S0P [00YS BY | juspuadapuj |odoiseqas |odoiseqas

‘sjeaw apinoud

03 buipuny pue sani|1ey uoiiesedaid pooy sadoid syr
S)e| 0S| [00YdS 3Y] “S|eaw dd1id-padnpal J0 331y

]9 SIUIPNIS JO JSGUINU MO| B SeY |00YIS DY |

|00yds Jaiey) abejjiA esoy eyues

&¢13W DNIFE 34V SINIanlLs STVIW 3AINOYd LON S30A TOOHIS IHL AHM &¢SIN3ANLS IWODNI-MOT 40 SA3aN JWVN T00HDS ALD
JWOINI-MO140 SAIIN TYNOILIYLNN IHLIAIITIE NOA OA TYNOILIYLNN FHL ILYAOWWOIDY TO0HDS HNOA S30d MOH



50 California State Auditor Report 2010-104
October 2010

Blank page inserted for reproduction purposes only.



California State Auditor Report 2010-104
October 2010

Appendix B

STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS AND OPINIONS ON
WHETHER CALIFORNIA’S CHARTER SCHOOLS MEET THE
NUTRITIONAL NEEDS OF THEIR LOW-INCOME STUDENTS

The Joint Legislative Audit Committee (audit committee) directed the
Bureau of State Audits (bureau) to survey key stakeholders on
whether they believe charter schools are adequately providing
nutrition to low-income students eligible for free or reduced-price
meals. The bureau identified the following key stakeholders
through its discussion with staff from the California Department
of Education (Education): California Food Policy Advocates, the
California School Nutrition Association, the California Association
of School Business Officials, and the California Charter Schools
Association. Table B summarizes the mission of each stakeholder
and provides the bureau’s summary of the comments and opinions
of their representatives.

Table B
Bureau of State Audits’ Summary of Stakeholder Comments and Opinions

STAKEHOLDER MISSION COMMENTS AND OPINIONS
California Food Policy CFPA is a statewide public policy and
Advocates (CFPA) advocacy organization dedicated to

improving the health and well-being of
low-income Californians by increasing
their access to nutritious and affordable
food. CFPA employs a variety of
strategies to develop and implement
public policies that recognize the

value of adequate nutrition and its
fundamental contribution to good
health and development, education,
and productivity.

California School Nutrition = The CSNA provides its members resources

Association (CSNA) for quality school nutrition programs
and services as partners in academic
achievement. Two of the CSNA's goals
are to promote professionalism of school
nutrition and to increase public and
legislative awareness that child nutrition
and academic achievement go hand
in hand.

continued on next page. ..
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STAKEHOLDER MISSION COMMENTS AND OPINIONS
California Association CASBO is a statewide professional
of School Business organization serving California.
Officials (CASBO) CASBO provides its individual, district,

and county office members with
professional development, influential
advocacy, vital information, and

crucial networking opportunities.

The mission of CASBO is to set the
standard for best business practices and
policies that support public education
through high-quality professional
development and effective advocacy,
communication, and collaboration.

California Charter Schools  The association is the membership and
Association (association)  professional organization serving charter
schools in California. The mission of the
association is to lead the charter public
school movement in California in order
to increase the number of students
attending high-quality charter schools.

Sources: Interviews conducted by the Bureau of State Audits.

* Proposition 39 states that each school district shall make available, to each charter school operating in the school district, facilities sufficient for the
charter school to accommodate all of the charter schools in-district students in conditions reasonably equivalent to those in which the students
would be accommodated if they were attending other public schools of the district. Facilities provided shall be contiguous, furnished, and equipped,
and shall remain the property of the school district. The school district shall make reasonable efforts to provide the charter school with facilities near
to where the charter school wishes to locate, and shall not move the charter school unnecessarily.
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(Agency comments provided as text only.)

California Department of Education
1430 N Street
Sacramento, CA 95814-5901

October 6,2010

Elaine M. Howle, State Auditor®
Bureau of State Audits

555 Capitol Mall, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Howle:
Subject: Response to Bureau of State Audits Draft Audit Report No. 2010-104

This is the California Department of Education’s (Education) response to the Bureau of State Audits’ (BSA)
draft audit report titled, California’s Charter Schools: Some Are Providing Meals to Students, but a Lack of Reliable
Data Prevents the Department of Education From Determining the Number of Students Eligible for or Participating
in Certain Federal Meal Programs.

Recommendations for Education’s Consolidated Application Data System:

To ensure the reliability of the Consolidated Application (ConApp) database fields related to the number of

students enrolled at the school level, the number of those enrolled students who are eligible to receive free
meals, and the number of those students who are eligible to receive reduced-price meals, Education should
do the following:

1. Modify its ConApp database instructions to require local educational agencies (LEAs) and
direct-funded charter schools to retain their documentation supporting the three data fields for a
specified period of time.

2. Establish an internal control process such as a systematic review of a sample of the LEAs and
direct-funded charter schools’ supporting documentation.

Education’s Comments and Corrective Actions:
1. Education will modify its ConApp instructions to require LEAs and direct-funded charter schools
to retain documentation supporting the three data fields in accordance with state and federal

records retention requirements.

2. Education will consider establishing an internal control process to review a sample of the LEAS' @
and direct-funded charter schools’ supporting documentation.

*  (alifornia State Auditor's comments begin on page 57.
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Recommendations for Education’s Child Nutrition Information and Payment System:

To ensure the accuracy of the Child Nutrition Information and Payment System (CNIPS) database, Education
should do the following:

1. Direct the school food authorities (SFA) to establish internal control procedures to ensure the
accuracy of the application information they enter in the CNIPS database.

2. Direct its Nutrition Services Division (NSD) to modify the tool used to review a sample of
the school food authorities schools to include a procedure for verifying the accuracy of the
county-district-school (CDS) code and site type reflected on the schools’ applications.

3. Discontinue allowing the school food authorities to combine each site under their jurisdiction before
they enter information on the number of students approved for free and reduced-price meals into
the CNIPS database.

Education’s Comments and Corrective Actions:

1. To ensure the accuracy of the CNIPS application information, each CNIPS application includes
a “certification” check box which SFAs must check in order to submit the application. The
certification reads in part:“l certify under penalty of perjury that the information on this
application form is true and correct to the best of my knowledge!In addition to this certification,
Education will post a notice on the first screen of the CNIPS advising sponsors of their
responsibility to ensure the information they provide is accurate.

To further ensure the accuracy of application information, Education will include a clause in

the annual instructions reminding SFAs of their responsibility to ensure the CNIPS information
they provide is accurate. The annual instructions will recommend a second person review the
information before submittal. Education will also clarify that charter schools should be identified
as such and not as public schools.

2. Full implementation of CNIPS is targeted for December 2010; thereafter, NSD plans to run weekly
data matches against the public school directory at both the SFA and site level, and identify
@ anomalies. The CDS code matches data within the public school directory, which includes charter
schools. When a CDS code is entered in CNIPS, the CNIPS provides the name of the matching
charter school from the public school directory.

When new SFAs and sites are entered into CNIPS, the NSD obtains information from the

public school directory for each site and enters the CDS code into CNIPS. For new applicants,

if the site name/address provided by the SFA does not match the name/address provided

by the directory, the NSD informs the SFA to contact Education’s Data Management Division

and the Charter School Division to update their information in the public school directory in order
to be considered for approval.
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3. Education will work with the SFAs to transition to site level reporting by the beginning of next
school year. For new SFAs, Education will consider requiring site level reporting immediately.

To ensure that it maximizes the benefits from the State’s investment in the CNIPS database, Education should
do the following:

1. Require the school food authorities to submit a monthly Claim for Reimbursement for each site
under their jurisdiction in addition to their consolidated claims.

2. Establish a timeline for the school food authorities to comply with the requirement.
Education’s Comments and Corrective Actions:

1. To maximize the schools districts’acceptance with the automated system, Education initially
required sponsors to report at the sponsor level, but the school districts could still elect to report
at the site level. When CNIPS is fully implemented in December 2010, Education will begin
working to require site level reporting for all school districts. However, currently, some school
districts do not have the capability of uploading large amounts of site level data without manually
keying in the data for each school site.

2. Education will work with the SFAs to transition to site level reporting by the beginning of next
school year. For new SFAs, Education will consider requiring site level reporting immediately.

Education’s Comments Addressing Potential National School Lunch Program Barriers
Meal Quality

The report indicates that for three out of five charter schools visited, meals were provided outside of

the federal meal programs because they “wanted to provide fresher, healthier food choices to their

students than the breakfast and lunch programs provide! However, Education believes that this statement
infers a significant misunderstanding of the meal programs among charter schools. Specifically, the

U. S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) sets minimum nutrition standards for the meals served, and provides
federal reimbursement for each meal meeting these minimum standards. The USDA standards allow SFAs
significant flexibility in the meals they choose to serve, and many SFAs provide healthy and appealing meals
that are popular with students while complying with USDA standards.

Program Administration

The federal meal programs are complicated to administer, and many small school districts and charter
schools have difficulty administering them. An option exists in state statute (California Education

Code Section 41980) that allows school districts to form Joint Power Authorities (JPAs) for the specific
purpose to jointly administer the meal programs. However, charter schools are not specified as being
included in this state statute; therefore, Education has worked with charter schools to find other options.
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For example, charter schools are allowed to be “sites” under the umbrella of one charter school that serves
as the actual SFA. Education piloted this approach with Aspire Charter Schools, which had about 22 other
Bay Area charter schools under their administrative umbrella.

To help educate charter schools on the state and federal meal programs, Education has submitted a budget
change proposal requesting additional resources, including a “charter school liaison,"to provide the technical

assistance needed to increase meal program participation among charter schools.

If you have any questions regarding this subject, please contact Kevin W. Chan, Director, Audits and
Investigations Division, by phone at 916-323-1547 or by e-mail at kchan@cde.ca.gov.

Sincerely,
(Signed by: Geno Flores)

GENO FLORES
Chief Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction



Comments

CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR’S COMMENTS ON THE
RESPONSE FROM THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT
OF EDUCATION

To provide clarity and perspective, we are commenting on the
response to our audit report from the California Department of
Education (Education). The numbers below correspond to the
numbers we placed in the margin of Education’s response.

In response to our recommendations, Education states that it

will “consider” establishing an internal control process to review

a sample of local educational agencies’ and direct-funded charter
schools’ supporting documentation and will “consider” requiring
site-level reporting immediately. We look forward to Education’s
60-day response for a more definitive decision regarding its intent
to implement our recommendations.

Education’s alternative approach to implementing our
recommendation raises concerns for us. Specifically,

our recommendation on page 32 of the report is aimed at
ensuring that the county-district-school (CDS) code and

the site type entered into the Child Nutrition Information

and Payment System (CNIPS) database by the school food
authorities are accurate. In its response Education stated that,
once it implements fully the CNIPS database, it will run weekly
data matches against the public school directory at both the
school food authority and site level. However, during the audit
Education did not present its plan of performing weekly data
matches against the public school directory to us. In fact, as
reflected on page 23 of the report, Education’s Nutrition Services
Division (nutrition services) stated that it is the charter schools’
responsibility to enter the CDS code into the CNIPS database. In
addition, as reflected on page 20, when applying to participate

in the federal School Breakfast Program (breakfast program) and
National School Lunch Program (lunch program), a school food
authority must complete an application for each of its school
sites, and in doing so must indicate the site type. Our primary
concern with Education’s alternative approach to addressing our
recommendation is that Education did not include in its response
the internal controls it has in place to ensure the information in the
public school directory is accurate. For example, Education stated
that, when new school food authorities and sites are entered into
the CNIPS database, nutrition services obtains information from
the public school directory for each site and enters the CDS code
into the CNIPS database. However, as stated on page 22, we found
errors in the CDS code. Thus, we look forward to Education’s
60-day response for an explanation of its internal controls over the
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process it uses to generate the public school directory and ensure
the accuracy of the data included in the directory, particularly the
CDS code and site type that are found in the CNIPS database.

Education stated that it believes a statement in our report infers “a
significant misunderstanding of the meal programs among charter
schools” However, we disagree and believe that, in fact, Education
does not understand the facts presented in our report. Specifically,
on page 24, we state that 46 charter schools had various reasons
for electing to provide meals without participating in the breakfast
or lunch program. The primary reason cited by 15, or 33 percent,

of the charter schools for having an alternative meal program is

to allow them to provide what they described as fresher, healthier
food choices to their students than the breakfast or lunch program
provides. Further, on page 25, we state that the five charter schools
we visited cited reasons that were consistent with those of the other
charter schools. Specifically, three of the five charter schools we
visited wanted to provide what they described as fresher, healthier
food choices to their students than the breakfast or lunch program
provides. It appears as though Education is taking exception with
the statement regarding the schools we visited. However, it does
not appear as though Education took into consideration that the
statements made by the three schools we visited are consistent with
those of 12 other charter schools that provide an alternative meal
program. Further, the statements represent the charter schools’
perspective and opinion regarding the quality of the breakfast and
lunch programs, not ours. Finally, we did not assess whether charter
schools alternative meals meet minimum standards.



CC:

Members of the Legislature

Office of the Lieutenant Governor

Milton Marks Commission on California State
Government Organization and Economy

Department of Finance

Attorney General

State Controller

State Treasurer

Legislative Analyst

Senate Office of Research

California Research Bureau

Capitol Press
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