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This report diacusses the impact of the New England Regional Commission

(NERCOM) funds allocated by the New England Program in Teacher Education

-~
[

(NEPTE). to local programs where stimulating and supporting experimental

.

apptoaches were designed\to improve existing teacher education practices

. Specifically, this report will address the'costs.associatbd with-various |
. .activities that make up a project cycle and lead to outpums by funded ‘
v projects in terms of products and/or personnel resources utilized (either
used to do training or&personnel trained gz prQJect activities who mdght

~ v
- L3

“'gerve as"resources for other projects).
- . . . ?

‘This reportideals with the six (6) Staff Development Cooperatives funded
b . - . -

» . . -

by NEPTE from 1971 to 1974.

N

P

The Staff Development Cooperatives were created to examine the potential for
. X . » . . .
a new form of'school based training programs for eduaation personnel with+ |

s - collaborative decision making arrangements bétween sthools and tra1ning institu-

»
4

Each ceoperatfhe had aw original intent developed a focus and organiza—

5 ’
. . o .

tions.

tional style.

1

Rhode Island

Intersta}e (MA)

M4ine

in urban edycation

development of;program
“-and modules

. Ingtallation of

Innevation -

" .teacHer control

. (Spanish)

~ Performance.

Based Education

Integrated Day /

elementary -

Endividualized
\nstruction‘

SR ) x- ‘Intent . , Focus Style .
) Connecticut model replication - . bilingual - research and’

development group

\

. Product .

Development

'uniyersity

trainers

teacher
controlled
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ﬂﬁ Intent o Focus . ‘ Style
New Hampshire revised university . In-service Consensus
‘ program , N Education buihﬁing
Vermont = ’ radical change in under Rural education decentralized
: ~ graduate teacher . education
.~ N v hand " . ’ / .
< . . ~ :
Each cooperative developed 1 unique history based on the people who made them.up
-« ! ‘,‘ - ' ’ , . 4

and the agendas they had for themselves, their institutiofs and for teacher

education. . . . )
! e i ' ' N
This paper represents a first level analysis of the effect of dollars

investment and-utilization in the cooperatdves. It is hopea that the analytical
odel and 1its applicat{onito'a concrete experiment in teacher training could

help others with similar goals of utilization of shared funds for training.

The dollars given' to each cooperative are the‘project input§. Mosgt of this

L

Xnoney came from NEPTE initially. As they developed, ‘some of thefcooperaqive?

~ were able to augment their inputs with other sources. It was haped by NEPTEK

. s

that all six cooperatives would be able to gradually gecome self-sustaining. k
\ P .

s

N
How dollars were spent by each cooperative represents the activity portion of

a given pnojec‘ cycle; Two general categories (a) organizational.and, (b)
e . . ° ¢

training and p pduegwdexelopment —- are used to discuss costs associdted with
a’'given projecit ‘activity. .What was produced by each QooperatiVe represents the

A

output of the roject cycle. Outputs in this report.may be either exportable

products of pe sonnel resources that were used or'whp were developed as a

\

consequence of&project operation.

v ® ‘ ] ' \ . .

\
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]
ALLOCATION ACTIVITY OUTPUT .
[ ~ N i
g Personnel Resources Project Opération Organizatioqgl Capacity
t‘ —) ‘Material Resources - Treihing- Training Program Procésses
and
: NI Product Development| Publications and Other
A ) ' . ’ Products —
' e S e O G —— S ——————
. ¢ Planning ) ~ Operations Results ,

@

t -
o

- The followiq& diagram illustrates the Input;Output Coft Analysgis tModel.

Diagram One ,
Input-Output Cost Analysis Model

The above diagram :shows that-inputs are provided

to-a given projeof in

the form of dollars which are translatep into personnel and material resources.

- ’,

- These resources are);hen used to ogerate the project -= discussed in this

¢

. " report as organizagional costs. Typically, project staff designed and operated

Staff Develgpment Cooperatives

“

in this repbrt as training and proéﬁct development costs.

activities which required training and,the deve}opment of products -- discussed

A major purpose for funding staff developemnt cooperatives was to 8how

that (1) -it was oossible for universities, state departments and local educa-

tion agencies to cooperatively develop priorities, define criterie, and

-develop operational procedures for teacher education programs; and (2) educational

networdg were a viable approach for improving teacher

governance was implemented in decisions about allocations of funds.

education practices. Shared

A

table shows,the cooperatives funded and the amounts granted-each year.

- ) ) m '

\
o

.

The following *




. o \ | Table 1
‘Fund;d Staff Development:Cooperétives .
o ; 1971-74
R 1971-1972, 1072-1973 | 1973-1974 ' Total
Vermont - 113,494 76,284 | 10,217 199,995
Rhode Island 92,034 43,396 14,997 . | 150,427
‘Maine . | 38,838 | 54,542 7,000 100,380
Comnecticut 62,986 53,362 45,752 | 162,000
Interstate (MA)F 50,057 52,486 45,957 148,500
New Haméshiye .' | | . 9,453 20,047 2\9~,500
‘ / . R N
s 457,409 289,423 . | 143,970 | 790,802
[ 2

The.daga,in Table 1 show that a total of %790,802.0Q was allocated to the
six SDC's. Vermont receiQed 25% of the total, Rhode Island, Connecticut, and
Ingérstate (MA) receivéd 19%, 20%, and 19% respectively. Ma;ﬁe teceived %Qg
and Ne@ Hampshire reéeived 4%, Further, the total am%unt of dollars allocaped

through NEPTﬁ*ﬂecreased each year. All project directors were told by'NEPTE

that FY 73 was the last year that NEPTE funds 'were available. The dollar amounts
in Table 1, 1973-1974, represent carry-over funds or .previously obligated funds.

The expectation of 'NEPTE was that all SIC's would be able to use the NCPTE funds

)

to demonstrate the value of their actibit@es and as a result generate revenues
o
from other sources. Two SDC's, ‘Connecticut and New Hampshire, were ?ble to

generate enough interest in member institutions to insure budget allocations -
) A s
from member institutions once NEPTE funds terminated and, in fact, wére able -

to add‘ﬂew members on‘& fee basis. The Interstate- (MA) SDC was absorbed by the

.

. University of Massachusetts and became part of its degreelénd certificate programs.

- &
The local school district teacher center portions of the Vermont SDC are,still

hd

- . -‘ - (5
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operéting in the respective school districts and a central committee exists -
v “~

on an ad hoc (meét when needed) basis. The Rhode Island SDC ' (now Southeastern

New Enéland SDC) exists on paper, but has no regular source of funds. JThg ’

a

Maine.SDC~no;1onge: exists in any formal sense.

The ability of an SDC to

develop an independe}t financial base (fees from member instijutions) does not’ -

appear to be related to the total amount of money invested by NEPTE. Other

factors more directly related to SDC gohtinuation have, been discussed in

The 1974 NEPTE Annual Report.

These factors are as follows: (1) clearly

stated specific goals and objectives; (2) espablighment of a dialogue between
public school people and college and university people, (3) development of

a

successful linkage meBhanismé, (4) flexible shared decision making procedures:

- (5) effective comhunications, which emphasize informal, personal communication,

at least at the operational level, (7) governaﬁce procedures based on equity
o .

| rather than numerical parity, and (8) development of a tangible product or

¢

_process. - ' ’ . .

Project Costs by Categories of Activity

The Inp&ﬁ—Output'Cbst Analysis Model presented in Diagram One is used ,

.

in this report to analyze the six Staff Devélopment Cooperatives. Bgsically,
- .

the model enables one to divide a project sequence into two. phases, (2) Organiza-

9

tiomal Costs ands (b) Training and Product Dedelopment Costs. The following

diagram shows some of the types of costs associated with each of the two'phasés

- of the project cycie.
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. % Diagram Two
_Developmental Costs Associated with Projéct

N ‘ Opexations
. . /
A. Organizational Costs . .
-
, LR Administration ' ) -
. " ;NPUT - ? | . Gevernance e \
’ \Operations

Evaluation )

T
N . —1

B. . TrainingAéBsfs- ‘ . 1 . Product:Development Costs
) 1. Planning ) 1. Planni
. 2. Operation, ' 2. Product ﬁevelopment7 "
. 3: Evaluation , 3. .Product Implementation
7 a. Pilot Testing _
) . b. Revision -
Ve . ' ‘c. Field Testing
' L d. Revision '
. ) [ 4. Evaluation

c. .
N R 1 - ;
4 A . . : .
. . o . . . P
\ L P - .
| Output v

: . \ g »
¥

- . ' Output N

L

~ ~ - - .
. Inputé in the above diagrah include dollars, peoble, atﬁ materials.
. .The dollars available asiinpﬁts are allocaéed by prqjecta to~ two types‘df
' acfiv{ties. Seme of';hELdoliarS'are allocaﬁed t;'categories such as édminis—
: : .. ‘ .
~ Qration, governance, operations and'evaluatio&. These costs, collectivel&,
can be ;Lought of-aé Organizét{onal Costs. Other dollars a%e allocafeé.to

Tratning and Product Develqg@ent./ Thé major distinction is that training and
. < 7 . : . . [ .
product development alocations primarily reflect monies expended by or to

project members for .training activities or for product development activities.

—
"

L4
t

In the case of SDE's, training costs can be divided into training
. ! a P v

activities con@gdled by iﬂdivianl coopefative mémbers and general training

v

activities conducted é& the coqperative central administration. Product .
’ ’ 1
? . . ’ /-P*(‘K‘

vl ’ T o
. LA N ) N - 8 .
: . \ L LN '

.
€
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: development, costs, tn most cases, were repofted by the spc'! s as parf of ‘the -

€ )
training costs.. Consequently, it 1is d1fficu1t to c1ear1y identify cofits /)J

N

directly tied to product develppmgnt. The following tables represenf the -
. o, .

~

v expenditures of the six SDC's; which are grouped under (a) 0rganiza;iana1
L - i ‘,‘

Costs, and (b) Training and Product ‘Development Costs.

- Y

Table 2 depicts the Organizational Cots connected with the centraiﬁ

;-administration and operations‘of the respectiye cooperatives. Some of the
categories are slightly inflated since it was impossible, given the accounting

procedures employed by some projects, to accurately subdivide costs associated

-

solely with central office operations from costs associated with member

. . .
> -institution activities. No clear overall pattern emerges. Apbroximately 467

- L .

/ ($362,809.00) of the total project funds were spent by the Central administration

. -

The actual percentages ranged from a\high of 58 6/ (Connecticut) to a low of
W

25,1% ®Wermont)? If one looks at “the averageApercentage of the two SDE€'s who ,

<
.

.are still'very active and the two SDC'S that are inactive or mtarginally active

-
-

. ) N
there is little diffqrence 51.3% and 48.4% respectively. This category dogs.

. not appear to' be a significant variable.

" A. Specific Organizational Costs

Salaries - This cost category was the largest organizational cost for all
projecaf. The figures ranged from a, high of 36.5% (RI) to a low of 21. 3/
(VT). Actual costs are less descriptive than the percentages sih\f total

’ ' grants varied copsiderably. Two SDC "s, Rhode Island and Interstate, used

co-directors. Secretarial costs are included in all SDG¢'s. The Connecticut

Spq_is unusual 4n that salary costs increased dramatically each year Y
($3,034, $12,122, $30,596). This'was the resultJof a‘change i} method.of

-3 L operation. iIn FY72, theIConnecticut SPC,subcontracted its four’major projects
f‘ to other institutions. In FY73 only two p;ojects were subﬁcontracted;
none“were sub;contracted in FY74. -In the‘new pattern with some income coming’Q

~ N - ) i

1 4
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v 'from other sources. Staff were added directly to the sbc tausing\salary costs
: ' ‘to increase. 1in effect this.SDC changed from a sub- contracting to a s%rvice
\é’. ’ agency. 'Generaliy; NEPTE funds paid the‘fnll secretarlal cogts and atyortion.of\

4 - ' -

the coondindtors positions. All SDC' s except Maine and«Rhode Island used’ rather'
. 0 ¢

/- large ambunts:of thgir carry over funds to pay FY74 salary ‘costs.

X [

s 0verhead ‘and Fringe»— A c1ear pattern }merged here. *The respective. SDC s either

e ! , -
Q\harged a standard (fbr the1r institution) percentage or chose to assume the )

' _‘_ "\/ Nl N N

costs.a$ part of €he members( contribution to the project. -Theé averagé overhead

i - -

-« F
and fringe ‘cost was 4. 6%. H0wever, Vermont had Yo overhea& and fringe cost.
.. . Ce s (

M .y

' Mdine, New Hampshire, Interstate "(MA) charged 4% and .9% respective1y4 Two
* Nt -

oo SDC s Rhode Island and gpnnect1cut charged 11.4% and 10.6% respectiVely.

S Fy \
T No re1ationship exists between oveghead and fringeucosts and proJect sucCess .

.
=} ’ ~

: It shduld\be noted that the costs ($l7 130) of the Connecticut.SDC operation were

«

A -

directly assoc1ated with sSDC operations The costs ($17 081) of .the Rhode: Island

- N

-

‘ SDC reﬁE?ted to the budget and accounting department ‘of Rhode I§land College and may
‘ Qr may not have been applied specifically to SDC operatlons Some of the 1pw cost
K/’ ~ may reflect the firm. NEPIE policy to keep “overhead and”fr1nge"as low as possible
- v | Travel - The-average cost f{r travel was 2%. There was relatively little difference

" between. SDC s with the exception of the Maine SDC This part1cubar category is

. - difficult to accuratelyvasseséﬁs1nce sope SDC's did not d1fferent1ate between travel
. - ’ . R
- costs for central personnel and travel costs for member 1nst1tut1on personnel.- The

}

¥

-

\

f1gures ranged frgm .2% (232) for Maine and a high of 5. SA (1 621) for New Hampshire
a .
. hxpendable Suppliesg; The dverage figure for a11 proJects was 1: 9%, ranging from

A

S $6 (A negligible) to. $7 396 (514). The $7, 396 f1gure for the Interstate SDC : \
N hd s ’

includes the ‘costs associated with the publicat1on of a newsletter . The_ gix

dollar’figure is lpw-since expendable supplies were 1ncorporated into the grants

- 1 ‘

. ’ . .. .
awarded to fiember institutions. It doges shqw that the philosophy of the project

’ -
» v Il

- . . o B} N ‘ ,.
4 was to keep the central office expenses to a bare minimum. In-effect, monies
- 4 - : , . e N B
L] - 4 - . -
. | . - .
Al p J - . . . — g
4 t N v .
N A1 \
’ - H " N —2
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£Fven to member institutions did not include expendable supplies. Apparently
£ the larger amount reflects a) a strong centralized operation and b) a greater
J

. focus on centrally produced materials-~ The $3, 976 figure for Rhode Island also 1
B & N
reflects the need for more materials assoc¢iated with centrally produced product. «
N
. g ]
Clearly as the importance of central operations inCreases;:the cost for.supplies

~

is™] greater - ~&;: . R . )

Communications - The average f1gure was 1. iﬂ The cost ranged ffom SA (V11$625)

- %0 3. 7 (Interstate (MA) $5, 46%) Included in this catego’y-are costs for postage,

Y
) -’vtelephone, equipment rental computer time, and m1scellaneous office costs
. - .

Vermont and New Hampshire did not. itemize the1r costs Rhode Island and Maine

included only telephoﬁ% .and postage Connecticut was primarily telephone and

.

postage Que included- $108 in other categories The Interstate (MA) costs gﬁS 462)

’

tas -

&

e

inc!udes $581 for equipment rental, $494 for computer time, $850 for miscellaneous

and other and $700 forj,utilities. The actuaigﬁost or telephone and postage. was
: T
-~ . O
$2,837 (l.ZZ) which is very similar to{the percentages of the other five SDC's in
. . r )
this category ’ L o ' . ‘»~,” '
; [ :

Consultant and Contract Services - The average figuﬁe for this category was 4, 3A,,

ranging from a low of 1l.5% (VT) to a high of 13.2% (CT). “Lxcluding Cond@cticut,

N

the actual costs ranged from $1, 2£§‘(NH) to $3, 685 (Maine) Ihé@one exceptidﬁ*waS‘
. % the Connecticut SDC which spent SZl 449 (13. ZA) ' The reason for the high cost

L‘here was that the central administ;ation, in the initial two years, served ‘as
. { T, :\7, . . =
a "contracting'\l agency. In the first two years of operation, specific projects
o,

? were funded by the SDC. The consultant costs were contracted by SDC and include

af L4

«

services other than a straight daily rate for consultant visits. This cost

3

figure ($21449) includes product development activities as well as training. I
is not possib to differentiate between the fraining and product development B

activities associated with the contracted services. It is clear that thls approach

contracts for specific services, was different from the approach used by the other

|
|
|
|
1
]
|
]
|
3
|
i
!
’
;’
|

b 4
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- five SDC's. Theﬁitilization of such aniapproach may or may“hot be related to.
\
- the successful continuation of the SDC after the termination of NEPTE funds. A

Conference Feeg - This category reflects costs associated with conferences arranged

- . .',,J‘ -

and run by the central agency for the cqoperapgve members. Lt is not entirely

reflective of the conference activity in any given SDC since some SDC's ran

conferences th&ough member institutiord grants‘which were open to all members in

LI ; .
. , . . v«,

the given consortium. The Aaverage figure was .8% ‘and ranged from a Iow of &ero (RI)
, .

to a high of 9.1% dNH). Rhode Island utilized a series of workshops held by member

- Ve
_institutions,‘so all conference .costs are reflected in the member institution

costs table. "New Hampshire, as indicated in its program p%oposals, held two major

- N .
-~ ) .central “conferences on topiég of interest to all member institutions. In effect,

& “
’ -

, ) , <
some SDE€'s chose to set aside monies %or use by the central administration in

planning and conductingla cooperative.conferenceJi Other SDC's chose to pass on
Al . . “

%
I »

-
» .

funds, to .member institutions'so that they could plap and conduct workshops to meet

" their particular needs. \\“\,

-
o

Evaluation - Three of' the six SDC's included a separate figure for evaluation --
. """ Rhode flsland, Connectiguﬁ, and /Interstate (MA) It is clear that both Rhode Island
¥ pa

* k
($2,240) and Interstate (MA) ($7,300) made a strong commltﬁent t& evaluation. It

-

bi

is not necessarily trife that no evaluations were conducted in the other projects.

In fact, Maine did submit evaluation data in their annual Teports. New Hampshire

N%s. The difference between the approach utilized by Rhode Island and

Interstate‘(MA) and the other SDC's was that these two SDC's'specifically allocated
- funds for an evaluator to conduct a formal study of the SDC's operation while the
#®

other four SDC's, through the cooperative directors or cothberative member -

4 o
institution coordidators, dgpducted their own evaluations as a formal part of
, , N . :

/

their general administrative bperations.

/
-
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‘Dissemination‘- This is a key category as far as the determination of product

53 .

development costs is concerned. ' Yet, the average figure is .6%.” The" cogts

rapged from .5% to 1.7% with Vermont listing no such category. Only Connectiéut

*3 . an d New Hampshire listed specific products (publications). Clearly, Interstate

(MA) through its magazine .In Touch allocated dollaré‘!ﬁ a product.” Rhode Island

- Mllocated dollars for an internal .newsletter and for duplicating modules which

- w?

is reflected in module writing costs. In essgnce, disseminatjon, which includes
some product development costs,vwas an activity left to the member institutions -%
» . *

. ) . . . .
at least given the categories in this analysis. Two pg¢ints should be made here.

. - - \
First, dissemination was not seen as a separate coSt categoyy dgserving separate
. .

allocations. Second, the two projects (CT and NH) which continued without NEPTE

funds both listed specific products upder dissemination costs. Other SDC's which

listed dissemination costs listed them under general categories such as public

.

relationi or with no explanation. ’ ’
:,“‘-_ R _ ‘)f,

o 1. The average-organizational cost for all SDC's was 45.9%. The costs ranged

§ggmary of Organization Costs

from a low of 25.1% (VT) to a high of 58.6% (CT).:

2. The largest category of expenses Was salaries which averaged 28.9% aml ranged
. / _ o ‘

.

from 21.3% (VT) to 36.5% (RI).

3. Overhead and fringe costs were generally low (lesé than .9%) except for
Rhode Island and Connecticut which were-~M.4% and 10.6% respectively.

4. Travel averaged 2% and was quite uniform with thi{éxaeption of New Hémpéhire

(5.§k)Awhich is still reasonably small. g
= ,

5. Expendable supplies Varied considerably. Vermont' and New Hampshire submitted

no costs while Interstate submitted 5%. This éategory is probably quite

Fl &

inaccurate since Vermont and New Hampshire let sepgrate member jpstitutions

pick up this cost in their inservice or workshop grants. Interstate absorbed
(4

2
all costs for member institutions.

e N T
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$.6. . Consultant and contractual ‘sexvicks were relatively constant ranging from1.3%

I's

v
~ o

agency for the first two years. The contracted servcies reflect other than

-

just on-site consultant days.

7, EvaSuapion costs were handled i t ma}or ways:

a) SDC bersonnel,'in which casd, the, casts weré negligible since they

4

4 + 8 -
were covered by the salary dosts or

T

b) outside evaluators hired to jdo formal project evaluation.

- 8. Conference costs 1is an inaccurafe category since some projects chose to
v e V]
. run central conferences (VT, ME,’N , and Interstate-MA) «while others passed
,_‘ z” Lo . - Ce
this cost on to member institutgon (RI and CT). ' .

’ 3
“ e

9. Dissemination was a mjnor item ?n ‘ll,projects. .New Hampshire and Connecticut
¢ B |8 t ’

¢ El
-

/ tied dissemination cost to specific products, the other épC's'listed no cost

(VT) or a general figure. Twé comments may be jusﬁified: |
" ' ! l .
a) this category was under;bu%geted, and
| . -

b) ssome of these costs are included in member institution costs.

10. There is no unidue pattern of costs fglated to syccessful SDC operationm,

i.e., those SDC's which continued without NEPTE funds.

11. It is clear that organizatiopalbcosts were generally low (45.9%) . Consequently,

considerable funds were available for flember institutions.

s

B. Specific Training/Product Development Costs

Cost categories within these activities reflect the uses to which monies, dis-
tributed to.membgrs institutionsfbﬁ the respecp}ve SDC's, weré put. Table 5 depicts
the expenditures by member institutions in the respective SDC's. The’total figure
available to membe? institution; was $427,993 or 54.1% ‘of the total granted to thé
SDC's. The amount of funds available to member institutions ragged from 42.7%

(RI) to 74.9% (NH) . éhe following categories are general and were selected to.

s

. ' 15
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. A | .
reflect the majdr types 6f activities support®d- by the respective SDC's.

Worﬁshopfstipends:— Three S?C's‘paid workshop stipends to personnel from

a .

participating member institutions ~- Rhode Island'(27.4%), Maine (30.3%), and
Interstate-MA (18.3%). Rhode Island also paid writing stipends to\member

institution pegsonnel.who completed modules (3.8%). Clearly, the respectivé
. LY .

SDC's divided in’ their training approach. Maine, Rhode Island and Interstate-MA
. r} .
. . . _

chose to design summer workshops (which ranged from 2-6 weeks) and paid personnel
* N to attend! Vernont, Connecﬁicut and New Hampshire decided not to expend funds

. . | - C ¥
-/} ©  for such an activity. It i} fnteresting to note that the two SDC's least active

v - . ' »
-

' after the terqination of NEPTE funds'chpse this gpproach’while the two most
/* m(
. active after the Qermination of NEPTE funds di&cnot C e

" Consultants - Expenditures in this category weﬁﬁ negligible {less than 9A) with

Ny

two exceptions, Maine 4.8% and Interstate (I 74). Maine and Interstate both

ran extensive summer workshops causing consulting costs to be high Some‘oﬁ the
M N

consultant costs reflected in the Organizatiqnal Costs (Table 2) undoubtedly could

have been added here. Lastly, thére are probably consultant costs buried in_the

-+

sub- grants category that could be reflected here What this category does® show
is that two SDCZ#ﬁdid make extensive use of consultants for summer workshops

held by member insgltutiohs. ‘Another cost is also in%}uded in this category -—-

L ) expansion costs. Expansion'coSts are monies given to a new member instioution

,entering after the 1nitial group was formed. h&he Maine SDC allocated $1, 060 to

_a new local school and Interstate allocated $1 368 to a new local school district.
> ) Travel - This category reflectsjtravel costs associated with member institution
- ——‘— y .v ) -
“ : personnel as opposed to central office personnel travel. Again Maine and Interstate-
L .

¢

MA reflect costs at 5.1% and 6=7A respectively No other SDC's had costs in this

*category. However, some of this cost is included in the travel costs noted in the

Organizational Costs-Table and some of the costs are alsouincluded in the sub-grants.

‘0
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Expenditureé of Staff Development Cooperatiy
in Terms of Training/Product Developmer]

Table Three

e (Monies Diqtribure“d tao Member Instit
Project Worksho s . o Keepable
] ! Qripendz % nggultants A Travel 4 - Materials
VT-SDC * %\ ' v .
. W [
- : ) .
RI-SDC 47,005 31.2 650 . .4 4,332 y
'ME-SDC 30,440 30.3 5,828 5.8 5,148 | 5.1 | 17,694 11
’ ' i ﬁ
,g\ + . " i
CT-SDC P .3 4,730 11
{
NH 5DC ) ' . 3,363 1
ey { |
., . o S ~ jl
INT-SDC 27,976 18.8 - 3,918 ©2.6 9,945 | 6.7 7,553 °
(MA) @ - . v ( A [~ . ol .
. . - . :l.; . 1
TOTALS 105,421 13.3 . 10,808 g 15,093 ' 37,672 §
. . : P , o
i o 1.4° 1.9 4
N i R -
Y .
. * Note: 90%]or $134,812 went for member Institution salari
s . institutions ’ N |
, p |
3 , |
¢

~




Téble Three

of Staff Development Eooperatives 1971-1974

s of Training/Product Development Costs

Distributed to Member In

stitutions)

{

. Kegpable Sub-Grants T ‘l o
el % Materials % to Members % ota *

*149,792 75.0 | 149,792 74.9

o 4,332 .///7;:; 12,200 8.1 | 64,187 42.7
P . ©
,148 5.1 17,694 17.6 1,512 Y 1.5 60,662 60.4 |
~ . |
: |
- \ - - N 3
4,730 2.9 61,945 38.2 67,087 41.4 i
\ :

3,363 .| 1L,4 13,150 44.6 | 16,513 "56.0
.
), 945 6.7 7,553 5.1 20,400 13.7 69,792, 47.0 Y
. s N
. L |
5,093 37,672 258,999 427,993 j
1.9 4.8 32.6 54.1 |

Jo -
 member Institution salaries and 1 for al] other costs fo member

nt fo

10% or 14,980 paij

°

1

S

i
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Keepable Materials - An attempt was made here to differentiate between consumable

L]

(expendable) supplies and reusable (keepabie) materials. All projects had

»

costs in this ‘category. The exact amount is not known for'Vermont but was

probably clese to the averagé costs of 4,8%. The costs ranged from 2.9% (RI and
‘ CT) to 17.6% (ME). Two clear sub-divisions are evident in this category.
- ' . .
Maine and New Hampshire ehose to expend considerable member institution resources

o !
on materials (17.6% and 11.4% respectiv%;y). ThHe other four, SDC's. expended

. . _ . )
between three and six percent *on materials. No rela}ionship exists between
e .

\ . e ’
allocation of/fuads for keegiglﬁ/mézerials and, projéct continuation. ° >

Y

Sub-Grants to Members - Ehis,category is rather diverse. It accounts for 32.6%

> _ of the member institution funds and ranges fro% 1.SZT(ME).to 757 J(VT). ' )

Vermont chose to allocatekpractically all of their funds (74.9%) to the

- D ) . N
member institutionss The money awatrded té/ihe member school districts (3 districts)

5 ! SN . - )
and imstitutions of higher education (4 1HE's) was primarily used for salaries

(67.4%).‘.Tge'remginder of the-74.bZ (7.5%) was ,used to cover all other costs.
The idea of thé SDC was to test a series of inservice training activities in ~

each of the three school districts and to develop an inservice model for

Q\ . \

permanent teachers as well as beginning (preservice) teachers in the participating

’

. \
districts. Personnel necessary for the operation of the in-service program were

supported with the NEPTE funds.

.

Rhode Island used monies hﬁ!ﬂdﬁ category to pay the salaries of coordinators
) ' \
“in the various Ttenters (8.1%). The idea of the RISDC was to establish a series

> \ » IS

& X
. of Centers composed of one or more local schools and a college. Each center was
) , .

te deQelop modules which could be usedein'the preparation program for preservice

teachers.
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ﬁaine granted aiportion of its unexpended funds (F§74) to'an existing

Career Opportunities Program (COP) so that :hey “could continue some of the "

“

work of the Maine SDC which failed to continue without NEPTE funds.

Connecticut sub granted 38. ZA of its funds to four prOJects The focus
-~ - ‘» i - 3
was initially on Urban Education with a minor emphasis on Bilingual Education

) v .
approaches. Gradually, the emphasis on bilingual education program development

<

~ became paramount, and the lever bf-which.the SDC was able to become self-sustaining.

Y

The funds in this category paid for all costs associated with the Urban Education
1

projects. As noted earlier, the sub-grantipf.mode was droppe§§ %‘igg'bilingual
SR

-

. . . i ) . . '
thrast grew. Bilingual development costs.are largely reflected in Organizational

“ Cbsts (Salaries, Consultant and Dissemination -- a part‘of'$2lph49 (13.2% noted

T .
) 1

in Table Two). - 4 1 _ .

qu Hampshire allocated 44, ‘6% of . its resources to"the four member local’
school districts. The'process used'aas to allow each member shcool district to

submit specific inserV1ce proposals go the SDC(\teering Committee Grants not

LR

to exceed $l 500/member/year were awarded. Requests not funded but common to all

districts were considered and selected topics were supporteduby the central

* ~

1
administration through general conferences held each summer (see Conferenae Fees,

Table 2). , - a e , >

Intersfate allocated l3.7%‘6ﬁ its fundsf%o cover salaries for master
teachers and resourre‘personnel located in the four member local schools
participating in the SDC. The intent of the SDG'was to implement an integrated—

‘. day- approach to elementary education through a ‘series of summer workshops

%%gg 0llowed up by site v1sits and supported on—site by spécially trained master
W |
e

achers and resource personnel from the, university

.
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Summary of.Training/Product Devélopment Costs |
1. Rhodé Islan Maine and Interstate (MA) chose to operate 2-6 week summer sy
» ‘; B ' . ) .
training activitdies and paid sEipends to participants -— RI (2711?), Maine ’
h - (30.3%), Interstate -MA {(188%). - { o z—‘
‘ : r | - v S
« 2. Vermqnt~chpse to tmake sub—granZé t0'membef'£nstitutiqns (79:9% of their Eotal )
- T, funds ). pproximately 90% of these gpnds paid salaries and 10% paid bther '
' NP . . \\ , ‘. . ‘ - ) ‘
) costs. .- \ . R )
‘ . - » ' N N\ , ‘ N
. 3. Connecticut made special pfoject grant% to four projeéts, but gradﬁéllyf » »JL
changed_oger to a strong tentral operation. Consequently, the budget to -
- \ ; . . « . c .

mefibet institutions decreased and the céntral operation and budget increased. -
‘ , ) / ‘ : . ' |

4> 1In addition, Interstate (MA) allocated 13.7% for salaries of.support

.
persoHnel hifed by tﬁe partiéipating membeY scyools.: n
.. 5. New ~H'ampsl'v11re“‘ awarded‘ limited. ($1,5_OO) inservice grants to member school .
distriéts (44.62 of the totai). ~Also, the central aémini§tration e;nducted
ﬁ/ X - general workshops on top}cs'ofigeAQral inte?est to all members.
(\”6. -Tﬁe consultapt and travel catégories "are cont;minatedlsince spme‘o;:these
: coststappear in other catégd;?es. It is clear that’Mai?e and Interstate had \
‘ - thé largest costs in these categories. X
. 7. Maine and New.Hampshire cleérly utilized NEPTE funds to pu)éhasé ""keepable"
s 4
. ma?érials. . . y
¢ . .
CONCLUSI(I)\NS : ' . -
\ "In the following table, the six SDC's are groqped‘éccording to their
ability tolcéntinue withqgt NEPTE funds.. Th{ié groups ;re idéntified.a »

. ) Connecticut and New Hampshire are still functioning strongly now. Interstateg

P » ' R . -
and Vermont are functioning as part of another institution (Interstate - now

L 'a‘part of the University of Massachusetts) or operating parts of the original

-

SDC model (&t the Univeréity of Vermont, Centers in local school districts).

-

3 : : .
Maine and Rhode I54and either do not éxist as an®identifiable organization

a3
L3

£ A
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(Maine) or exist only as an informal ad hoc group (Rhode Island).

{ - '
‘Table 4 roups all sDC operations into six cost categories. .The first .

v g ,

cetegory,include@~centfal administration salaries.l The fourth category is

: » v
O © daily operations and includd! overhead and fringe,\phone, postage,‘consumable

\ suppL1es, office equipment ‘rental and miscellaneous expenses. The third

category includes all projeét_trayel,,gonsultant fees and contrxact services.,
N . ' I y

o~ v, Some of these costs might be termed tra1ning costs while others might be termed
- — J -

. .‘product development "costs. It is impossible to clearly. allocate between the

t

b two. . qu_second category tontains,personnel costs paid to member instdtutions

/
and includés w6rkshop st1pends, substituce (replacement) pays” conference fees
- . . :
J

#nd member 1nstitution coordinator salar1es. It is a general training category. <

' The fifth category contains product de&elopment costs and includes specific
“ A

/

costs designated disgemination activities and also keepable materials. The
. VT \ .

sixth category is other and includes evaluatién, expansion and other non-assigned

+

- items. : ‘. ’ !

4

The following observations follow after an analysis of. the project costs

’
1
A}
v

allocations: v

v

1. There is no significant and startling relationship between the

’

ST ability of an SDC to -continue without NEPTE funds ar¥ the -pattern

- of dollar allocations made.
- . . 'a? .
2.. Operating costs for central office operation was, with the exception of

Rhdde Island, below 30%.

3. Apparently’the abili{y of an SDC to secure independent funding does

g not depe%g upon the development of a product if product is defined
(N ) .
-, 7y .
39 an expdrtable. concrete set of mater1als.

Two SDC's produced such a

product (bilingual materials - CT, and gETE modules - RI) only

A

Connecticut w€/’able to use their produc?'as a base for member subscr1pt10n.
- . \ 1
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- ey, v Table Four -
' v, . . - T S
. “~General Costs Associated with SDC'
N . Categorles (Combined Organizational & Mem
. « . Lad ] \ . .
_ Project Personnel % Daily Z, T+ | Consultant & | % P
Central Operafions Contract Plus Tr
~ . . : ; Travel 1 Cq
! ) '_‘)“ . ' Fa
- ! ‘ .
CT-SDC 45,752 1 | 28.2| . 24,110 & |14.9 23,436 4.7 5
™. N . »
NH-SDC 6,482 "\ 22.0], 7657 |7 2.6. | . 24850 9.1 | 1
& 71 ! -
iSub-total - 52,234 27.3| 24,875+ [13.0 26,286 13.7 | 7
‘n w ~ ."('-va‘i, — A}
. e R -
INTER-SDC 48,896 33.0] . 14,134 9.5 19,300 12.9.] 4
MA, o i .
" yT-SDC 42,548 21.3} 8,121 4.1 13,022 6.5 | 1
e - b o
Sub-total - 91,443 26.2| 22,255 6.4 32,322 ° N 9.3 |1
RI-SDC 54,889 36.5| 22,647, [15.1 6,250 4.2
- — — . 7 N —
ME-SDC 30,190 30.0 2,892 2.9, 13,836 1-13.8
7 : : % I
2 . <
Sub-total 85,079 33.9| 25,539 10.2 20,086 1 s.0
. ' X, .
TOTALS 228,756 . 28.9} . 72,669 *9.2 78,694 10.0 | 3
\3 ? i :
‘\ » ﬂ !
s » \
. 23 |
- -4 - .
LY Y 4 1 #
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' @%able ﬁour/

ral Costs Associated with SDC's by Selected
(Combined Organizational & Member Cost Categorfies) .

L

1 Consultant & % Personnel % Product % Other - ,
Contract Plus Training & . Development | ’
<’| Travel “{ Conference . Acquisition y |
« ~Feeg . , s 4
| 23,436 14.7 / 56,044  [34. 12,073 7.5 505 ~>g\\ﬁ; 162,000 - i
2,850 9.1 | 14,531 49.3% | 4,872 16.5 29,500 |
- ' . —
» . .
26,286 : | 13.7| 70,575, 36. 16,945 8.8 505 191,500 |
- - “ 4 ) i
L/ ~ . |
4 19,300 12.9 49,249 33. 84253 5.6{ | 8,668 |[5.8| 148,500 - |
- 1 , s
13,022 6.5 | 136,305 68 . 199,995 |
:
132,322 9.3 | 185,554 53. 8,253 2.41 | 8,668 |2.5]| 348,495 §
Ti- 2 j
46,250 4.2 | 53,505 35 10,896 7.2 | 2,240 [1.4] 150,427 |
13,836 -13.8 | 31,440 1. 19,450 2,57¢ |2.6 | 100,380 |
#— - %% N ‘1# j‘%
20,086 8.0 |* 84,945 3. 30,346 12.1| | 4,812 [1.9 | 250,807
~ » N . g
78,694 10.0 | 341,074  %3. 55,544 7.0 | |14,065 |1.8 | 790,802 |
\ 2514 4 é
. ‘ %
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4! 1f product is defined more\broadly, i:e., the ability of an SDC to déliver

+

training resulting in a cadre of trained personnel (in member institutions

who can' then more effectively address their institutional needs) New ﬁampshire

~
)

and Vermont should be considered successful. : . i
: e : . . S , ~
5. A strong central operation appears to be .required to produqe a material
rs

product (CT and RI), but does not insure that the product will be salable

) , - .
' 6. No SDC included product development as a separate program activity4 This ° o
) v ‘ - . R '\ ] '
may,be partly the result-of varying‘definitions on the part of the SDC's,
- N o
"or the hope that produd®s would'evolve through training activities, or the o
. N ','-“ ) l: . . ,\i
general disinclination of practitioners to produce products. '

.

7. Training activities followed various patterns. However, training per . se

did not prove to ifisure the continuation of an SDC or even the coﬂtinuation
: ) o . : \ 4

.

. of parts of an SDC in other institutions.

VTR Y 1

a) Workshop training and stipends.tied to systematic:on—site support

personnel and central office follow-up (Interstate) did result in SDC

-

absorption. -

A
:
1
i
|

‘; . b) Targeted grgnts to member institutions for training designed to meet
specific’ local needs (Vermont, New Hampshire) did result in SDC

cont1nuation or the continuation of SDC local centers after NEPTE
"l

funding terminated. .
Essentially,. success,of an SDC was tied to the ability of a given SDC
& L . ] .

! .td accurately assess the real need(s) b6f its member institutions and to then

* allocate the total resources to meet such need(s). The pagtern of dollar .

) N 4
allocations is secondary A general formula for SDC operation does not emerge.

. The information here suggests/}hat developing one would probably be a mistake but
one can identify general categories of costs «contracting. Flexibility is .

clearly the key. Connecticut was able to completely change its structure |
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from a sub-contracting agéncy directed at urban education to a service and »
gency
\

* development operation keyed to bilingual education with a complete fiscal

allocation overhaul, A product provided a key 1eve1 put it evolved from needs
expressed by the members of the cooperative. It may be that Connecgicht is the
only SDC whose '"control" was with an external group Qsed'gg relating to, apd
"capturing” resourcés from other institutfo;s.' Also, the strupture'enabled

the organization to éllocate services ;o supporf the installation of the product.
Rhode Island started with a targeted product —-- PBTE m;dules -- but was unable

to adjust to a newly evdlved need -- inservice teacher education programs.

Rhode Island was thc ondy SDC that tied its personnel salaries to support time

of already existing staff wfthout adding at least the equivalent, or new staff,

New Hampshire provided training througb taﬁgeted‘in—éervice grants, but glso

was ablg to provide central tfaining on commén needs as they were identified

by members. Somehow an SDC must initially identify a real need (target) to help’
focus its activities. Yet, once begun, a-given structure of form of operations

’ :
muet not lock in the operations of the SDC. A modified structure or a new

target may evolve. The SDC must be able to change its empha51s pé&haps even

i

: : v
or whatever. Rhode Island's product may well have been positive maintenance.
its direction if ii is to survive. 1
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