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e INTRODUCTION

The consideration of budget requests and allocation of resourgeé
by a governing body generates the need for objective information upon

which to base decisions.‘ This has been the case in the District of
-5

-~

Columbia where the'budgets for th& Public Schools of the District of
' s Y ‘

Columbia have been studiéd by the City Council and the Congressional

Sub-committees on Appropriations for the District of Columbia. Over

the years these groups have required the school system'in the District

y
b

& .
1 x

to provide various tybes, of data not only on the Public Schools of the
B i .

.

District of Columbia, but on schq91 systems in other large cities and

in the surrounding metropolitan area. These data were then used for

. ) /

Eomparative meésureme;t éhich resulted in questions being posed,

responses being provided, and éubsequent determinations being made.

.
) .
) . : //

o WhileJthé above prpcéss is a legitimate one, the school administra-

tion of the D. C. Public Schools has had great concern, not over the

LA
procéss but over the authenticity of the figures being compared., It has /

" been the ppsitibn of the schools that due to the variations in definiz .

—~

tions, organization, procedures, and environment, informatibn cannot be

used as presented by an individual school system; rather, sucﬂ data musg

be considered from a common base. Therefore, during 1970 and 1971 the

) \ 12
. . 1 4
. R ‘
1- :
’ ¢




Division of Research and Evaluation and the D ision of‘Bu&get of the
D. C. Public Schools .emphasized the stated position by undertaking a

, 7 study to analyze the data from a number of selected large city school

4

systems.

&L

The 1970 study used as its sample the seven large cities which the

~agencies of the D. C. Government had agreed could most realistically he

compared with Washington, D. C. because of similar size and structure.
In studying documents issued by these cities, staff soon discovered
variations from city to city. It also became apparent that .the stddy

would have to be limited due to the limitations of resources for the

study. Thereforé, two areas basic to school system budgetary deliber=-

ations were decided upon, namely, per pupil expenditures and the number. ,

of professionals per thousand pupils in the school enrollment.

-

Staff of the Divis1on of Research and EvaIuation and_ é%oget V1sited

-

the school systems of the selected cities. ,piscuss1ons were held with
-« e .

appropriate staff about the. content -and meaning, of various reports and

documents. The data used was for the school year 19%9-70 The in-depth o

analysis of this data based on the documents and interpretatiOns by the
‘ personnel in the sample c1ty schoo1 systems showeg that the cities dif-
‘fered greatly on certain sonrces of inmcome for~ handling'certain costs

3 wrr s

‘ - ¢ v~ .
. such as retirement, health services, transportation, and community

7"

services. It also indicated that’ methods of-computation of certain w{

statistics varied from city to city

.

In order to make the data more useful, the researchers in the 1970

,stuay decided to" present data as provided by each city school system and -

to then point out variations fﬁdm§City to city. The final step was to

o
) « )
v B
4 RS
q
{
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A i M A . . \‘ N
identify those items or factors which were unlike and to remove them

from the per pupil cost computation. This procedure resulted in a series
of tables which emphasized the variations and cultuinated iné ble /7

~

which showed that with non-common factors elimlna;ed the differential

M3

between per pupil_expenditures from city to city leséeged dzamatically.

___—; 1.,,,

The 1970 study provided,the City Council and Congressional Com-

mittees at that time with factual information which related to multip;e .

-~

topics on which decisions had to .be mede.’ Since 1970 a replication of

the study has not taken place. However, recently concern over statistics

-3

being compared.has continued to mount on the .part of both the b. C.
Public Schools and the D. C. Government therefore, in the faIl of 1974
both agencies agreed to support a study of comparative data in the school

systems of the selected large qities. This study has been conducted and

s reported on the following pages. * . \
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el A STUDY OF COMPARATIVE DATA FOR FY 1974 AND FY 1975 o
ERL7 . IN EIGHT LARGE CITY SCHQOL SYSTEMS = C

The purpose of the study is to collect, énaiyze,\and report on

statistics and program information relative to selected aspects of the

>

,

overall budget and program of selected large city. school systems, : .

Furthermore, the intent is to isolate areas of variation in what is |
seemingly common operation and by means of adjustment, whether it be\>

the form of calculation or definition, provide for decision makers that
.b
data’ which may be compared

The find1ngs of' the study will be reported in a series .of separate

sub-studies, each one dealing with one major ‘area of Lnterest.

Lo~
. \ -

. , ‘ Procedures AR

‘

The school systens included in the current :fudy are ‘seven iarge

..
>

city school Systems"with characteristics similar to those of the Public
< . & _"; o

Schools of the District of Columbia, The eight systems reported.are:

§ *

Atlanta, Baﬁtimore,ggoston, Cleveland, Milwaukee, St. ioqis, San Francdsco,

‘ N c, R i . N N (' )
and Washington, D, %. % . N .
) . ’ . ’ s
¢ : L
The researchers who conducted the study are Dr..Mildred P, Cooper
Qﬁaf Y N . - ' '. N

of IBEX. L - - . o C ]

&
[ b [

of the Pyblic Schoo?s of the District of Columbia and Mr. King Nelson

The sgtudy beganfih_Augﬂst 1974 with requests to éach of the ‘parti- -

cipants for copies bf‘school-eystem and cizy budgets for fiscal years
1974 and 1975. An in-deptﬁ review of elach of these documents was made. ‘
Simultaneously, meetingg were held with D, C: Public School Personnel

and a repre§en§§tiye of the D. C. City Government Budget Division for the.
. o, - - : .

Ca R
i, 4
.
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purpose of finalizing the design of the stedy.

For each ‘area of interest iﬁdicated in the design’of the study,

an .interviaw schedule was developed by staff.of IBEX and of the D, C.f

P
%

school system.. A pilot was made and refinements of the instruments
.ot "

v v’

1 _" ' . \ “Q/"y . .

° » . —

effecfed. .

~

A visitation schedulé with each of thé participant school.systems

was established. The key contact person in each scﬂool system arranged
-

.

for a concentrated, cpnt1nuous, interviewing itinerary‘(ith as many as

9 to 12 different 1ndiv1dua1 conferences in a single. da% V1sitation.

During these interviews, the prepared interview guide was followed with

.

agaitional questions included as needed. Each person interviewed pro-
vided documents, forms, and reports; where information waq not immediately

available, this was latexr mailed to the researchers, Follow-up telephone

calls were used to clarify and augment the information gathered during .

- °
A +

the visits.
K

»

The designated areas of interest in the study were prioritized in

terms of the D. C. Public School System's needs for information, Highest

I3

priority indicated is the need for comparative data on expenditure per

N
sgudenn.§ Next most urgent is the number of prafessional.staff per thousand

gtudents. Coe

As stated above, the results of the study will be presented in

separate sections, The analysis of the expenditures per student among
the-eight large city school systems comprises sub-study one. Sub-gtudy

two reports on the comparison of staffing per one thousand students for

the participating school systems.

“
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"A COMPARISON OF EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL K
L.

* AMONG EIGHT - LARGE CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS

. ' GéneralfConsiderafions -

¢ ' L P )

‘ The objective of this area of the study is o develop and present
eﬁpenditure per pupil figures for each of the é%ght school districts
in the study for the years 1973-74 and 1974-75, Although each of the
school systems‘éan readily produce expenditure per pupil daFa, the
services provided by the systems to their students and the éethods of
comPutation vary so widely that comparisons of figures réported by in-
dividual systems are grosély miéleading. ,

In studying the content of such program areas as continuiﬁg and

:gdult education, f;od services, community actizities, summer school and

q -
health services, it was found that the basic per pupil expenditure - .

figufes are distorted because of th; large range in'ghe levél‘og re-
sources allocated to Fhese functions, Also, the extent to whicggcapiggi
outlay, fringe benefits and various staté and Federal fund sourcés are
included in the computations further reduées the comparability oé the
results, A final.disfortion.of the statistics is due to the methods

fgr determining the size of the pupil population., Fall enrollment,
aﬁtive role, average daily membership (APM), and average daily;attend-
aﬁpe (ADA) are terms which appear in various districts' compuéations.

Even where the same statistic is used, its composition varies as the .

regult of such factors as the treatment of prekindergarten, kindergarten,

| -

' 6
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summer school, edult, and part-time students. ‘ ———
. . . N o, . . ~

‘Therefore,'théré were two general approaches whicﬁ might be follow-_ °

~

ed in presentlng expenditures per pupil for the eight districts the

. figures prOV1ded by the districts could be used, with explamations of K

the many res&{)ing incompatibilities, or a more cOmparable set of figures

e could be develbped from the basic program, budget, and membership inform~

- \

‘ation available to the study team,

\ ‘ It was decided not to use the first apbroach due to the fact ‘that .

X .

the differences to be explained are so great that the study would consist

LIS
I

primarily of,rgservations and constraints on the’ interpretation and usq|

13

~ -

- of the infor,r\ii;;é'ion. ) . R

If the éeéond approach were chosen it would be necessary %o establish

{7

just how compatible the results should be. It would be impossible to

“7, .

produce gxpenditur% per pupil figures for each district ba%kd on exactly "

e *

the same set of programs and services, the same sources of funds, and

b,
R

the same method of student membership determination, Evenkgﬁ the neces-

Tt - - ~
- . v . .

sary data were available, the results would exclude too maqg programs

- S

and resources to be of enough value.: - . ' X ,

+

The approach which wé@ selected was a compromise between the first -

and the second. approacheg'stated\above. The compromise permits compari-

sons with currently .used per pupil expenditure figures f?r the District

of Columbia Public .Schools and the retention of most maJor operating
programd and services in the computations. ' ot ¥

- . ~ - Voo T .




Computation Procedures

¥

_ .+ Per pupil egpenditure is one measure of the performance of a

_‘school system, 'Generaliy, per pupil expenditure is defined as the '3'
average amount of money spent 59 a given school system on each pupii
for administrationy instiggtional'services, olantﬂoperation and nain-
tenance, fixed énarges, and other school services. According to the
U. S. Office of Education of the Department of Health, Education and

Welfare four factors need to be considered in the determinﬁtion of per
‘e

-

pupil expenditures for education. These are: (1) the pupil unit of
, measure to be used (for example, average daily membership, ayerage
daily attendance, pupil enrollment); (2) the. expenditure accounts to

be included (for example, administration, instruction, operation of

-

plant), (3) the period of time for which a per-pupil expenditure

e .

figure is to be computed (for example, a year, a-day, an hour); and

\\&4) the program areas, to be included in a per pupil expenditure figure

t 4

(gor example, elementary schools, seconq?ry schools, adult education),

J&he per pupil expenditure figdresicurrenely used by ‘the District
“6§/C lu

mbia Public Schools are computedaboth for regular'approprigted
' ‘ » L
operating funds and for Federat grants, 6 In this study, the" total

:

operating expenditure figure is reduced Ry the amount of food services
and continuing education costs to give an adjusted expenditure amount

M %

-1/ State Educational Records and Reports.Series: Hangbook II, U. S.
Department.of Heaith{ Education, and We1fare, Office of Education.

1966 and Handbook II revised?'1974. ‘ ,
8 {

.
[

: 12

\
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for both appropriated and Federal funding. The per'pupil cost dées not .
N .
include capital outlay, nor does it include health services (which are

provided by the District Government) or summer school and community

eérvices_(which are included in the continuing education category),

It is this adjusted operating expenditure computation that is the basis

-

for the determindtion of all expendi%ure figures in this study.

For “each of the other seven school districts, a Total Operating

Budget; including state funded programs, was determined from data pro-

-

vided by the school system considered., For some school systems this

figufé Includes all or'a portion of the capital outlay expenditures,

L
whére, they are carried in the operating budget., For other districts, .

.it.was‘Eecessary“to éugment their normal operating budgets to account

' for common items such as retirement benefits and plant maintenance, which B
afé being fundéd”from other sources.’ ApprOpriate deductions from the .

_Total Operating Budgets them\ygere made to remove continuing and adult

,Q »

education, food, serV1ces, health’ serV1ces, summer school and capital

N

dutlay. “The pesult was a-“set of Adjusted Operating Budget figures R

L4

With regard to FederaL expendibures, a Total Federal Program 2

Budget was determingd for each school system,‘ For the District of '
- - :

Columbia Public Schools, this figyre includes gll Federal funds. For
. B s . . 4

.~

, the nther_systems in the study, this figure includes .all Federal funds A

with the exception:of those funds normally included in the operating N .

‘

budget:(i.e., impact aid and,‘for some districts, vocational education

“and NDEA funds). 'A deduction from the Total Federal Progrém Budget was

L, - ‘e

made for food sugsigies and ,other funds directly related to food services. ,
o .o T

ul
-
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wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

AlthOugh the District of Columbia school system Eurrently deducts the

costs of continuing education_as well, this figure genmerally could hdt
be accurately estimated for the other systems' Federal budgets. Sirce
continuing education accounts for such a small.proportion of Federal

funds (less than 1% in the District of Columbia), it was decided not to
consider it as a deduction. " ) ‘

’All pupil membership figures were computed as follows: A fallﬂ

membership count was obtained from each district for all regular stu-

dents in grades pre-kindergarten through 12, If this figure was based

on a "head count", it was adjusted to a "full time equivalent' value to

‘reflept half day pre-kindergarten and half day kindergarten students.
" An estimated Average Daily Membership (ADM) for the school year was then

.computed using a percentage "of the adjusted fall membership count.

The resulting Expenditure Per Pupil for the AdJusted Operating

-,

~Budget, the AdJusted Federal,Program Budget f1gures, andmthe.Total Ad just=

at

’ ed Budget figures for the eight school systems for the 1933-74 and

1974-75 school years_along with related computations are shown in a

series of tables on pages 12 through 19. The asterisk on the 1974-75

*

column designates "egtimated" due to the fact that supplemental funds

) may be added to the Total Operating Budg;& during the course of the

"
'

fiscal fyear. * R -~ ‘ . . ) .
Summary'charts of the expenditures per pupil for+each of the parti-

cipating school systems for both 1973-74 and 1974-75 appear on the fol-

N

lowing pages. The figures are based on comparable programs and services,

4 -

on like funding sourceg, ‘and on an adjusted m%gbership count., The first .

\
exhibit shows the expenditure per pupil for only regular appr0priated
J

funds, Exhibit—two displays total expenditures per pupil;’ tﬁis incIudes

regular appropriated funds and Federal funds:

o 10 14 B .

-
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Exhibit I

el

. Lk . .
A COMPARISON OF EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL BASED ON REGULAR APPROPRIATED FUNDS

IN EIGHT LARGE CITY SCHCOL SYSTEMS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1974 AND FISCAL YEAR 1975

1973=74

AN
b}

: 1974-75 ,
$2,000 . .
) . 1,866 San Franci?togjw
San Francisco 1,723—*”<”,”””””
Cy, -
$1,500 . 1,540 Boston \
+ ’ -] ” / - ?
. , 1,403 Milwaukee
Boston ‘1,395 1,399  WASHINGTON, D. C.
.. Milwaukee ) 1,252 . .
: " WASHINGTON, D. C.- 1,230F 1,230  Atlanta
Cleveland 1,147 : 1,226  Cleveland
Atlanta 1,104 1,077 ‘Baltimore
; s * 1,046 St. Lpuis
$1,000 St. Louis 99674 L o -
“Baltimore 929 - o
a « { ’ i '
. ’ ? e
$500_] .
9 e
rd \ ¢
4‘ — J a2

* Comparable programs and services and an adjusted pupil membership are used.
Does not inélude ;Federal funds. : ’
° ) i <

Source of Data (Exhibits I and II): School, system budget and memberéhip report
. B¢ 5 25 ~
Q : X

' 15
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" Exhibit II 0
o, 7y
. A COMPARISON OF TOTAL EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL# IN EIGHT LARGE o
CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1974 AND FISCAL YEAR 1975 -
‘ ] : 1973-74 ©1974-75 . - !
$2,000] - o 2,027 - San Francisco e
\A o}
] San Francisco 1,851 ’

Boston" 7 '
WASHINGTON, D.C.

-

$1,500] Boston
' WASHINGTON, D.C. 1,447

v

; / 1,387 Cleveland . N
“Mi]:w&‘ﬁl?e_e ) 1, 328 /

: 303 .

Cleveland 1,2801/ L Atlantg=f _ ,

Milwaukee

"+ Atlanta 1,167

4 St. Louis 1,103 11,158 Baltimor;e,

$1,00Q, Baltimore . 1,016

- 2’

N\

§500, :

- , .
R [N « . N
. -

‘

* Based on comparable programs and serQicesy,like funding, sources, and
an adjusted pupil membership count, . Includes regular appropriated
. funds and Federal funds. : / '

A - -

:
o ) SR . 11 o .

oo -
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N , ~ ATLANTA

\

Adjustments to the Total Operating Budget - Adjustments B -
consist of deductions for adult education (Area Tech )
"School), health services, 4th quarter (summer

sessiop), food service deficit, community services, °

capital outlay, and related fringe benefits. -

3,

- -~

Adjustment [to Fall Membership - The adjustment consists of

the donversion of % day kindergarten students to full
e equivalents, The kih&éggﬁ?%ih membership is
imated to be 1/7 of the total elementary membership
+ in™tlanta. L . ’

P 4

. , ¢ [
Sdurces - 'Financial data related to regular apprOpriated
funds 1is from the 1973-74 'and 1974-75 budget documents,

* “ Féderal_ fund data is from the 1973-74 report to the
, . ' state department of education and from staff inter- )

oy =" 7 ntews.

,
A
1
1
i ' . - ‘ '
2 - .
~ - % ; e

‘ “ - (122) %
;". \ 4 v
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s ‘ . . .
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Table 1 ' |

EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL BASED ON COMPARABLE PROGRAMS AND SERViCES,
LIKE FUNDING SOURCES, "AND AN ANJUSTED PUPIL MEMBERSHIP COUNT

. ATLANTA

Procedures / i 1973-74 1974-75"
: ‘ :
, Regular Aﬁproériated Tunds
.Total Operating Budget .o $103,002.,7 $109,346.5
less Adjustments (see facing |
page for details) o [ .=9,711.3 - 8,787.7
Adjusted Operating Budget l $ 93,291.4 $100,558.8
: i .
Fall Membership s i 89,128 86,201
. :
Less Adjustments (see facing L
page for details) ' (o " =3,748 -3,590
N | | L 2alze .
Adjusted Fall Membership ' | - ..85,380 82,611
. ; i -
4 Estimated Average Daily . . ' .
’ * Membership ‘ ; f . 81,785
' Expenditure Per Pupil S | $ 1,230
. f M i B
’Total "Federal Program Budget - . ’déﬁ $ ‘5 286.9 . $ 5g976.4
no food subsidy - . '53?3§‘ . :
1E§tih§ted Averagé Daily . '
. * ¥ “Meubership R 84,526 81,785
. Expenditure Per Pupil . ., 63 \ 8 13
Regular and Federal Funds Combined
| TOTAL Expenditures Per Pupil | 51, 167 - " s 1,303 o
‘ ‘% Egtimated ' - f, : A
r Soutces : See facing pagé. S 12

we s




. BALZ IMORE y
\ . 7 /
Total Operating Budget - Cofsists of General Funds and
Non-Federal Special Fynds. K
. ) )
Adjustments to. the Total (perating Budget - Adjustments P
consist of deductiong for adult ‘education, health s/
services,;\food servjces, community services, and‘debt ;
gervice, h :
" -
Adjustments to Fa(\l ership - The adjustments congist of
" . the conversi f % day pre~kindetgarten students and
% day kindergartpn studentg'to full time-equivalents. ,
. l[ : ¢
[
/
\‘\
: LY : .
n B
2 . ) I A V ‘
] . \ .
E o X
. ¢ l ;".{" N »
: ’ i ; ' .
. ! 3 : 4
] ! Loy .
E T A 4
[ 2- " " 1 %’2
[ ' H O A
: 7 o ‘ :
i r o

fSources - The 1974-75,ci

ty budget and interviews with staff,
Nt :

u)




EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL B
.+ FUNDING SOURCES,

Table IT

ASED ON COMPARABIE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES, LIKE
AND AN ADJUSTED PUPIL MEMBERSHIP COUNT ~ °

BALTTYORE . T o
Procedures’ ’ 1973-74 : 1974-75"
Regular‘Anpfoériated Funds vy
Total Operating Budget .$194,562.5 $210,147.7
less Adjustments (see facing.: X
page for details): -32,247.2 e 232,071.7 .
/ a -
Adjusted Operating Budget - $162,315.3 ' $178,076.0
Fall Membérship 4o 182,911 173,428
Iess Adjustments (see facing : ~-6,358 - =6,365
page for details) | e,
-~ : . ,
Adjusted Fall MEmbershipl ; 176,553 167,063
Estimated Average Daily, %g, \ ! ' RS
Membership.. é% 174,788 165,392
- . 1—:‘7» ) | P
Expenditure Per Pupil %}: } é, 929 $__1,077
‘¢ . ' tY( . ; .
. Federal Funds
- . f .
Total Federal Program Bu\get - $ 24,199.8 $ 22,712.2
- O .
. . 0 , . ‘
gfss Food Subsidies ’ wfmj?2072.§ -=9,360.0
/kdjugted Federal Program Budget "§ 25 127.3 $ 13!352.2

Estimated Average Daii&
Membership

Expenaifure Per Pupil ~

e _ Regular

TOTAL Expenditures Per Pup

4 \‘;‘i‘,;?,
- L7f1s2 165,698
$ N ing7 $ 81
- JT’A.‘ )
land Federal Funds Combined
.,"L ' * .» . r
il ' $ 1,016 : $ 1,158

* Estimated co

N

Sources: See facing page.

|
|
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~ BOSTON -

Total Operating Budget - Congists of General Funds, retire-

ment payments by city and state, and-estimated plant —
maintenance costs carried by 'eity.,  _ !

—_— [

AdJustments to the Total Operating Budget,r Adjustments consist
of deductions for .evening and summer school, food service
deficit, community services, and related fringe benefits,

Ad}ustment to—Fall Membership - Consists of the conversiom of
% day kindergarten students to full time equivalents.
The kindergarten membership was estimated 0, be 8,000

’ students. ] . ;g

Sources - _Financial data related to regular rappropriated .
funds is from the 1974-75 budget documents. Estimates
of federal funds and city and state contributions are
from interviews with staff, S —_ -

'

'
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] Table III.
EXPENDITURES PER PUPTL BASED ON COMPARABLE PRCGRAMS AND SERVICES, LIKE

v * ' FUNDING SOURCES, AND AN ADJUSTED PUPIL MEMBERSHIP COUNT
BOSTON
Procedures 1973-74 1974-75"
Regular Appropriated Fuﬁds
Total Operating Budget $126,795.1 $131,273.6
less Adjustments (seé facing )
page for, details) -2,974.8 " =4,453.1
Adjusted Operating Budget $123,820.3 $126!82095
Fall Membership 93,647 . 87,169
less Adjustments (see facing
page for details) -4,000 o -4,000
.. Adjusted Fall Membership . 89,647 83,169
"*  Estimated Average Daily i
; Membership 88,750 82,337
Expenditure Per. Pupil $ 1,395 $ 1,540

Federal :Funds .

’

Total Federal Program Budget ..’

'Less Food Subsidies

Adjusted Federal Program Budget

Estimated Average Daily
Membership a

<

Expenditure Pet Pﬁpil

P

,$.14,000.0

Regular and, Federal Funds Combined

TOTAL Expenditures Per pupil
% Egtimated

»

Sou}ces: See’ facing page.-

§ 12,350.0
-3,200,0 -3,000.0

$ 9,150.0 . $711,000.0
88,750 82,97

©$ 103 s 12
§ 1,498 $ ' 1,672~

=t




CLEVELAND

Total Operating Budget - Consists of the General Fuﬁd, the
Lunch Fund, the Trust Fund, the Disadvantaged Pupil
Program Fund, and the Uniform Supply Fund.

Adjustments to the Total Operating Budget - Consists of
deductions for adult education, food services, health
services, community services, capital outlay, and:,

related fringe benefits. !

Adjustment to Fall Membership - Consists of the conversion
of % day kindergarten students to full time equivalents.
The kindergarten membership was estimated to be 10,000
students. ‘

’

Sources - Financial data for 1973-74 is from the report to
.the state department of education and from staff inter-
views. ‘The 1974-75 data is estimated from the 1974 “and ‘ .
1975 budget documents and from staff interviews. "




’T‘ab 1e IV

EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL BASED ON COMPARABLE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES, LIKE
FUNDING SOURCES, AND AN ADJUSTED PUPIL MEMBERSHIP COUNT

\ ' CLEVEIAND -
. Procedures - 1973-74 1974-75"
‘ Regular Approp;:fa_&d Funcis
Total' Opetating Budget $159,080. 9 $162,503.1
Less Adjustments (see facing
. page for details) -10,23Q.2 -10,537.1
‘, Adjusted Opereting Budget ° : - $148.850.7 $151,966.0 »,{/
Fall Membership 136,105 130,186 '
‘ ' .Less Adjustments (see facing ’
page for details) : -5,000 ‘ ) -4,959
Adjusted Fail Membership S 131!105 ‘ 125!227 '
Estimated 'Avgrage Dailyﬂ‘;ﬁ - »
Membership . 129,79 T -123,974 E
', Expenditure Per .Pu-pil . L 81,147 ° J " 's 1,226
; Tyt " ‘Federal Funds . < ;
. Total FederallProgram Bﬂ?et $ 22,739.8 $:28,400.\(.) .
Les; Food Subsidies -5,528.3 S X -*8,\400..0'
- Adjusted Federal Prograe Budget $ 17,211.5~- $ 20;000‘0
‘ Estimated Average Daily .
Membership ‘ . M . M
Expenditure Per Pupil ‘ $ i33 '.' - 16i
. \ ‘ RegLular and Federal Funds Combined {jr
ﬁ& TOTAL Expenditures Per Pupil $ 1!280-_, $ 1!387

.k Espimated

k)

Soutces: “See facing page.
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. -+ MIIWAUKEE

Total Oﬁerating Budget - Consists of the Operating Funds
less categorical federal programs.

hdjustmeﬂts to the Total Operati_gﬁBudget - Consist of
deductioms for community services, non-federal food
services, capital .outlay, and summer school.

Fall Membetship - The fall membérshiplzount is a full
time equivalent count and, therefore, no adjustments
for part time are required;

»:
!
—J

L)

-

.Sources - Financial data for 1973-74,1is from the 115th
Annual Report and from staff interviews. The 1974-75
data is estimated from the 1974 and the fb?Szbudget . ’
documents and from staff interviews.,

7




. ﬁabie v - X
.EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL BASEb ON COPEARABLE. PROGRAMS " AND SERVICES, LIKE

p ' FYNDING SOURCES, AND AN ADJUSTED PUPIL MEMBERSHIP COUNT
> - -
\ %
Procedures 1974-75
X Regular Appropriated Funds .4
- Total Operating Budget ' $153,7%0.8 ° $165,109.9
Less Adjystments (see facing - .
page for details) . -7,151.9 ' +7,317.0
Adjusted Operating Budget $146,578.9 $157,,792.9
Fall Membershilp (see faéing ) ' Coe : >
page) . : 118,283 .- 113,643 '
. Estimated Averape.Daily 3 . .
Membership ¥ . ‘ , 117,100 112,507
. ’ Expenditures%gi«'upil . . < 81,252 $_ 1,403 .
) ? \ «  Federal Funds' . ' .
‘ \ e S L .
Total Federal Pré:-am Budget . $13,597.7 o '$ 145111.07 .
L oa . 4 . i - . .
less Food subsidiﬁ-_ . -4,739.8~‘ 1 -4ﬁ§oo.o
. | ' AT
Adjusted Federal Program Budget *$,8,857.9 $°9,711.0
- < . : _— -
Estimated Average ba‘ly . o .
Membership . \ ' 117,100 112,507 .
. ) ’ . o . R - . -
Expenditure Per Pupil} . . w}‘ $- -76 / $ 86
S : ’ - ) ~
‘:.\' '. . , bl ' :,5‘
) Rég lar and Federal Funds Combined _
.- | . . ) ’, . :
TOTAL Expenditures Per Pupil, " '$_1,328 $:.1;489 -

* Estimated




. <

T , ' : ST. \LOUIS

r ! . e . .

. - 24y
Total Operating Budget ~ Consisqé of the TeacherJFund,
the Incidental Fund, and the TextbookfFund.

Adjustmentg to the Total Operating Budget - Consist of
. deductions for summer schod, health services, community
services, administrative food service costs, and
related fringe benefits.

-

Fall Membership # The' fall membership coint is a full -
time equivalent count and, therefore, no adjustments
. for part time are required.. o
@

-~ [ -

o ..
. s

'W . i -
Sources - Data is from the 1974-75 budget documents and : —~
o staff interviews, '

.

(172)

. S 27 ' _ -
. ’ “ /. . .
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. . Table VI )
s ! s .
EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL BASED ON COMPARABIE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES, LIKE
FUNDING SOURCES, AND AN ADJUSTED PUPIL MEMBERSHIP COUNT

A ST. .LOUIS ‘
_Prociﬂures 1973-74 1974=75"
) a\ N Regular Appropriated Funds
. \ < ,
) Total Operating Budget \ $ 89,806.1 $ 90,914.2
- b \\‘ "o
Lessé Adjustments (see facing R
- page for details) - -651.0 : N . =605.8-
Adjupted'Operating Budget ‘ $\89!155.1 ‘$ §0!308.4
Fall Membership (see facing , 90,383 87,215 i
page) - - ,
" Estimated Average Daily o : ' ,
Membership 3 . o 89,479 86,343
c h * . 02 i * Y.
Expenditure Per Pupil ' o . $ 996 . $,.1,046 ° -
. ' | = - 5 ‘
\ Federal Funds . .
Total Federal Program Budget $ 13,055.0 L § 15,7215
‘ Less Food Subgidies |- -3,438.0 ‘ 45,6074
Adjusted Féderal Program Budget % $ 9,617.0 K $ 30;114.1
Estimated Average Daily -
 Membership S . .89,479 86,343
Expenditure Per Pupil - $ 107 CE 117

PR
’

ngulaf and Federal Fugﬁs Combined/

. K
. . o e,
i ) v - R . Q‘;n’z t%.,
‘ TOTAL Expend?tures Per Pupil - $ 1!1012 e $ _1,163
L * Estimated w» ' o -

Sources: See facing page.

et
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. : SAN FRANCISCO _ -

.
A\

.

' Total Operating Budget - Congists of the General Fund,
' The Developmert Centers Fund, the County Fund, the .
Cafeteria Fund, and state categorical programs. S

.

Adjustments to the Total Operating Budget - Consist of
[ deductions for health services, food services,
facilities acquisition, and congtruction and county
educatignal services.,

Adjustment to Fall Membership ~ The adjustment consists of
the conversion of % day kfndergarten students to full
time equivalents.

J

-

i Sources - Data is from the 1973 74.report to the state
.. department of education, the 1974~ 75 budget documents
and staff interviews. . -

'y ' (18&) ¢ .- Y
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Iable VII

EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL BASED ON COMPARABLE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES, LIKE -
FUNDING SOURCES, AND AN ADJUSTED PUPIL MEMBERSHIP COUNT ’

Procedures

-

SAN FRANCISCO: ' "x

1973-74

Regular Appropriated Funds

-

Total’ Operating Budget

Less Aﬁjustments (see facing
page for details) )

Adjusted Operating Budget

Fall Membership ’

v

less Adjustments (see facing
page for details)

Adjusted Fall Membership .

Estimated Average Daily
" Membership.

Expenditure Per Pupil

Total Federal Program Budget-
(no food subsidy)

Estimated Average Daily
Membership

Expenditure Per Pupil

Regular and Federaleunds Combined.

g

$139,801.6

- vt
P

=13,623.6

¢

- _ $126,178.0

76,688

.
N
~
W
w

~J
w
\O
wi
wi

~
W
N
-
(9]

~

W

Federal Funds

L3

$ 9,365.7

——

$ 128

TOTAL Expenditures Per Pupil

e

* Estimated

Sources: See facing page.

$ 1,851

' *
1974-75

$142,771.5

\ 13,783.7

$1283987.8

72,475

1
N
(o) 0
~J
o

o
\O

“-oo
o
(W}

(o)
w
=
~

(0]
(o)
o

S -
—a B

§ 2,027
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"WASHINGTON, D. C.

I

B Adjustments to the Total Operating Budget - Cohsist of
deductions for food services and for continuing
education.”

-

Adjustments to Fall Membership - Consist of deductions for
STAY Program students and the conversion of % day pre-
kindergarten students and % day kindergarten students
to full time equivalents,

»

o)

[y

Sources - 1973-74 and 1974-75 budget documents and supporting
documeqtationl . i
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Tabla VIII i -

. - EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL BASED ON COMPARABLE PRCGRAMS AND SERVICES, LIXKE
FUNDING SOURCES, AND AN ADJUSTED PUPIL MEMRERSHIP COUNT

WASHINGTON, D. C.
Procedures . 1973-74  1974-75%

Regular Appropriated Funds

‘ Total Operating Budget $167,807.5 $187,574.6
less Adjustments (see facing ‘ o '
page for details) - -8,345.8 -9,020.4
Adjusted Operating Budget . $159,461.7 ' $178,55442 .
_ Fall Membership - . 136,467 132,239
- less Adjustments (see facing «
page for details) ~ _=5,539 -3,30
Adjusted Fall Membership . 130,928

Estimated Averaée Daily

Membership . ~ . 129,619 .
) Ay ===
_Expenditure Per Pupil . L $ 1,230
i Federal Funds A
o ‘ ‘
Total Federal Program Budget i $ 35,642.2 $ 36,760.4
I1ess Adjustments for Food - : -7,5i4.9 -7,515.0
Services and Continuing LT
Education , .
Adjusted Federal Program Budget $ 28,127.3 $ 29,245.4°

Estimated.Average Daily . ,

. Memberskip * | 129,619 —. 127,608
Expenditure Per Pupil ‘ ,§§%~- $ $ 229
,Regular and Federalnéunds éom ined ' ) 5
TOTAL E;'cpe_ndiéuré,s Per Pupil $_1.h47 . $ 1,628
* Estimated L ’ = ’

“Sources: See facing page., -
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Sub-Study Two . ‘ . =

A'COMPARISON OF STAFFING PER ONE THOUSAND STUDENTS .
AMONG EIGHT LARGE CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS -

~

The provision of professional staffing in a school system is most

~

frequently considered in termg of the services to be offered and the

number of studedts to be served in concert with the funding available.

One approach to determiniﬂg the quantity of professional staff needed

is through the establishment of a ratio of staff members to the number

-

of students who are to be accommodated.
The thrust of every school system is to offer an educational pro-
gram to every student enrolled. That educational program is provided

by means of an instructional aspect and a non-instructionai aspect.

““The instructional segment which ;uppiies the learning opportunities

<

for .the student membership must be suppprted by the non-instructional;

without such support it ‘cannot’ function effectively., To carry out the

{

.

instructional aspect both professional and non-professional staff mem-

bers are required; to accomplish the non-instructional aspect both

professional and non-professional staff members are required.

" In looking at this team approach rebresented by‘the~instructiona1

IS

and non-instructionafﬁparts of the educational program, it becomes

obvious that a "resource mix" of many different poeitions and things

i

are necessary to successfully effect the progranﬁ How can this "
v .

re-
source mix" be defined? In texrms of positions it can be described as

the total number ofﬁggsitions required to provide the desired educa-

tional program ber one thousand students. This can be expressed’in

20

o83

3
x
LI

L

O
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i

tacus of the number of professional staff and in terms Qf the 'non-pro-
- * * * :

:
fessional staff per ope thousand students.

~

. - )
P . - Y .
Profassional Staff Per Thousand Students
' a

z

‘

A study of the professional positions in the "resource mix" of
. : .

the participating large city systems revealed interesting variaticnms.

v

o

Base data was securad from the budget, personnel, .and membership re-

-~ :

. ports published bywthe system. Clarificatién and interpretation of

these reports were provided by appropriate staff members of the school

systems in order to insure comparable definitions and classifications.
L

In compiling the data care was taken to categorize uniformly the posi-

Y e

tions iato professional-instructional and professivnal non-instruction-

4
al. Instructional positions were those, both central and local school

7/

]
pased, in line and staff functions related to the instructional program.

Non-instructioral positions were those, both central and local school

»

. . . - L e 3 .. .
based, in line and staff functions not related to the-instructional

. >
program. The student membership was the official fall single day mem-

.

bership in each school system adjusfed for full-time equivalemcy. -

s

The data is shown in a table on the following page. Included are

Ny

the membership figures, the nymﬁér of professional staff divided into

) . . .
..

,'in§tfﬁ¢tional and non-instructional categories, the total number of

1
[

professional sta{? and the hgmber of professional staff members per
1,000 students in the school system. -Each of the above items is shown

fér the school years 1973-74 and 1974-75. A review of the table in-

.

dicates‘z%at the number of professionals per.l,OOd students’ in 1973-74

ranged from 47.7 to 66,3 in the efght participating school systems;

in 1974-75 the number of professionals per-1,000 students ranged from '

48.5 to 67.5. °.
) ! ‘

ERIC e 34 _—

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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~ Exhibit III ) )
PROFESSIONAL STAFF PER THOUSAND STUDENTS IN EICHT LARGE

CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1974 AND FISCAL YEAR 1975
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Clearly indicated by the data is the fact that school systems place

“the greatest of emoha51s on the establishment of professional services

F

¥

in the instructional operation. All but one of the participating systems

have over 92% of their professional staff in the instructional program.

- \ .

The table below displays the percentage of instructional professional

k-]

staff to total professional staff of each of the participating systems.,

. ’ _F\,O
- g ‘Table X ]
, PERCENT OF INSTRUCTIONAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF
- TO TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF\FOR FY 1974 AND FY 1975
Sqlifiol System _ \1973-74 1974-75
Atlanta 97.2 - -
Baltimore 93,7
Boston , ’ 95.7
Cleveland 86.2
C .
Milwaukee 92.8
.o, St.” louis 95.8
b o : ‘" ' San Francisco '92.5
- " Washington, D..C. 95.0

Source: =3chool system budget and| personnel documents.’
A . \ b» ﬂ%&
From the point of re e énce of the’ non—instructional profeésional
A “E: /
note ‘the relationship of” that category of -

ional staff and a130*1ts relationship to the

[




. . N \ ~a
R . \ -
i

total school system staff. These data are shown in Table XI which

|

© follows: . .

Table XI
. PERCENT OF NON-INSTRUCTIONAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF TO TOTAL PROFESSIONAL
i STAFF AND TO T(l)TAL SCHOOL SYSTEM STAFF FOR FY 1974 AND FY 1975
N % of Non-Instructional | % of Non-Instructional
School Syste%:Q"' Professional Staff to Professional Staff to
A Total Professional Staff |Total School System Staff
197374 1974=75 1973=74——1974=75——— ———
Atlanta ‘ - 2.9 2.8 2,1 2.0
r ' ' R ! ! .
Baltimore 6.3 6.3° . 4.6 4.8
: Boston 1 3. 4.3 " 3.4 4.3
Cleveland 13,3 13,8 8.2 8.4"
Milvaukee 5.4 7.2 4.0 4.9
St. Louis | 3.2 42 | 2.3 3.0
San Francisco 7.2 7.1 - . 5.2 5.4 -
Washington, D. C. 4.8 5.0 3.7 3.8
> \
Source: School system budget and personnel docuﬁiéts. . i
> The complete portrayal of school system staffing\for the instruction-
al program includes both the professional and non~pfofe:>19na1ﬁstaffing..

The number of positions in these categories 'is éhoyn in Table XII on the .

P

following page.

AN
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LV

o " Non-Profesyional Staf%ing

Non-professiopnal positions inla school system are those positions”

which do not require extensiva training (or a bachelor's degree) and

which are noc considered as professéfnal under the laws and regulations

established by the State. Examples dre school bus drivers\and custo-
dians. i/ These positions are, however, crucial to the functioning of

the educational program offered to th

student membership. The number

of non-professional positiods divided {into the instructional and non-

instructional components which they. sexve is shown for the participating

schp%% systems in Table XIII on the folllowing page.
zf; .

-

In compiling the datd for Table XIfI, it was found that each of the

3t

school systems were, for the most part, lin accord in their classification

§

of notn-professional personnel

. Where a pariation in a definition occur-

-

red in a system,

finition use

the data were adjusted

d by the other participatin

be in agreement with thedle-

s

systems. Unfortunately, in-

-

formation on numbers of ﬁon-professidﬁalAstaff members in Boston was

not available; therefore

!

-

b3
»

4/ State Educational Records ahd Reports Series:

it is Mot reported in this study.

. L4 1
Ary

!
'
i

1
l ”

Handbook VII,

U. S..
Department of Health, Educatidg, and Welfare;(Office of Education,
1971, p. 149.
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1/ Based:on regular appropriated funded pesitions..

3

Includeé all non-p‘rofesslional level positiohs, both central and local

- @ .
'” . ) . '4:;)—-_-
Table XIII* =N
- o ;
.. — ) w5
* . NUMBER OF INSTRUCTIONAL AND NON-INSTRUCTIONAL
. ’ ) ‘ ,  NON-PROFESSTONAL STAFF MEMBERS® "I e
Y FOR FY 1974 AND FY 1975 1/°
—- ) » "y ' Total Number
'I:qufber of No;;Profezfstional S,taff 37 of Non-Prpfessional
_ School System | Instructional= Non- Instructional™ Staff
: . 11973-74 |1974-75 1973-74 | 1974-75 [1973-74 | {1974-75
. < Lo : . . .
’ = Atlanta . 408 481 1,749 1,685 | 2,157 2,166
. ‘Baltimore 541 470 3,026 2,511 | 3,567 | 2,981
‘P 1 ) y
’ Boston 4/ .9-/ 4/ 4/ 4/ 4/
Cleveland ’ ] 1,600 1,668 2,565 2,675 4,165 4,343
. 6 i . )
" Milwaukee 1,39 1,935 959 4 1994 | 2,353 2,929°
St. louis .79 404 1,372 1,339 | 1,651 1,743
San Franciséo 513 144 1,325 1,324 | 1,838 1,468
" L . . T 3 . s ow . R
Washington, D. CJ 1377 132 2,283 " 2,470 | 2,420 2,602
. N M . 5 . 4 .

|
~inl s
_—,'/.Jij",l’f -
[ L

2/
school based, in line and staff functiore related,to.the instructional
program, . . o
3/ 1Includes non-pfofessional level positions, both central “#nd local schgolﬂ,.j'
based, in line and staff functions né‘gwspecific to the instructignal
program, ' : ’ —— -
- . o .
4/ Data not"available. . v
w Sourte: 8chool system budget and personnel reports.
. : . " . A
' [ . . . ' v
< ' .
' i ¢ "1 B}
4 ' ‘ v [l d,r“.
' B bl
I’ * w L] )
. ~ X
i -’ . ~28 ’
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Total Staff Per Thousend‘Students |

/

¢ ’ ,f
LY i y \ .
The impé%tance of the "resource mix" in providing an educational

-

progrgg\%o-students has been discussed earlier in this study. Much data

has been presented,on the specific eategories of the positions in tHe
S et

"resource mix" of the participant school systems. The consolidation of -

these data into a total number of positioes indicates the'persennel
‘etreSth of these'selected school systems. The computation of a ratid
of personnel to the number of students enrolleé directs attention to the
provision of staff seriices. Basing this computation on one thousand

students enrolled further expresses rhe intensity or Iack‘of ad%ﬁuacy on

the part of a school system in providing staff services to the student
membership. i
,J -
Total“school system staff in numbers and in terms of ratios per one

thousand students for FY 1974 and FY 1975 is shown for the participating
] o . . . .
school szeiems in,Iable XIV and Exhibit IV on the following pages.
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e d
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Table XTIV

NUMBER OF SCHOOL SYSTEM STAFF, STUDENT'MEMBERSHIP AND NUMBER

OF SCHOOL SYSTEM STAFF PER THOUSAND STUDENTS IN SEVEN

<. IR

IARGE CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS FOR FY .1974 AND FY 1975

¥

A

\

Student Member- . e -,
. o : ship Based On Total Schoolz/ Total Staff Per 1/%2/
School System Full Time System Staff = Thousand Students='=
*- . Equivalent — . i : \
1073-74 | 197475 | 1973#74 | 1974-75 | 1973-74 |1974-75
Y Atlanta 85,380 | 82,611 7,785 | 7,371 91.2 89.2
\\ ~ ‘ A
\  Baltimore 176,553 | 167,083°| 13,189 | 12,881 74.7 77.1
" 't Bogton 93,647 | 87,169 | 3/ 3/ 3/ 3/
\ , . ° R
Cleveland, 131,105 | 125,227 | 10,888* | 11,083 83.0 88.5
" Milwaukee . |118,283 | 113,643 3 8,873 9,259 75.0 81.5
. St. Iouis_ ;| 90,383 [ 87,215.| 5,961 .| 5,975°| “66.0 68.5
?San Francisco ) 73,955 < 69,805 6,';\4'3 6,165 - 91.2 88.3 '~
. Washington, D. C.|130,928 | 128,930 10,480 | 10,710 80,6 | 83.1

1/ Fall membership adjustéd- for full time equivalents

2]
3/.

Data not available. .

P

e
,

8

'Includes;only staff funded by regular and appfqgfiated budget.

TN

Source! 8chool system hudget, membership,, and personnel rep§rés.

- -

v




- — emee = - ~ -—Exhibit V- HF—————— - —— — —

- "TOTAL SCHOOL SYSTEM STAFF PER THOUSAND STUDENTS IN 'SEVEN LARGE , )
. CTTY SCHOQL SYSTEMS, FISCAL YFAR 1974 AND FISCAL YEAR 1975(FY 1975 Shaded)
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Sub-Study Three ' : . ‘ , .

A COMPARISON OF COSTS AND PROGRAMS IN THE AREA
OF SPECIAL EDUCATION FOR EIGHT LARGE CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS

' Introduction

A »

The initial purpose of this sub-study was to compare the Spec1a1

education programs and associated per pupil expenditures for the eight :

\

large city school systems in the study. However, as the data was col-
<

lected, the study team qu1ck1y found that this objective would have
" to be modified.. Although,a great dea1 of 5pecﬁ%1 education program
and cost data was availabﬁgpfor analysis, it was not. possible, within

the constraints of the present study, to deve10p_COmparab1e statistics.

¢ 1

The reasone for this lie in the widely varying programs and services

offered, pupil accounting progedures used, funding sources available,

and budget'.conventions followed by the eight school systems..

Sub-Study One, dealing with expenditures per pupil, developed

procedures for overcoming these problems. Given adequate time aad B

"N 1
. % L : :
resources, similar“procedures could be applied to the area of gpecial

»

education, and useful comparative data could be generated In fact, |

- "t

a major accomplishment of the overall study was the development of

e

‘,procedures which could be extended in the .future to deal with various. .
— ' o

areas'of special interest. (The steps heeded to do thie for'Speciai

education are discussed in the %ollowing sec¢tions, )’




I

Even though this sub-étudy did not achieve its initiél objective ,

o 3

of a compilation of truly coﬁparable data, a great deal of useful in-

‘

formation wag collected and a number of important conclusions were .

. .. .

t
reached. These conclusions and some related recommendations make up

-
4

the nexf.éection of the sub-scpay. The remainder of the .sub-study

Fea ey

discusseq.thq natuag of the speéial education information collected,

the procédures needed to develog comparative data,iand examples of

the 'inconsistencies in current special education statistics.

-,

Y

.

-
-
-




Conclusions and Recommendations

iy - ° . .
Special education is an important component of the educational

>

system. It uses a significant amount of the total resources avail-

v

able, and it is aﬁ area in which there is a great degl of curxrent

interest. Because of this, it deserves, careful study by educational

. . - e

administrators. Further, it ig an area under change. New priorities,

. o L .
new legal requirements and new approdchesza¥e causing major shifts
i

in programs. Theréfore, it is essential that the effectiveness of

Lt
various alternatives be studied.

e

[4

*An important finding of the sfudy is ‘that comparable data among
- . ‘ ~
‘programsrand among districts is not readily available. Not only do

4 ~

4
the actual programs differ in terms of approaches and levels of

services providad, but also the basic budéet and pupil statistics

[N

lack a common basis for comparison.
2 - \,’

As shown in Sub-Stéidy One, it is possgblé to produce comparable '

statistics in the form\bf expenditures per pupil. The necessary

steps include the establishment of common ﬁgogram elements, adjusting

‘ -
- .

-

direct costs to conform to the common elements, establishing appro-

»

priate fndirect costs and adjusting pupil counts to.é'common base.
- ]

- . "

These ;teps shiould be followed before conclusions are drawn‘rglative
to the:rcomparison of programs in variogs school s&étems.

N > . ". ’ ) . '
In addition, the total cost of educating these students should’

i
.
!

be taken into consideratioﬁ when cpgparing programs. Because many

* ]

special education programs are suppleméntal in nature (partigularly‘av

N
¢

.

: * v . -~
.

4

R4
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v
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‘ ¥
L4 .

with the concepc of mainstreaming). some or all of the per,pupil cost

’ \\‘! "
of providing a regular program of instruction should be added to the

*

per pupil cost for the Special education program in order té determine 7, -

y‘.I, ~ - s . . ‘{
the total cost of providing educational services to these students.

, Finally, the importance of developing comparable épecial education

3o . - ‘
statistics should not be underestimated. Differences in the procedures

s

ﬂeing used torproduce program cost aﬂd pupil counts can result in

"major distortions of the accomplishments for the funding involved.

s

3
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Nature of Current Spetial Educatioh ﬂata i !

1

— N

- The purpase of this sﬁﬁgstudy was to coIlect and present gom-

. i _ .x‘ . ~ .
Earable.special edupation statistics. It w&s not the intent simply

\
to present eight sets of detailed special education data for the

school systems in the study. " (:. -
N ~ . - N . )
" In order to compare programs, it was nécessaty to establish

-

some standards agaipst.wﬁiqh each prog ‘could be measured. The

first area to be; studied was the basic program structure itself,

and an attempt was made to'define a common set of special education

. . * SR o
programs. " The followithCategories'were selettéd-based on a = -—
general review of the special education field. _"____\

p— !!:«--w

Gifteq and Talented )
. " Mentally Retarded Coe S
- . Eﬁmcatable'(EMR) :
‘ Traindble (TIR) ,'
, Severely Retarded T
' - R Physically Handicappea , '
- ~——Visuallx-1mpaired . ;q
' Hearing Impairedr.. —_
Speech 'Handicapped,
Crippleg_“- T
7. . ~Multiple Handicapped
’ Emotiohally Disturbed _ .-
- . Learnitk Dissbled: = .
Other
Home Instruction —— .
— Hospital InstructiOn

Etc.

- T ~ “ 0
_—c;-al

Although the special education programs of the eight school

-

syétems generally fit these categoriés, there. were major exceptions.
. ' .\V’l - - - -

36

I B
w '

49 )
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.

Some'oﬁ the'school systems, including the District of Columbia, are

H

moving away from the traditional progfams which clearly laﬁhl children

as members ofvparticular groups. Other districts have combined or

.
!

redefined some of their programs. Still others do not have programs

in certain of the general categories, The result is that neither
: ' o

the total special education program nor specific pragram categories
,g\\\\\;ii? q&mpargple'among the eight school’ systems, "
Lot Furthermore, the concept of "mainstreaiming" spécial education

students vhere possible has made it difficult in many cases to establish

‘the_actual level of "treatment" being provided by special education
. . N R - {

funds. '
S R N -

The ‘question of sources of funds leads to another problem area,
. : w

Most gpecial education prog}ams are considered to consist of those

4

] [ . 7
. services provided by clearly identified spécial education funds or

. A ' - M . A
budget categories. Unfortunately, such items as program adm%nistra-
. N4 i 4

[} ~

Al b

tion, pupil transportation, and food éervipes\qre not’always included.

v 4 :

Also, fedetal funds for special educatipn ‘are handled in' different

1y rt 4 .

‘ﬁays%by,the\school.syste@g. i T ‘
. ,Pupil accoupting createg still more problems. Not onlx»&o the
s&ségms use different basic‘statist@cs (e.é.,'aQerage daily member-

) \

ship, average daily attendance, fall membership), but in the area of
- . * N [ , ~ , . N . -
special éducation they use a variety of techniques to count students.
. b . ., , o T H
) * ¢
Because many special education programs do not serve stpdég;s on a

5 oo S t ' "“,.-
“ full time basis,” some’ gsystems convert their headcount figures to full

- - ]
time equivalents, while others do not. Also, some gystems use cumu~

- '
¢ s LY ¢
M . +

4 +
- . 3 . N




T s e e RS .

- ' -
P .
! ‘ .‘
lative student counts, while others use an avera3ge or the count at }\
’ . - ’
. © a given point during .the school year. The overall effect of these
L ‘/" - “)’3 N
factors is to make it impossible to present comparable statistics
. . » . o
in the area of special education without making a number of major
Yo * .
' ' v < ~
RS adjustments in the available data. . . .
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.

Considerations for the Development and Use L

Agr

of Special Education Statistics | o

> s
’
.

This final section.of the sub-study describes the steps which

-

can be followed to produce realistic special 'education program data

for assessment and planning purposes. It also points out a number of’
S ) o Lgd

+ the problems in trylng to use unadjusted hata for comparative

7

analyses, . . . :

. -
{
H

Sub-Study 1 developed procedures for calculating school systeh!

per pupil ekxpenditure data from city wide expenditure statistics.

L
——y .

4

The same general procedures can be applied to individhal_ﬁ;ograms or

s

services, with a few modifications,

4

Overall expenditure per pupil data allocates the school system's

cgsté of educational services to all students on a per pupil basis.

There is no need to distinguish bétween direct and indirect: costs nor
! ) s

to allocate costs in'diffq;eﬁt proportions to various groups of

students, However, where per puﬁ}l cost data for;specific programs

are involved, additionagl steps are neéded. The procedure is described

in the following paragraphs. _ -

As with overalifaistrict statistics, it first is necessary to
* " define those programs or functiong to be lncihdeg. A set of major

\special education- categories was presented in the preceding section.

These may be appropriate for some districts and not for others, 1In
any case, the bagis for establishing."direct" special education costs
] : - -

“

must be sﬁécified; F&r exaggle, if the purpose of the data is to

L

v




-

compare special education centers with mainstreaming, the direct cost
% . ’

.

» e

components of each approach must be identified
]

. - r
Care must be’ taken to insure that such items as transportation,
1
fringe benefits, and direct program administration are taken into con-
) , J .
. sideration.
J

Such costs are not always’included in a school system's
special educationu%rogram budget data, yet, they can account for«a

significant portion of; the total direct cost,

.

)
°

.
hi

~

;o _
Most important is the step to determine the costs of the direct

1

gervices and functions for the time period being'studied

5
s

. This may &
involve estimating some costs, becauée cost information may not, be

s
PR
-
»

-

o

avai1ab1e at the needed 1eveI of detail. For example,‘the,gosts of

I \

transporting special education étqgents may be included 'in a single
-3 :
pupil transpoxtation figgre fer the district.

J
s

~ PR

To the direct special education cests must be added any other

© o ug b 3
dirett costs .@ssociated yith the #tudent’'s’ receiving the special
education services., F

program for\the}g

P
.
¢

For example, if the'sééondary students in a

-

ifted aiso attend, soite regular cPasses and partici-

hY
.«

e
pate in other normal school based activities, the associated direct

B
L

costs must be added to the direct costs of the gifted progtram in
order to oBtain the total direct costs for such students.

’

After all diréct costs have been determined indirect costs myst
~be_allocated.-

These include general administrative cosgts and pther .
. ?
! system-wide functions not’ directly al%ocated .to programs or stidents. '
i To complete the spedidl . educatﬁgn per pupil expenditure com-vn :
\’é putation,fa measure of the pupils bei;g served must be developed é'
" Since many‘measuresare used suchnas fall membership, average daily
| - - - 40
\Q‘.'.”»,

N ) , '
A'ESZ; B -




‘r‘f_,._—-- - - - - ' . > . ! "' :.\
. . « + - . -t

— e . N >
A . . . -
< / . ' & . ‘. \
8 , . ’
- L ..
~ » : o o

" . mewbership, average daily attendance, full time equivalents, headcounts o

‘cumulative tota1s, and hours of student participation one common

-«

measure should be selected for comparing expenditures, then all pupil

counts can %e converted to the common base, 7

=
-~

Taking these/;teps it is possible to calculate per pupi1 expendi-
o 2% .

ture figures wh1ch provide a realﬁs ic basis for assessing the costs

ofnvarious.special education programs‘gr dé!ivery dystems, . ‘ . &

The following illustrj;ions show the importance of developing v
v N .-
appropriate statistics for making program comparisons: : e

b e —

» . . ’
. Two school system budgets provide comprehensive programs
©E T ~

«. for the mentaily retarded, The budget %ffice of each

;:‘-.u--rziq'c’ -

school system produced direct cost data for its program,.
School system ‘A's cost was $2 800, 450 for/the 1973-74

O school year. School system B's cost wad $2,368,380,

However, school system B did'not include pupil transpor-
tation or employee fringe benefits in its figure., When

ane

these costs were added, school system B's directlcost
was raised to $2,975,450, making it higher than that of

school system A,

“ . .A second exampie‘shOWs"tﬁat school system A reported its
pupil participation in the mentally retarded program as
1,350 studénts. School system. B reported 1,730, How-
ever, schOol system A used a full time equivalqﬁt@ﬂhsisr

»while schgol system B used a cumulative headc0unt. When ~

j Al - viEt
. - . )

A

school system B's figure was adjusted to a full time\: =

“

equivalent base, it was lowered to 1,412, School $ystem’
o . 4L '

04




>
. "
-

P - A o -
! ' .~ PR )
N . : = TN
B\s program inéluded more mainstreaming of students = ~ - )
- "7 wthan school system A's program, therefore, it was . .
. L N . . ) s N - \‘
b calculated that additional Jirect costs of $563 per .
. ! pupil should be added to its direct special education ) ,
3 . . - .
J program costs, yhile only $245 per pﬁpil were added -to ;
r ' schqoi system A's pfogram cost to reflect additional ' ;ﬁ ’
educational setvices to tbé—studéqts in the special B
) - . edu¢ation program.’ . . - A D

\ ' s s : & . &

] '§icyatidns such as these ggfé:?st for the eight school systems in

K}

‘this éguqy, and the development of comparable statisties is essentia¥ o

0
ki . - ’ -

before program comparisons are made,

3

¢ . . . 7

P
a -

: t

. ;b . -
WM . g, »
& . © .




) R

] . : —

Sub-Study Four  °

-

- " A COMPARISON OF CAPITAL OUTLAY PROGRAMS .. .

AMONG EIGHT LARGE CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS

N 7. .Introduction

.~ .
M -

2. The obJective of this sub-study is to examine amd compare the

current capital outlay progra:ms of tl?e eight school systems in the

study. L ' - : ,

- £
Cee
i

- . : / S . -
, In Sub-Study One, dealing with jxpenditures per pupil, capital

4out1ay was one of the budget categorLes removed frmn the\eipenditure

¢

data to arrive ran AdJusted Operatmg Budget figure for each system.

.

’ Nevertheless, capz.tal _Outlay is an important component of any system's
- A}
. - o

total budget, and the proceéses of determining resources and ek~

penci;l._tures in this area are central E'.o”fthe overall budget process.

/

This sub-study first examines the 'x(rarious capital outlay‘&}ams

followed by the systeps in the study and then summarizes the results

- ™ 4 @
n u@ﬂq‘f a number of comparable parameters.

.
.

"

N
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" oo . ATLANTA
B v .
category in its Geﬁeral Fund budget -and also, in a separate Building

The Atlanta Public Schodls carries Capitéi Outlay as a major

. N ,"‘ . . © - « « N
Fund. The total capital outlay,budgeted for 1974~75 is 8.6 million,
- - - J ‘ -

————
v

The General Fund c‘ap:b&;&i outliy expendit&rés"éi?e” for site

aéquisition,.additions and improvements, remodelling of buildings
« - . . . -
and néw equipment. The Building Fund carries new buildings and

building additions, S

’

' The major source of 'revenue for capital improvements is an

~

annual’4 million dollar bond- issue authorized by the tax payers in .

1968. The only supporﬁing data reqﬁired from the system is an annual °

estimate of the miilage rate needed to meet principal and interest

' >

payments, .” N . , .
¥ o , . .

an

Planning for capital improvéments is- done.on an annual basis&
g . ot " el . . . ~ «

t of the normal budget process.

e

(- Lot




*l

BALTIMORE

1. *
-

The Bgitimoré City Schools has a Capital Budget, distinct from
it§‘bpgrating Budget, that covers its capital outlays.. However, debt

service is carried as a major glemeht of its Operating Budget.

-

For 1974-75, the Capital Budget is 22,5 million, and the debt

service component of the Operating Budget is 23.3.million.

- ‘ . »

The Capité; Budget includes expenditures for new constructiom, i . -

L

modernization, renovation, additions and major tfepairs,

e 6

» <




- .~ ... BOSTON . .

_The Boston Public Schools does not have iﬁs own capital budget,
‘All construltion and capital.budgeting for the system is handled by .

the Public Facilities Departmeng of the City of Boston; ’ é : .

= N ~

. . ' e
This départment was established in 1966 and handles all capital ,
improvement programs for the city. (Only minor renovations are

handled by the school system.) Working with the system and the State

School Building Assistance Bu:eau, it’ sel!‘ks sites and develops

1 . e

programs on an annual basis. In addition, a ten-year capital im-

provement plan for the city‘is maintained O SR
o | L \
. 4 % L 4 :

The City of Boston is responsible for selling the necessary
. bonds. The State provides up to 75% of principal and interest as

aid to the *‘city. . we e o

A,major school system capital improvement study made in the’

1960's is the basis for much of the current planning; However, the ’ ’

"~

desegregation order now in effect has forced'modifications in the

capitﬁl o&%lay program.

.
s R K ‘ . .

]




¢ ‘within ‘five years). T . -

| P CLEVELAND

lThe Cleveland City Schools carries a minor capital'outlay accouqt
\

in its General Fund for motor vehicless bub the ma,]orlty of capital |

e

outlays are included in the Permanent Improvement Funds.

q

Debt ret:.re-

ment-is carried in a Bond Retirement Fund.-

" The 1975 calendar year budget includes 3.5 million‘in capital

. outlays for new equipment, new buildings, improvements, land purchases, '

¢

and architects and engineers. (The l974 capital outlay budget was

25 miltion.) ' - .
L. Lk

Revenue for cabital'outlays comes from the sale of bonds and
notes. - Voters a roved a 'total of 221 million from.l962 through

A balance of 10 mlllion is planned ‘for issue this year. ‘Match=-

@.

ingffunds from federal and state sources also contribute to the

”~

1970.:

-

capital. outlay revenues.,

’ . » " . L]

¢
]

_lhe Bond Retirement Fund expenditures for 1975 are budgeted at

'18.1 million. \ \ .

P hd

.
P

In~%ﬂdition to the justification required when votér approval is‘

soﬁght “the Boardémust provide the County with supporting information

-

yhen it requests the issuance of approved bonds (which it must doo ®

- ]
I o

[y




L MILWAUKEE®

The Milwaukee Public Schools carries a capital outlay account

c

in its operating fund for facii‘ities improVvement and equip:ﬁ:erft
. (3.Lmillion in 1974-75), but the majority of capital expenditures
(13 9 million in 1974-75) is innluded in tHe Construction Fund

Debt service is handled by the City of Wilwadkee.

.} \.
»

-

In 1976 the voters apprd%ed a 60 million school bénd refer-

- r . -
endum to provide funds for construction, additions and site

. .

acquisition., As of 30 June 19744 44.3 million.of approved funds

-

had not been 'issued.

- -

’ .
E%tensive demographic and other planning studies are used to

¥
- .

develop capi%al improvement programs.

- »
£ » }
.
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_— . ST, LOUIS . .

- [

The'St. Louis Public Scheols includes a small capital outlay .

'Y [ ~ .,

accgunt in its Operating Budget to cover building improvements and
equipment costing over $300, but significant capital expenditures

are. covered in the Building Fund (.9 million for 1974-75).

* The system is carrying out virtually no major capital improve-
ment programs, and thére are no speéific long-fangE plans for the °

-

future, ' ,

w——y
¥

‘s

. -
£
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-~
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1 ‘ , SAN FRANCISCO

#®

v

“
h
.-

The Ban Francisco Public Schools carries its capital outlay \ ‘ , 1
. . ) o . ;
accounts in the Facilities Acquisition apd Construction category of .

its .General Fund. : ‘ ) - \

However, with the exception of 4,6 million for sqate;mandated ,

earthquake safety programs, there are virtually 0 capital improve-

N X .

ment projects in the budget. . )

* * Traditionally, the system has included capital outlay programs
» as & normal ggaﬁoneﬁi of its general budget. In the beg}od between -

1948 and 1972, thé system replaced 14 schools bﬁ}lt prior to.1933,

Since then, all efforts have been directed towa;ﬁ—reach{ng compl@énce R

with the earthquake safety requirements. -

H
W

A,1973 bond program was developed to provide the funds.neede¢

°t for the reconstruction work. : ’ -




views all proposed capital improvement projects.of the_Disﬁrict of

vz

The Pub%ic Schools of the ﬁistfict of Columbia prepdres a separate

3

. . . ~
Capital Budget each.year, as well as a five year

.

g;ojection of capital

. - %
outlays. ' .The budget is based on a scope of wbrk,prepqped by the .

- v
.

A ‘ y X
system and submitted to the General Services Administration for N

approval and costing, In additiom, a technical advisory committee re- ,

e . » I3 [ )
! .

Columbia, ) . - s

~

The Public Schools' capital budget then becomes a component of °

the District of Coiumbiq's annhél bﬁdget submitted to the Congress.

. '

covets e

X

The systeny capital budget for 1974-75 is 16.9 million and

costs for sites, construction services, consfruction, and equipment.
M ?

+

- Beginnihg yith the 1975-76 budget year, there will be a ma jor :

'cﬁange in the source of furds for capital programs, All ne& capital

improvement projects must te funded through District of Columbia bond Ly
s ’, 'E\(' -

issues, Therefore, in addition to the steps outlined above, the

system myst‘éeek épprovéf'fér the issuance of bonds to, cover each 1 hii_

'Y - ) , i "
’ . A1 .
new capital improvement project. - : R

’ &

°

¢? . 4 a -~ 7
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Analysis of Results . :

- !
e
R PR -
s
~ N . .
. B

-

": The 1974-75 capital outlay:programs for the eight systems in this

study vary a great deal in size and, to some extent, in purpoge, ; - .
. For any given yegar, a system's capital improvement budget,is a - .

reflection of a number of important factors. These include past bond

o= -t e

s
*

P N

authorizations%npast capital outlays, location and cpndi&ion.gf-sites —re

and buildings, past and projected trends in student population, curregt '
ve o et bm bt weare —enetes

?
level of debt service, local .economic .- conditions, sources of special , E

-

1

fundseghd aid mbney,,long term capital .improvement programs, overall.

N,
budget limitations, and unique conditions such as cour;:ordered de- e

O Locmme Ab mem e anpe s mrete tTE eI gny

L + -
segregation. . . . . . g .
. ’ 0 . . * 3

As a result of .these factors, it is unrealistic simply to compare N

‘" current year capital outlays among the systems, However, there ‘are

— ' some significant_areas df comparison which are of interest for planning

’
e
..

--purposes, . :
In addition tg'the Wwide range of total capital outlays among the

-

“ systems for’ 1974-75 (.9 - 22,5 million), the specific uses of funds

differ somewhat for each system. This is partly the result of differ-

ences in_tﬁe definitions of capital.items, but is primarily due to dif-

]
«

fering needs, for site acquisition, nev construction renovation, additionms,

- (¥
[N :

improvements, eduipment,and’méjor repairs.' The mix of applications also
is a function of the availability of special and matching funds from

, state and federal sources.

" 85




AP . . -
- . . »

¢ In most of the systems in the study, the majority of capital

LS

' . - s ’
outlay expenditures are accounted for in one or more special funds
' - N <
e,‘4 T

(e.g. Building Fund, Capital Budget Permanent"iﬁ;“provement Funds, .

<

Construction Fund). ’,['his reflects the fact that ‘the sources of funds o
for cap1tal outlays usually are distinct from general operat1ng fund

¥ .'
i

oo me e e sources- and imz,olve voter approval of bond programs,
0wy TTOITIT R S )

= Hith the"exception of the Dlstrict ‘of Columbia and Atlanta

',—..-....--- 1]

) "“:f év&tiéh;ha& a continuing "%, million ¢ Slollar per year bond authorization

—'- gffof’ ; ¢api tﬁkdout]:a;;.,wﬂt:hewsystems in the study periodically must seek -

" ,_,,'_:;,ygoter__apprgo’valﬁ:‘joﬁrv::aﬁp?tal improvement - funding. As a result, success

,::._ ;.:: f?:wfa‘ilh"fg,ﬁand referendums is a critical factor in future capital

_'M';j'f w:o-d:t;:’a,ys. Beg'i-rming vlth the l975 76 budget year, "the District of 9
Co mbi::;Zm also mll be facmng this situatlon. B

Generall""," approved bond programs provide for the actual issuance
kf
of the bonds over a period of years (e g., five years for Cleveland)
. and f4§>r5 some flexibllity in the timing and use cf bond revenues to

‘ respon, o local construction condltionskand system capital improv 'q/‘-
ment s¢ edules. L j .
. .Controlv over the llcapital_ hudgeti%ng and :(mg;:;ovement programs
k‘ \varies among"the systems " | being 'st?ﬁﬁ-edﬂ. San Francisco incli‘,xdes capital )
outlay programs Z§ a regular compbnent! of its general operat,ing budget,

Al k] Y .

[ (with the exception of its stategmandated earthquake safety :program)

. AR
d '

,‘ » .

. At the 9ther extreme is Boston, owhere a City agency handles all ' .

o nn:,‘

t IR capital budgeting and cdnstrqcti,on forg the system,

- ' 4} ’ i 3 :
n . \ Dzbt ‘Begzic:e also/;graries among t’H’e s;jstems. For example,

« ."

a O : ‘ 5 ‘ -

[Y, g . Baltigore cafrries debi éervice in its.opez\ating budget. Cleveland
5




“ O ""-‘—\‘—""“
« . s . -t \" v 5 )
! . ) ’ ) ) ' N * » -
. . uses,a bond retirement fund and in Milwaukee the city is responsible.
[ . R / ’
. Capital outlay planning differs a good deal among tfghé systems f
as a result of the various factors discussed in this sub-s‘tudy.‘-_
N N S .
. i . P K o
Howevey, two common denominators are the declining st‘u.deﬁt populg-
L ¥l ~ . "','" R
o t . : v ¢
tions and the need to continually adjust plans to reflect changes in
M M - - » - < * '
the availability of funds and in the relatite priorities in annual
. f .
.« budgets. ) - * v ’
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*

Conclusions and Considerations v

* »

The current needs of'school systéms for capital improvement pro-

., grams vary a great deal and primarily depend on past capital outlays
and on pupil population trends. o PR ) .
".( * ) .
- The nature and extent of these needs generally are well defined

as the result of the use of a number of effective techniques.for_

.

program planning and population projections.

\

However, the extent to which these needs- are be1ng met varles o

. ¥

considerably as a result of a multitude of factors. Primary among

these is the community's perception of the relative importance of °

¥

these needs, since this &irectly affects the "evel of resources made

E”
Ay

available to the system for cap1tal improvements.

-

Therefore, the ability of a system to "dell" its capital improve-
. (-
mefht programs and related bond issues is critical to the meeting of e e

L y » 4.

needs in this area. For the Public Scnools of| the District of . ..

QO

(v

Columbia, this will be an additional challenge in" the years to come;

The use of comprehensive cemparative data from other systems can
” i

Il

" be an effective sales technique, provided that the many factors in-

.M

\[" fluencing the capital outlay area are‘taken into fonsideration. In
preparing this sub-study, it bécame cleat that to,ao this properly ;
zlwould require information covering a number of years,.since the 4
Q* ufl effects of the)major'ﬁactors arexlong,term invnature, and since in
LA . Ve, . . : N

-any given year each.school system, is at a different point in its .

eapital improvement program. - Co. o a
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‘ v - ' b . J -, , x g

" The overall objective of this study is tgpreeent' comparative '
i[ ) ",'/ B
'étatisﬁica]_. and program information for selected large'city school

sys tems, . . . !

‘7

.
-

The study includes four sub-studies, each dealing with ‘a major

area of high priority interest to the P_ublic Schools of the District
Q l
of Columbia. Expeblitm:es per pupil, the subject of Sub‘-Study One,

L »

and staffi,ng, the subject of éub-Study 'mo, are key indicators of

&

«oﬁ importance in current planning and budget efforts, A fifth sub-¥
N LN .

¢ L4

subgs f:udy. : -

b

i, LY
cussed in the various sub-studies. lso, the; methods used by the

» ¢

and to generate more compar- ‘

{

s

study team to deal wi;;h these*probl

able ,statistics have been presented in detail

\ ]
.

The purpose of this administrative s is to emphasize a
‘ mzmber of cri_tical points regarding the wepults of the study and

to offer some conclusions réached by t:.h'e-;, tudy team., )
' N “ ’ 2.7 ! 9 L

. U .
4 ' t
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. . Comparisons With Other Measures o g ;
- - - - . 4l

Each of the suﬁastuaies.presents a large quantity of detailed
"infofmation. There is a natural tendency on the part of the read-
S . . - ‘ " .
er to concentrate, however, on those summary tables and exhibits
1S

which presgnt an overall picture of each area. The danger in

-

that appraach is that the specific computational procedures and

constrétnts will be overlooked and invalid comparisons. with other

3

" outwardly similar measures will be made,

There are many ways in which basic statistios such.a? ex- _ ° //

¥

-penditﬁfes pér pupil can be c%mputéd; The procedures used in‘this
stud& vere Selectéd because they permit comparisons with curréntly
used statisticsdfor th; Dist;ict of Columbia qulid Schodls; While
retaining moét majqr operdting programs épd services in the Sgﬁpu-
tations. Therefore, direct comparisons with measurés from other -

sources and with other reports should not be made unless the speci-

2

”
-

fic computational procedures are found to be similar, -

3
. /)
- . g

& ‘.
Accuracy and Sources of Information

-

¥

!

The results of the sub-studies are based on detailed source
data from the eight participating school systems, The computations
é;d adjustments'have been caref;lly geviewed to insure the aécurgpy

wof the dnfbrmati?n. Although the accounting and budgeéing systems -,
of the schooi systems differ with regard'fé prograggand expenditure

categories, common bases for allocation were established. , e .

4 -

57.
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) As a major by-product--of the study, ‘a comprehensive data'base
of budget and program information for each of the school systems

has been created and squrces of additiohal information identified:

T o Importance of Adjustments S

A thorough review of'adjustments made to basic expenditure and

pupil'hembership.data reveals many things about.the relative'priorities

«

assigned to the various maJor programs and services offered by each

3 -

school system and its community. Even where adjusted per pupil_
’ | expenditure figures are nearly equal, each system allocates its total
. resources” in significantly different ways to meet local needs.
\The relative sizes of the\expenditure ad justments, as shown
in Sub-Study.One, clearly reflect majormﬁifferences among the school

systems in such areas as capital outldy, adult education, health

services, summer school, and community services., These differ rences,

« ™

in turn, are related to differing leVeis of basic program services,

since all expenditures are tied together in the overall operating

-

budget. | ' ;. T A
: T -
) Differences Among Systems B
o : |
) The spread in expenditures per pupil and staffing figures among
«

the eight school systems, even after eigablishing a "common base"
for measurement, is the result of differing levels of servic s being

provided and the "unit costs'" of such services. Both of thege factogs

~

vary significantly among the systems, and the major»conclusion to

ot

be drawn from the results of this study is that although a reasonable

~

: 58
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T
evgw*;-—

-

cqmumon measures for assessing _the impact of current programs and )

basis for comparison has been created, the school systems should

not be "rated" simply on relative levels of such measures as

e

expenditures per pupil-or staffing per 1,000 students. It is. neces-

sary o take into consideration local priorities and indices of

<

(o

costs.

: . . . 4

Value of the Study ..,

The value of this study lies in the utility of the results fOr
budget develogment, program planning, and evaluation purposes.

Effective administration of a large school‘system requires

.

« ~ - h
sound. planning and evaluation functions to support the decision-

., o

_making process. These functions, in turn, require easily understood

¢

for comparing alternative strategies to meet priority heeds.

- n

As this study hag shoWn, currently used statistics such as
expenditures per pupil generally do not use a’ common bagse and can
be‘very misleading. However, the study also has shown that truly

comparable measures can be developed
. '

f, [

['d ¢ .
' Using, the Kesults of the Stud%
With the 1873-74 and 1974-75 data as a base, the impdct of

changfs in local priorities and related program and operating adjust-
ments can be assessed in terms of basic, comparable indicators.'

This requires that onrgoing data collection and analysis activities

be maintained and that the procedures developed in this, study be

extended down to individual program and service areas of special”

*
¢




. interestw A logical step in this direction would be the develop- ]

2 . -* . A4 -
" _ment of comparabie program measures for special education, as out-
B .
kl . ~
« . ..~ %ined in Sub- Study Three. This important area then could serve as
* . . -
14 ° y .
* 4 model for other programs within the system. ‘
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