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Introductian
‘ b ~ ~ L]

~ ,This mnégraph i§ a callection of papers presented at the 1981 Annual
Heetmg of the American Educational Research Assdc1at1on in Los Angeles
The sympos'ium which brought these papers together was developed to address a
top]c of growing 1nterest§ the measurement of costs in the community school,

and the assessment of thegrelative ‘cost effectiveness of comunity school

£

pr'pgr'éms. I-ﬁe symposium served only as an introduction to tt‘Ie field of cost
effectiveness as applied to commup i ty education - as a means of whetting

interest and entouraging ¢thers to become i?ivol_ved in this imbortant area.

L

- L]

Cos't efi;ectiveness analysis, as_Dou_ghty points out, is a relative &oncept
.that requires” comparisons. .Implici% in the planning of cost effectiveness -
studies ithhe making of value judgments - and it is the;e Jjudgments which »

may ultimately determine the studies' results. Keéping in mind this value

, Orientation is imp'ortant for ‘those who conduct or usd cost studies.

.- e | |
. —
- []
- #

8 The exémples of cost ana1ysese reported by Herr, Hﬂson and Stenning/

Cooﬂer Stenn1ng are demonstrations of vary1?g value or1entat1ons They are
also §1%ustrations orf stud1es conducted at 'loca'l, regional and state 'IeveIs.

Hence, they demonstrate the variability and app11cab1hty of Tost effectweness

analys‘is in cotmunity educau:]on
- . ¥ R
" * . ) . . -

L Fa 4 ] [

. These papers are bt‘:t a beginning, it is hoped that this co]lection will -
ini}gm and encourage others in carrying out their own cost analyses. The funds
to ﬁrint this fnonograph were provided by the C.S. Mott Foundation, and this
support is indicative of the ilportance of cost effectiveness analysis to

commun{ty education. e

. B o © 3 s.Copaddack T -
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Introduction/) . ‘

. - - . -

Cons1derat1ons of appropr1ate methods for use in planning, describing
and evaluating commun1ty educat1on programs are the focus of this first ..
* presentation 4n our sympos1Um on the "Cost Effeciiveness of tne Conmun1t; .
School.” The Eitle itself suggests a_consideration of methgdsfzas'weil as
results. To someone with a professional fixation on cost-effectiveness
| methods }n a variety of EOntexts, an initiaI.cenceptua1 issue or potential ‘

‘qisﬁerception is already evident. This re]ates te the propertiés of cost-
effectiveness methodelogy. The\symaos1um title can be construed to suggest
that cost effectiveness is a concept with absodute properties - that is,
conmun1ty educdtion or a comunity schoo</13 or is.not cost effective. On
the other- hand, community education alternatives cah be companed across .
several or many criteria and descr1bed or even judged on the bas1s of which ‘
aTternat1ve is, more or less cost effect1ve than-the other(s). Thxs, then,. . .
sugg\\ts that cost. effecttveness is a relative copcept that requires L
compar1séns This and other conceptual issues along with considerations of

2 genera] approach to costreffeqtiveness analysis comprise the‘bulk of this
presentation At Various pointg in the discussion of methods, comments

‘about prnb1ems or potent1als in thedcommun1ty education context will be

addressed.~ ' _ 'y
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I. mntiple Perspectives on Assessment in cOnmunity Educahon : .
(Johnny Bench V'iew of Productwity Assessment) T
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* II1. A General Approach to P]anning, Describing and Assessmg
) (Assessment Options) ’
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7 .
I11I. A General Model for Applying Educatjon Program Cost Evaluation.
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IV. Who Pays? Who Benefits? '  _ T .
» . .
¥ Resources . , Benefits - _
Individuals Individuals " ' g
Commnities Families. . - \
States « «  Local Community
’ Federal * Sotiety s
Private Sector _ ., A )
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V. Special Cost-Related Issues for Community Education
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In a community education or community schoof context, there argé four
. - V% . » ‘\
potential categories of financigl cost information that should b

-

considered. A decision on which of_ these perspective§ is mpst appropriate

L ] .

context, these four still apply and can be described

* Technical Cost Analysis -~ Costs are categorized and ° -
reported according to the various
technica) -operations that have to

. . occur if order to "deliver" "o -
- communyty education. - |

v

, . Economic Cost Analysis - Costs are reported according to ,
fixed or variable expenditures ‘ .
which may or may not remain, stable

, as a program expands dramatically. .
. . y
- Accountancy - . In this approach, éxpenditures are
.. . distinguisheqd by allocating them
, . ' to either capital investment or |
‘ operations. |

are organized according to contri-
butor (or who pays) and then
reclassified irett or indirect

|
. Financial Cost Analysis - Classifications in this system - -
. for eath contribtrfor.

Depenﬁiﬁb upon the purpose of and resources allocated to a study,
L} ‘f -

several or perhaps all of these approaches may be appropriate since they

allow esdentially similar cost data to be viewed from markedly different

perspectives. . "
it Ll ' c
The typical cbst: analysis in education, including-recent examples in
community édqcation, often combines the accountancy and financial approaches

where functional or program oriented costs are reﬁarted. Occasionally

1ifb-cyc1e costs are reported so that initial start-up costs can be ) 0




>

appropriately pro-rated over seVeraI’ygérs ofﬂoperation. .Oné common problem
- -

with these studies, however; is the unspeéifieq mfking‘of vafious sources -
of.revenue and/orgaftribqting the results to one financial source.

" One additional set of cost-related issues that appears to have particular |
;elevance to pIanning'and evaluation in community education relates t;.
differegceé between’ cost transfer, cost savings and cost avoidance.’ Each
can be used to explain potenti§11y.important options or results but is
often ;ombined iqapprdpriéte1¥. .Tﬁése and other speqial issues merit brief
discussion. They can be organized as follows: ‘

A. Time Related Concepts

(1) Depreciation-Amortization-Obsolescence
* (2) Uncertainty - ‘ .
(3) Historical (ex post facto) vs. Predictive Costing

. T

B. Functional vs. Jurisdictioq:i Costing

* (1) Joint Costs -
(2) Unit Costs.

C. Cost Savings - Cost Avoidance - Cost Transfer/Shifting - Cost Reduction

'D. Average vs. Incremental Costs

(1) Econoﬁy of Scale- ¥ v . ‘

- ~ .
E. Economic Costs*- Negative Benefits - Benefits Lost - Opportunity Costs

. F. Types of Costs : ~
v
(1) Fixed g y
(2) variable . . _ . . . ” '
(3) Sunk \ **ilqu
(4) Incremental . : p k
(5) Marginal . . -

(6) Recurring
(7Y Nonrecurring _ . S :

* G, Cost Justification '

Values,’ Resource Allocation, Warth, Utility

: : oo 9
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A GENERAL NODEL FOR APPLYING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM COST EVALUATION

;7 . g ] ) ( ©
. Phase I: Prepare for the Study S
.' Activit'les ' -
., ~Form study team '
e -Identufy the det:iswon-malfers and their information needs

-Determine study purposes
-Plan study rianagement

Phase I1I: -  Ydentify Alternatives

Activitles . . -

-Identify system goal (s), purpose(s), or.mission
-Conin der any constraints or requirements for achieving the
goa

. ~Identify a range of existing or potential alternatives
, - ~ -Select the alternatives for study -

-4

 Phase I1I: _ Design Study

L}

il ' Act‘iwhes :
. T -Define ¢the criteria for the co"npamsorr
~ v -Design analytical: model
- Phase IV: Determiné Program Costs ' . . -
. : - = _ \
* Activities ' . : _ .

-Specify cost model
~Collect cost information
-« ¢  =Adjust cost model - °

" Phase V: **  .Determing Program Outcomes

. Ac:t'ivitigs'
s . ' -Plan outcome study - ‘ ‘

™~ -Collect outcome information
~Darive results

Phase \’I Assemble Findings ’

. i S
Actzw ties” /

L

. . -Assemble cost and outcome 1nformat10n s-rithwn analytical mode‘l
~Analyze information and prepare-recommendations
~-Consider uncertainties and tsst assumptions
-Prepare ‘report

-

el

] ” s

- ¢ .

P
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1.0 Occasions for ' eEL degision £6 conduct a cost~ 1.1 Deciaion situatison requires Carpenter et al.
, Conducting Cost~ fectiveness .analysis may be made » cost-effectiveness informa~- (1970)
‘Bffectiveness under ‘several diffcrent circumstances. tion
Qnalysesﬁ These clrcumstances differ in the 1.2 Conditions suit the. conduct Kazanowski (1968a)
degree to which cost-effcctiveness of this form of inguir Teikins (1970)
- analysis ia Viewcd ag ‘a distinct form— S quiry i
. of inquiry providing a specific kind . 1,3 Utiliey of findings from an Kraft (1974) ‘
of infarmatlon. (Digcussed in Chapter investigation of outcomes Levin (1975)
. Five, pp. 251-261 27234y would be i{mproved by con-
s C N . sidering costs as well -
2.0 Types of Alter- Threa\“ypcs of altcrnativea have been 2.1 Alternatives differing in Degree: Gailitia
*natives Subject to 4dentified, ,» BEdeh type represents a the degree or kind o 972)
Lost-Effcctiveness spccific di{mension on which alterna- approach taken to a“goal :Skindz Mayo et al. y
“Analysis . ~ ‘rives may. differ. (Discussed in Chap- (1973) .
: - ter Fiyev PP., 261-265, 2?4'2771, " 2,2 Competitive or non- Carpenter et al, y
. v T ) ) competitive alternatives (1970) '-.4 ’ ~
° ’ e T, + 2,3 "Alternatives differing in  Doughty (1972)
. - / 1 . T "their temporal relationship .
< K Y ;. to the study - pnst, present, v ‘
, . ' or futurs ’
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3.0 Manner of - Threc. différent means\of cstablishing 3.1 UVeilizing extsting _ ° Enos (1976) -
* Identifying .. - /oltérnatives have beem\igéntified, " approaches e p v
Alternatives " ’Thcse mepdy differ ine terms of tha *
;- ' ‘-4nformation source used, (Discusscd 3.2 :::32::;:"3 the d°°181°" %;;gggtcr ct-al,
) ’ in Chapter Flve, pp.-261-265, 277-278) - ‘
. ; o, ‘ 3 3 Inventing alternativca - “Lent (1976)
¢ e "'r - ¥ .
[ ' Y, *
la ! .- . : {




Y

Concept -

. Ei}lnnation»

« Propertics

Examples

i

4.0 Potential
Beginning Activi-
ties for a Cost-

Six types of activitics addrcssing dif-
ferent prerequisite declsions for -
designing a cost-cffectivencss analysis

4.1

432

—
-
. [ .

Moving from the basis for a
study to define fts purpose

Idenfifying decision-makers

éhrpentcf et al.
(1970) .,

Doughty (1972}

Effectiveness were identified. Few studics consider :
Analysis all six types. Weaknesses in some * and/oiiﬁhdienccs.for study . .
’ studies' outcomes appcar corrclated 4.3 Defining the goals of the Lent (1976)
"with faflure to complete onc of these . system under study
activitics., (Discussed in Chapter
. Five, pp. 268-271, 280-285) 4.4 Settipg pcrfomfance- , Lent (1976)
. - , - requirements’ .
. ' ' 4.5 ‘Tdentifying alternatives Carpenter et al.
! , > (1970) .
’ 4.6 Défiﬁing the naturc of the
. X inquiry
. -Defining CE decision ‘nt (1976) .
. / " model , ’
. <Establishing hypotheses Baley (1973} ~°
. r . ‘ -Chicosing fixed or vati- o ]
] ablé cost or effective~ Doughty (1972)
— eys comparison Morris (1974) ’
’ X ~“reating cost~effective- Balcy (1973)
ness .as fixed or Carpenter cq”al.
Y relative property (I970y —
5.0 Conceptual Frame A number of different frames were 5.1 Evaluation Lent (1976)
of Cost-Effective~- identificd. Frames differ in terms of . _
ness Studies the kind of logical structure they 5:2 Research R . Sweigert (1970) ‘
‘ provide for design dccisions and other 5.3 Analysis ¥ ’ Gailitis (1972)
methodological activitics. Inconsis- 5.4 Combinations of cvaluation, Carpenter et nl...

Rl
-
.
»

tent uge of a frame may produce
1llogical outcomes. (Discussed in
Chapter Five, PP- 287-288 295~ 301)

',l

rescarch and analysis

(1970)
Doughty, (1972)

.frnm Lent, 1980' 18




' Congept '

et Expl&ﬁatién

Propertices .-

Exanmples

6.0 'Treatment of

r

Critexrid - ,'

7.0 Structuring
+ Comparisons

. been given to

Thesuse of criter as generally ot
given much attention most of the
cases. Further att¢ntion could have
_ Jeast three aspocts
of 'thelr role within cost-effective-
ness analyses, (Discussed in Chapter
Five,-pp, 288-292, 301-306)

’

7.1

.
-

Depending on the circumstances Sur-
rounding the selected alternatives,
various stgps have to be taken in

order to gather information about the
alternativeg' performances under .
realistic and unbiased conditions.
Nature and complexity of this design
activity varies according,to the
relationship of the alternatives to

the time of the-study. (Discussed it -
Chnpter Five, pp. 292-295, 306) '

L ]

7.2

P | L .
8.0 Factors - The match between the type of dectsion 8.1
- ‘Affectivg the - model and the purpose ot subject of

-Appropriate Usa—  tho study,-ond the internal ‘composi~- &

of Deeision Models tion of the model itself. nﬁfecns the
SR extent to whiel the declafén model s ° 8,2
- . likely to represent a relevant con-
7 ' clusion to the analysis. (Diseussed
) in Chapter Five, pp. 317-337) .
) "‘5 .
’ * ( 813

6.1 Typds - cost,

?ffedtiveness,
and others

6.2 Manner of seleetien
6.3 “As a concept distinct from

stnndnrds, indicators and
decision models ’

Ex post facto comparisons

-Alternative(s) existing

at the time of the study.

-Alternative(s)- existing
in the past N

A" priori comparisons

.
*

Utility for decisfon-mnktng

' d
A
']

Additiyt%y . '
* ~0f cost and effeeti&?ness

-0f performanee eriteria

L]
»
L I 1,

Congruence of madel
to subject

.Carpenter et al.

(1970)
Doughty (1972)

Lent (1976)

Enos (1976, as a
negative_ example)

-

Mayo et al. (1973)

¥
Doughty (1972)

Carpenter et al.
(1970)

Carpenter et al.
(1976)

Enos (1976, as a
negative example)

4

Enos (1976) as a
negative example)’

Doughty (1972) as*
negative gxample),

Baley (1973 as a
negative example)
Doughty (1972}

from Lent; 1980
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-, INTRODUCTION

-
*
- - .
e
- , . - »

T}e New JerSey Laws of 1978 Chapter 74, appropriated almost seven (7) .

‘e

[}

' lillion dollars of a, :otal oze (1) lmndred millioo' dollars, for the con- ) ‘
| ! t |
struction and/or renovauion of comuniry schools. Subsequenrly, the State |

d L]

»  Departpent of Education (SDE) developed 2 "Plan of Action'™ to faczlitare the,

L
expinsion of community education programs. This study was conducted a\t the

requ.est of the Govermor's Off:.ce, as pert of the SDE effort. The soa;l was to
obta:.n information regarding the cost benefits of a communit} school by ¢

looking at various component'costs and other select aspects of a successful

: L) :
coxmunity school, . oo

Pugoee: J oo \

- . * .
The West Side Complex (WSC) in Atlantic City is an outstanding example of
a functioning community sc\hool which provides educational and community
~ - \ . y
services in onme facility., It has réceived puch attention throughout the state
- .

due to the wide range of services offered, extansive commumity atilization, *

L)
L] N

and mteragency co-sponsorlng of the facil:.ty and programs. Consequently,
g

.there was a :remendous amou.nt of . in:eres: generated in t.he Complex ‘tany

questions were asked: How much mohey did it cost to operate the Complédx? .
]

What did each agency comtribute? What was the source.of their funding? ‘ What

services did each ageacy ._provide? How many people were reached? How did the
© cost of providins these s.-.rvzlcea‘ at West Side Complex compare to the co.sts of
ke ’ ‘ - .
providing .them elsewhere? Would ‘community participation be different if

. » G
services were provided at a differenr location? Thus, a2 cost-benefit study

Pl

was initiated which planned to find out the actual costs of the program, the




a _2_ \\‘ 4
* \“ =
real and in-kind contribution of each plrcicipacing agquy, how these monies

"wered obtained, and what services were prond’d to who&. Was the progr’am

cost.-effect.ivc, ,071: could these services have been provided elsevhere at. a

lesser cost to the same, or greater numben: of people. o

»
.
) -

After preliminary contacts and ihquiries were made with key personnel,
. %, .

. v S . .
the limitations of the available data necessitated modification in the focus

oj the study to a-cost.-analysis of the Comux;zcy Services segment of the -

" -
programs at the West Side Complex. t.
/\ . . *
v - METHODOLOGY ’ .- S, e
v ) \_\ -
- . A ‘9

. . . T
1. A qn.L.cst.ionnairez to obt.a-i} the needed 1nformation was adapted from

.
H

- an evaluation of Community Education in Texas.3 . .

2. Appointments for interviews were made with r.heb kéy staff at West

Side Complex and the co-sponsoring agencies. The purpose of the

& ‘ . #

study was dis'cussed fully. The questionpaire was to be completed

. prior to the meeting and retyrned to the interviewer.
3 ! - -

! The Board of Educatién-reported that the educational component of WSC had

bad the same per ,pupil expenditures as the other elcment.ary schools 1n ‘
Atlantic City. . ’
"2

qnes't.ionnaire is included in Appendix‘ A: i -

Report of Participants, Programs and Costs. Texas Education Agency, Division
of Adult Education, Austin, 1978. - . . .

« ¢ .

O




. Questiopnaires were mailed _with a cover letter i;:t_dicating the .
. puri:ose af the .::tudy\to contact persons)," -
) . ’ L , .
( ! .
“ d / . . - ’ . . o
' 4. Twenty-nine (29) agencies who utxl:.zed the West Side Complex facilz-
ties during the period\overed by the study, (FY 1977-78) were iden-
" tified by WSC staff. e ' o Co
. 9 A questionpaire was mailed 8o each of the 20 agencie’s.o After the
due'date, follow-up let;:er; were sent to the non~respondents.
Data Collection . :".
A. Interviews * . , '
- 5, R . ‘ SR . A

L4

e

During 2 Qe_r:.es of six (6) aindividual meetings with.key per;onnel in ea¢h

. A ‘o

of the constituent components 8f the program, d}ﬁa were Jbtai.ned regarding the

basic units involved in the operations of ,the WSC., (1) The Atlantac City

Board of .Education, (2) Administrators and Superv:.slﬁ\é at the WSC, (3) The

« Atlanti¢ Human Resources Agengy (AHR), (4) The City of Atlaatjc Ciltﬁ Health

Depart.meni and (5) The Rec:eation Depart.ment of the C:Lt.y of Atlannc C:Lr.y

4 —

Departmeut of Parks and.Public Property o ‘ - »

. -
’ r

»
- -
v . ’
' +

13 - “ < .
Thé questionnaires which had been seat ta eac}r*person in advance of the
¥ .

L}
2

" scheduled meetings were discussed and amplified. Due to the fact that the uﬁ .

. represented only a portien of the services prov:l.ded'bg each of the partica-

¥

-

-
' /
M " 4 & ¢ . v
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pe}g a;enci_es_,, there wvas diffiéuﬁy in &erivip'g precise fiéures for all of
», the mtas rei,aed by all bu% one of' r.he';rovider sources. Nevertheless, ndst
of the tespbndenr.s lgreed thet. t,he figu:es r.hey provided vere fairly reliable
est.inte‘h, which could be substantiated if necessary by an expens:.ve, t.ime

.. con:uning process of'assignins staff personnel to research and document each
’ 1 N \

+ 2rea questioned. ’ . . . '
R Y o - LT \ -
.« B. _JCommunity Agency Surveys . S

-
- w

Quest.'ionnaires vere mailed to all 29 agenci'eg"id?:nrj'.fied as having used
PR . ~ 4
the WSC facilities. /A total of 9 agencies responded. Of these, 8: percent

4

7~ provided some data; 6 agenties wrote letters indicating ‘the nature and
a ( ]

.~ frequency of use of the WSL._facitity and 3 agencies completed the question~

. - Sy 3

" nairé in a_ somewhat sketchy manner. o N 0Lt
e o~ et
v .
[} - ’
* [ 3
. - “ . . - . -
. Findings o - - - T -
’ : A * * . - -
) - . . . - 5 - \ *
.fo ty Services _ .
- . '. - ) \ . . .
d ¢ y . -.\
‘ LIPS , . . - . -‘ . . . R R
. /{l’bere. were four major gategories of serwces and?or arct.:‘.vit.,ies offered at
* d N + N
*WsC: " AT . : . \ T )
< e !

.(1) Eeal'th Semces. These were prov:.ded by two fundzng sources, the

~

. ‘Djfnrment. of Healt.h of the Cit.y of At.lanuc City and Atlantic Human

v esources. The serv-q.ces provided includ&i:. a pre-natal o-l:.nxc, 3

well-baby (Pediatric) ‘clinic, an, adolescent medicine. clinmic, the
% - L u‘ } )




. "

Adult Health Clisic, z Degtal Clinic and a Medical La?t'.ory,, which
ab

Ifel

. ’ . ~» . .
‘analyzed blood for evidence of problehs such as etes, *lead
< ' ) R —_— .,
- poisoning and sickle cell anemia. v e . .
- . ) v’ L
N F b . |

‘ 1
(2) Hocial _Schicc‘#Thcsc activicicy were all funded through AHR. The

.
-

p;:ograms offered included: social work counseling, referral and

.

- 3

follow=-up; specialized youth services for adolescent developnment,
, employment counseling and training; nutritional ajd, home improve-
L]
ment, energy relief and senior citizen activities,
] ' . ‘.& . - - » 4 t ~
vy . . .

]
.

.

""(3).‘ Recreation. The Recreation Department of $he City of Atlantie City -
-l . providéd and Oﬁganized the after-school program. Swimming fpr
‘s &iffercnt.. dge g;oups‘ was offered Montday through Friday from 4 P.M.
‘ to 7 P.M. E_‘arqicipan’ts,‘wcrc bussed there by the Recreation Depart-

- ment from seven (7) other iftér-school centers not having a pool. - ,
. , LY * ;

. .

The Eéol' was open weekends for Swim Meets and.Family Swims. 02‘.!_13::

~
LTy L3 . -

|
. act‘ivitie; offered werer roller skating, basketball, slimmastics, . |

gym play,-and Friday Night Disco.

. " »
. L

\ , ’ - v , . , ~
(4) Fund Raising. This category refers to event's held for which there *
. - - <
was an admission charge which was a contribution -to \:ponsonng'
L] s N
/ 1

organization. Examples ,of* suck actavities were plays, recitals,

~

L
-

. * basketball ghmes, boxing matches, toncerts, etc. Community agencies

- - b ]
and groups also usad the facili?y for ri:cit.ings; programs, training

activities (Police and Fire Dcpar:tment)', ‘and Armed Service Recruit-

d - [ L) .

ment activities, . ] __— .
’

. »
.
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services provided to the Recreation Department were esti:ma't.ed as one thard of

. for r.b.e:purpose of grant procursment by eacl._l of the participating agencaes,

. f g -6- —_— ' :
. R " - . - . .
.Table llf represents an ‘est.imal:e, based on availadble data‘, of community )
"utilization g; the :var‘ious ‘se'i'Vices and actiyities offered at WSC durang FY
1977-78. (Elg'ir}y'thg Recreational !:rogrm had.the greatest number of parti-
cipants. This was “to be expected due to the g‘rouﬁ Jpature of the activities

and the extensive opportunities for participation. In fact, attendance in the .

;:ther programs were proportionate to the duration of available services.

B. Cost Analysis o . - ¥

* - e

By examining Tablé 2 it was determined that the ?u:a'll dollar expendi-,

tures for all community s;emce was $310, 26!, and was almost equally tonmtrie~ .
- .

buted by the three >Eu.nding sources: 33% by Board of Educatiom, 34% by
Atlantic Human Resources, and 33% by the c:‘:ty of AtlantactCaty {Recreation

Department 5%, and 28% by the Department of Health). . :
. 4

-

It should be noted that the Board of Educatzor;'s budget for Community ,

Services included salar:.es‘ (coordinator, custodian and instructional) and ~

expenses (utilities) for both recreational and c;.vic actavities. In deter-
mining the inkind contributions to AHR and Department of Health the total

nuaber , 0f square f'eét. used was nm.lt.i;:lied by $7 per square foot. The inkind

- <
-

sites utility expenditures. These 1inkind servyaces estimates were used solely

y

they.did oot represeat actual operations c‘os't:‘

™

»
F




- - L w7 TABLE 1 . I
N . Programs Offered and Parf.icigant: Contacts
- ) by Age for. West Side Complex During FY 1977-78

% - h

.oT b A ¢ -‘&_s

Name of Progrm "+ Total 03 5-12 13-17- 18-60 ' 60+ !
K - p 3 ‘ ) .
. Atlantxc Himan Resources ‘,‘ B : . -

1. Soc::r.al Work gervice 1,579 ) , . —_ ‘
. 2,-giealth (dental, etc.) " 1,050 : © (14-21) .

* 3. Youth Development* . * 619, -~ 619 - :

‘4. Employment LT e - T r .

S. Summer Day Camp . 150 . 150 .

6. Transportation ) « 509, ’ ’
oo 1. Community Actioa Council | 165 " o *

8. Neighborhood“Coordigated 3,639 ) . '

Outreach Programs . s - *
- 9. Bead Start be * 90 90 .

i -  Totals . 7;894 90" ° ,.150 619 .
. Departaent of Bealth - City of Atlantic City ' . T
* 1. Pediatric Clinic * < 4,046 1,046 . o

2. Adult Health Cli.m.d - 540 540 (ages 45-80)

3. I.aboratory -t 1,700 1,200 500

.« Totals *® | 3,286 2,246 540 500

. Recreation Dejgartmen't. = Dept. of Park & Publ:.c. Property (City of Atlantic City)
(Daily Monday-Friday)

3 . o ~ .
- .. " 4-8PM  €-8PM  8-10PHM
. 1. -Swinmin ., 763,735 2,400 32,625 20,880 7,830 .
. 2, Gymnasium 50,895 . 6,525 39,150 5,220 . .
. 3. Roller Skating 76,995 20, 880 23,490 32,625
4. Biddy Basketball (Sat.): 11,960 ° 3,120 8,840 , .
5. All Purpose Room ., , 10,440 . 10,440 - .
J6. Weight Room 13,572, 5,742 7,830 -~
7. Slimnastics e, *" 6,525 - 6,525
Totals . 234,122 2,40 68,892 110,630 - 52,200
Tot.al Participints i.n 45,302 ) . ’ . . -
All Programs . o, . . )
. - Yo .
Fund Raising Activities® 33, 624 “ \\ ; : -
——— (Plays, Rec:.talsr Bo::ingq = U ol e el
etc.) N . ’
GRAND rorazs® 278,026 4,736 69,202 111,249 52,740 500
aAge'dat.a were not supplied by all pfogﬁams. . T J&h .
. Wherevep data were not available for entire year extrapolations were obtained.

ll_oxzanzza;xona repoxted full attendance at these activities.
s does not mclude attendance at any meet.mgs conducted by community a-enciea or

S groips.

-
- . W - e ’ .

LY » 29 o
. , 2 , ‘ '




R ’ .+ TABIE 2
e Lt " Amounts and Sources of Funding for West Side Complex Community - : ,
. \ < Service Programs During EY 1977-1978 ‘ ‘ -
.- Atlantic ity R
* Board of Education Atlantic City of Atlantic City |
llard Dollau i (Community Services). lluman Resources " Recreation Dept.’ 'Dept. of liealth TOTAL
. ) .- .
Scl:ool' Budgel i §101,016 . - - L $101,016 .
Local Governsent . 15,500 9,785 54,023, © 19,308 .
State Gront. . . . C .
Federal Gragt  ° ‘ O 81,182 4,680 33;539" 119,401 .
Other . ‘ +  Hedicaid/Fees ., . 10,5407
- L 10,540 ) ’
. - . . T
flacd Dollars - . . C f ! . . c
Sub~Total $101,016 $107,222 §$14,465 « $87,562, $310,265
e . . "o . . N ) . ' - 'y
lnkind Services: ) ‘ ‘(5\ o : e
Atlantic City . . S C .
Board of Education - =~ - 4 141,838 . 175,980 . 5,600 ° 339,168 y
Local. Government i 15,750 . ; i T , - . <
State.Grant . . e * o '
Fedéral Grant " L ) ) ‘ . £, . .
Other . . -t . . - ‘ . . .
. . ' $ - R .
* 1lnkind Services . ‘¢ : - , T . . ) »
Sub-Tolal 15,750 141,838 , 175,980 . ’5,600 339,168
TOTAL . +$116,766 - $249,060 < +  §190,445 ~ $93,162 §649;433
' ] N 3 t' ) . . ' . . F '
— = s .. -............._....._.4.. ) ' ¥ "
2 . [} L . . . ” . ’
ITllls amounl. includes $30 960 WIC fundu for food vouchcu . - .
"Ihe .Board of Education Recetved $1,930 as rental fces ($150/night) from West Sidc Complex These funds arc edleresd as
Illst.clla:wmu Receipts on their tolal Iulget. -

“I'iis total does nat sepresent monies collected from community sources dl:cc.r.ly by Wclt Side Complcx for hlchlcntal
perating expenscs. . (No estimates of amounts igvolved were available.).
: *Depasiment of Recreatjon Lransposts 160 stadents to Wesl Side Complex for swimming instruction duting 9- 3 (achool dty)
"o e derived Iny using minimua cost of a bus and dgiver ($75) for one d} . ) . .

’ M . r " ¥ ’
3 \ ’ ‘ . f o J— b v .
" .t
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Table 3 was developed by‘combining the data from Tables 1 and 2. Con-
sidering the variety and s'cope of the services offered the cost of §1.26 per
person conr.act. is minimal. Even more impressive is r.he extremely low cost of

6 cents for each person co‘huc: in acwx'];Q "d61lars expended for the recfeation
. il T
prograz and 81 ceats pe&.’ conr.acr. based . on “t‘qtal costs. There was still
s
anor.her way to derive this particular cost. Be!.ng that the progm “wad

L)

prinznly conducted after-school hours the Board of Educatxon s real cont;i-

1.

bution was identified by 2o amalysis of their budget to $85,436,75. That

amount combined with t.he Recreation 5ep‘;rtment s budget of §14,465. yielded a

- l - ‘
total of $99,901.75 actually spent for the program and a per contact cost of

»”
43 cents. v ] - - .

]
- - [

The, per contact costs of the Health Department 'progran and that of ANHR

were much closer when adjustments were“made for the WIC granmt (§30,960) as

r.hese funds were in the form of food vouchers and were not. actual dolla:'
LY

expcnditu:es , Hence, ?e per cont.zct. cost for the Healr.h Depar.ment. progrm

—

was S517.23 based on hard dollar: ex'p\nditures and 518 93 based on t.ot.al costs.
1t should be noted that both of these agenc:.es_prov;ded services by qpalified
- - ’

.p:ofeisiéml staff. ,

. C. Cobm{ative Costs and Outreach *

’ [
-

Th.e questionnaire requested mfomat.ioq as to the real, or estimated,

costs of providing the sme‘progrm at a different site and',the_nunber':‘,of

participants who were, or would have beén reached at the other site.
- i N




’ h 3. TABED (% . ' _
T . . . . * . L
T * Coat Analysis Per Psrticipsnt Contact Wy Program for o .
‘ West Side Complex During FY 1977-78 y
- oo . .7 Y
. ¢ : * Cost Per ’ Cost Per .
A N 9 Participant Psrticipsnt -
Name of . Contact . Total Cost Contact ~
Program Hu&Qg;,uf * ., Prograw’ {based on . of Program (baged on
Sponsoring Participants Expenditures lHxrd Dollar (Hisrd Dollars & Expenditures -
Agency o Contacts (llard Dollara) . . Expendlitures) . Inyfnd Services) & Inkind Bervices)
* Recreation 234,122 $14,465 §* .06 $190, 445 $ .81
Depariment Vs o . .
Atlantic 7,894 % $107,222 $13.58 ' $249,060 $31.55 ’
.+ Human * . . -
Resources * L i
*Departwent of 3,286 . $87,562° $26.65 "$93,162 $28.35
Néalth . # : ) - ;
:,- a r—a— - [1 —— '\L -
Total 245,302 $310,265 $ 1.26 " $649,433 $ 2.64
Program . - . - )
. - "\ '
"=-=.-:- . ‘

costs,

%This amount includes the $30,960 WIC hgant which is8 in the form

-
»

- -

§ . et

of food vouchers and does not represent operatin&
o
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U

The 9 akencies who responded to the mailed, survey did not provide any
L} -9

information in these areas. Thus, this discussi'.gP was based on the responses
g .
obtained during interviews with the four sponsoring agencies. The _question

» -~

P . . >
was not considered applicable by the Board as they did not offer a community ‘
. seﬁiceaprogrm, but rather fa;&lit.ated the operations of .the other programs

. by providing the physical space and assuming the c'osts of keeping the building
. . ) 5.
open after school hours. The Recreation Department responded that comparisons

were impossible since the program could not be offefed at any other facalaty.

.
.
iy . . .

, At L4
The Department of Health and AHR did have these programs at other sates
- " . ‘ .

. durang r..he previous year (1976-77). The difference 1n cost of facality

eh?r.ed only for the Department of Heazlth program 1o that they had rented

space in 2 church for $4,500. AHR ,was provided a different location by the

~

- [
City of Ar.lanr._i'c City. Both agencies had the actual gumbers of participants

yu  mem . L > amarm ———aa A Fae Aw »

P ) - o B - . - .-
. at their previous s:.:es.wABR serviced 2000 particapants at their former site /

ﬁ . ~ N L
as compared with 7,894 contacts at WSC. They.almost quadgupled their put-

reach. The Department of Health sepvaiced 51¢ chx'idren in the Pediatric cligac
| ——at _the forper site and-mpre than twice as many (¥=1,046) at WSC. In the Adu}’:

Clinic they reached 350 people formerly com;;ared with 2,240 contacts incliding

laboratory analyses at WSC, an increase of more thag ‘600%. ,
N % ' I -
e — —a— P »

/  AHR considered the greater number of comtatts at WSC a fupction of the

. -

attTactiveness and locatiofh of the facilaity. They reported being "able to get
Y

.

Dore participants fién the general area, parr.:.cufarly Brigaotine.'

r

The desagn -
of the Hedical Suite at {?SC was seen as‘a contrfbu:ory factor for an increase
in the number of participants by the Department of Health. The school

building was viewed as ‘the ideal location £pr a ‘Pedia:ric Climic since people

x . P

"~ v
g e e e e oW . - s e e e
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ire accustoosd to sendrng children to school’ and no inaginary blrr:.ers are

created. Also, the services were being provided where the ed existed.

‘

- SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS ~ . .

. .
. -
.
" . A A} ..
’ -

The study “vay und'eruken to answer specific questions regarding the

financing, functioning and cost-benefits of the comunity service progrms

provided by WSC. To summirize these findings each question will be sr.ated .

followed by the answer 2s revealed in th‘ta

Quéstion 1. “How mucn ;noney did it cost to operate the ‘WSC during FY

. , . -t
Answer 1. The total reported dollar expenditures were $310,265.

4

Yy ) -
«
. .

1977-787 ¢

-

* o

e o e M MM Rt e S e P B Sam o mams =
L)
L)

Question 2. What did each funding' agency contribute?

Fd . ! ’ ’ ‘ .

- -

ADsver 2 Each funding Jagency contributed approxinm:ali onesthird of_the

Question 3. What were the sources of each agency's funding?

total expenditures:

-
'

Board of Education, $101,016 (33%);

City of Atlantic City, $107,222 (34%);
Atlantic Human Resources, $102',027 (33%)

~

Al

R L L e
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Answer 3 Specific amounts of money and fundiné gsource for each pf the-
. . v ~
. ’ - co-sponsoring agencies are found in Table 2, (page 11}, The
<
e — - . - _proportions of funds obtained from various sources were: === =
. (1) Atlantic Human Regources,
14% Local, 76% Federal grpnts, 10% Hedicazd Rebates; .
) . (2) Recreation Department, City of Atlant:.c City,
-/
. 68% Local, 32% Federal grants; .
(3) Department of Health, City of Atlantic City,
62% Local, 38% Federal;
4
(4).. Board of Education, Community Services Budget,
[4
' 100% Local.
\
Question 4. ~ What serviges did each agency provide? ) -
f e ey Bl TR e i Janse B O AT WITATA worren A WOR b b R0 wIMAS gl i e e 5 3 Kb b BB i aasems & vmbararanm s oW K nren ol W moee ro PP ™ gt .
Answer 4. (2) The Board of Education' provided the facility utilities, .
»
supervisory staff and custodial staf‘ fo? the after-school
. activities and the teacher for the school dag swimming program.
(b) Atlantic Human Resqurces provided programs in a variety of
. areas: Social Work Services (counseling and referrals), Health
and Dental Care, Youth Development (counseling and activx‘;x-eé),
Employmeat Counseling, Summer Day Camp, Community Action , . |
. - Council, Neighborhood Out.re'ach, and Head Start.
(c) The Recreation Department prov;‘.ded programs in:; Swimming,
- . -, . ’ .
. Roller Skating, Biddy Basketball, Gymnasium, Slimnastics and
i

~ oumerous other spetial activities i.e. Sunday, Family) Swim.

‘l_ . ) i ) 37
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(d) The Department of Health provided: a Pediatric Clinic, an .

Adult Health Clinic, and Medical Laboratory diagnostic

sez:vicu. . ‘ Y

Question 5. How many people were reached? .
T - . - . . - a ¢

Answver 5, . Table 1 -(pa_ge 1.0) present; f:?.e'rcported annual pagticipt:p for
each of the programs. The total nu‘mher of participant 'contacgs
repor:;ed was 278,926: 7,894 for .AHR pPrograms, 3,286 for

. Fe'partnent of Eealth Programs, 23&,1'22 for the R;creation
Programs, and 33,624 for fund raising ;ct.i:vit.ics.

Question 6. How did the cost of providing these gervices at WSC compare

with the costs of providing them elsew:here? >
. 4 *
Answer 6. 0f the four major users only the Department of Kealth.i'eportad

renting ‘a different facility the previous year for §4,500. The -

® S

Recreation Department could not have offered their programs at

Board of Education-the previous year.

e ' ) ‘_
Question 7. Would community participatioh have been dszqfent were serves
provided at a different logation? . . '
t * .
. ¢ * 5 %
L L
\ *

a different site and AHR. was provided with a facility by the

-
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Angwer, 7. Yes! There was evx.dence af more than 300% greater comunity N

R pa:tzcipatzon in the same service when provided at WSC tb.an -

‘when p:ovided at a d;lfferent site the previous year.

PR ]
. v . oy
ks l ’ ~ ., .

Acr;ncz T T HO. OF PARTICIPANTS
R ** > Lo . i’;gﬁou’s Site X @
Atlintic Human Resources = 2,000 . 7,894 .
. ~Department of Health 866 . 3,286
- . ) ., . 2,866 ) - +11,180
Question 8. as the program cost-effective, or could these services have
.,: %

- . - '

. been provided elsewhere at a3 lesser cost to the same, or 5

greater pumbers of people?

: v

, o — c
- LY -
~ d - ’
. - —
-

. . o ~ .
Answer 8. This question attempted to determine whether this type of
community school provided comprehensive tommupity sexvices at a

lesser cost than could be providfed elsewhere. Unfprttma:el},

’ -~

the necesoa:y data were not available.

. " % a . ]
e . 3 .
¥ B . - "
. ~

«& . , However, in an effart to Qiﬂwex;:thé cost-benefits of a2 community school

- ’ ’ i . . I4

such as WSC, a supplemental study was cénducted which compared the comstruc-
‘ “4‘ F‘ - -
o . . .
tion costs of a commumity school to the cost.s of cons:ructing the same facjili-

R P —

t’.e§ as -independent munic:‘.pal units. I: was found tha't 3 mum,c:pal:.ty could
save mofe thag” $1 5 millio,n dollars by including-a swimming pool labrary,

health and dental clun.c, and an aud:.to:ium an a school building for combined
: schoolbcomunity use than to construct the .'fme fat:.l:.ty for the sole use of '
~ L 1 ‘o o

l:he comum.ty. (See Appendix C for “A Rev:.ew of Hun:.c:.pal Cost Bene,f;.ts LT T .

_* ' the Construct:.on of a Comnunity School.™)
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/In conclusion, the data presented in “this study, u:thst:anding its limita-

tions, prov:.des strong ev:Ldence £or the £easxb1hty of t.he community school as
. ] ” »
a relat:.vely econmcal approach to providing semces to the community. The

- A
West Side ex, as a case In point, hxs~ been foﬁnd to-be viable, vital, . : ]
well~£fr ted resource for the compupity. It is a ne}ghborhood center' 1n° )
.. every semse. _ - ‘ ] . .
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Th.'l.g brief study was conducted to detgrmine what, if any are the cost |
benefits to a2 municipality in cons:rﬁcring a community schooliwh;ch ﬁ-rould
pron,de fac:.lu:ies for commupity use, as compared with f.he c'onstructu;:: costs
for the same fmliues as independent units. The facihties selected for {
this purpose were those already exis'iing at some community Z'.choés (i.e., The
West Side Courplex in Atlantie City) whick contribute to the health, recreation

- and general welfare of the couunity-at-large\.-‘ - -

-

¥ -\/ ’ ’ - ’
-

A%,expert in the construction of school facilities at the Sr.ate Depart~

_mpent of Education, Dr. Frank John¥on, was consulted regardxng the minimum

.f required siées for each facility and the pe‘r foor construc;t:.on costs. ‘l'he
- - » .
- accompanymg table presents r.he esrma:ed sizes and costs of facilities con-

\ -

stmct/ed for three d:.fferent user conditioms: (1)'community use onmly,
} dch

figures cited 10 Table I are all 'approxmatione dezived by generally aeceptégf

chool use on.ly,\ and (3) combined use by school and community. The

procedures for the preliminary stages of plann:.ng.l A professional 'censultant

>
w . N

! tean 1ncluding architects, eng:.neer}, and builders would be‘needed to conduct .

an in-depth analysis of all the variables prior to accurately q'uoting the

,precise construction costs of the proposed facilities. ; - :

Despite ese caveats the findings are striking and cbn'vincing. A

mnicigafztz could save more than S1 5 million by including the fidentified
. - v N ¥ *
compunity facilities in a school building. .

aa
- e A} -

¥

. - LY L] :‘ .
Code for School Plann:.ng and Construction, State of New Jersey Department of

Educatiop, Division of Finance and Regulatory Services, .renron, New Jersey,
July, 19 9 .
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L. . : : “TABLE 1 _
_ COHPABESONS OF COST ESTIMATES OF SELECTED FACILITTES WIEN CONSTRUCTED FOR . =
. - THDEPENDENT -AMD_COMBINED USE (COMMUNITY SCIIOOL) / . - g
o _ : . . ¢ ' SR DOLIAR
- © INDEPENDENT USE , | INDEPEMDENT USE . COMBINED USE . " . SAVINGS FOR ,
FACILITY - numcrpa:. STRUGTURE Y :sci00L [STRUCTURE . CONHUNITY SCHOOL " CONDINED USE
. . ¥ -
= . SiZE_-_ CONSTRUCTION 51z CONSTRUCTION SIZE CONSTRUCTION _-_-
g 3+ 3 " » 3 3 3 3 * ]
. ¥r.3 "'PER 5Q. Fr.° TOTAL __§4. FT.” PER SQ. FT. ToTAL Q. FT.>  PER 5Q. FT.?  7TOTAL . .
2 : _ _ .
Bibrary 6,240  $50 * 362,000 6,240 $50 362,000 7,540  $50 377,000 1347, 000 .
Pool - 6,000 .°70 - 420,000 . 6,000 70 420,000 _ 6,000 70 g 420,000 4204000 ' ‘
- Lockers e - . . ) o o
Room 5,000 350,000 5,000 70 350,000 5,000 70 | 350,000. 350,000 -
Ao . T S B oL
l'u‘rpasc ' . . ‘ ot ' «+ o
Room 5,000 70 250000 . *  '(INGLUDED AS NORMAL CONDITION IN A SCHOOL BUILDING) 250,000
. . “h. . - R o . "y » 1 2 h
"callh a"(l - . . o 7 » , * \ } . \ . % . LY
Dental ’ . * > - ] . ‘
Clinic 25,000 50 1gu 006 eoo 50 ' 40,000 2,000 50 100,000 . 40,000
Theater, < | . . . : . . .,
(Andi- teT Mm . o
loriua) 9,200 ~ 50 ..460 00 © 175,000 9,200 - 50 460,000 175,000 ’,j y
" TOTALS - ST s aao. » L §1,347,000 $1,707,000 ~ - $1,562,000 .
Lo e R ‘-—‘L—'"—— - -.‘ "r@' /;_ - : l‘. h - - > .
P . . : «." s ; '\\ . N . . . o.

¢ lThesc costs do nnt lndude cosr.g or purcllase of site aud loss of rev:.nﬂe\ . )
* -
I'lu:ue amonnLs represent the’emffczencel betwecn Lhe combined cosls of constructing fwo independcnt faciliticu and “the
" gonatrnétion costs ot: the' faci l'il.y as part, of a community school. . .
. - * t ’ L]
3Slzc: aml cest esi.mal.ca Iased on the Code for School Planning and Counstrucltion,” State of New Jeraey Deparlmcnt of
Edm.ation I)i;vision of Hnance arbd Regulatory Services 'l'xenton chw Jerspy, July, 1979 v

(3

» L o . ’ » . _ ’ )
\‘l( . ' " - (Y L]
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All of tﬁ-_facility sizes in Table I were aeveloped ‘fof an elementary
2

and the standards of the

: school with 600 stu?.uts Accgrding to the Code
Aserican I.;bnq Axmciuinn,_:hr_lihnzx_mnld_hm_numx_amce for 120

., students at any' one time and sucks of.lz,.OQO books. Additionnl public
reading and stack space was provided to accommodate 25 comzunity people during
the school day i.r.l the combined use library. The independent libraries were .

each biased on serving a population of 600 for comparative purposes.

Computations for the swimming poocl included a 30' x 85" pool, the

':equired side aprons (walks), and locker rooms. The combined use pool saves

»

even more money than noted, in that there are extensive cost:'for ‘plumbigg,

-
PR

?ewerage, and éiectzicity for heating and air conditioning.
L. il . . ’

While there are financial savings in the cowmbined use health and dental

; linic, even without including t.he‘ e.xpex'uive equipment and staff necessary to

provide a2 basic community health program, !‘.he. most éompellmg' fact in its
‘-.N
favor is t.he mcreased use of r:\e fac:ln:y by the gommunity when it is part of

a comunity school, as in Atl‘ant.xc City. People there are comforta\'};e in t.he

“Copple:, and' go there so fzequent:_.y i1t does not require a special effort to

+ avail thekselves of these services. - ) ‘ -
* » ‘
- - -

- L]
. . -

Th§s same principle a;’:plies to a logal auditofium or theater. In addition

to the sizable fidancial savings (not: mcludcd the seats and aud:Lo equ:upmqnt.),
/

- t.he school bacomes the focal point* for commudity meenngs and entertainmipt. .
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Overall the savings to a luniczpalxty in tonstructing a’ Comnunity school

L3

with these facilities would probpbly surpass $2 nillion were site acquzsition

) that sost persuasi%e amount the -other benefz:s of a decrease, if not virtual

disappearance, of school vandalism. Inm Atlantic City, for example, the Boazd

&+

of Education  spent approximately $20,b00 on repairs due to broken windows,

graffi;i, etc., -and of that amount about $300 of_I.Si’was'spent on_ the West .

Side Complex. . , ’ . )
y . _ « . _ -
As an added incentive, a portion of Chapter 74 of the New Jersey Lawg,of

1578, The additional State School Bulfdiug A1d Act, was intended to fund these

pulti-use séhool/comnunity facilities. ;
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_APPLYING COST/BENEFIT MYSIS TO COMMUNITY EDUCATION PMMING

v Present:ed by ’ . .
Dr. Marie Wilson

o 4

. . University of Maine &t Farmington * ..

o

C
* This study is the topic of a presentation to: ’ S
» ‘ - |
) THE AMERICAN EDUCATIORAL RESEARCH ASSOCIA'E’ON : -

-~

- 1981 .- . ‘

ANNUAL MEETING IN LOS ANGELES, CA. -~

’ - /

- \// /
. “ ( ) : : { - e
] . i
The' study was made possible by a grant from the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation,

~
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- RPF[YIHG C‘ST?FENEFIT ANALYSIS TO COMMUNITY EDUCATION PROGRNWNG ‘”
5 . (A Simulated Counmn1ty Education Project)
. - . ¢ ”' ‘
) To Be Addressed By : B - -
The !iver Vaﬂey Cormumty Education Advnsory coulkit -
" April, 1980 .
Top%c: 'Formulggion of*a Community Arts CouncilZand Program ;
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Introduction to the Stuﬁﬁ. . ’ -

In the current climate of budgetany restraint4_5choo1_boands_and_nthen____,___e_

coonmnity decision-making bodies are increasingly being forced to make judg-

ments about the relatjve merit of varlous edhc&tional progranscf Lack of

-

money required that dec151on makers cut programs which all agree are good in

an abso]ute sense but which mQy not be ggfimportant in a relat1ve sense as
other progeemé. Because of this fact, it is crucially important for such
decﬂsion-making bodies to 1mprove their abi]itles to compare programs, to
eva]uate diverse act1v1t1es from some conrnn standard of value. The purpose
of this study is to meet that need in two ways: first, by 111ustrat1ng a
cost~benefit method for analyzing a commuﬁi%y education project and second, .
by simulating the actual consideration of such a project by a conmunity

education decision-making body. . .

In this way, thplproject hopes to famifiarize the decision-making body

both with the cost benefit method in theory ‘and with the prob]ems of imple-

menting it in practice ) ~ . -
- - ~e"

.On a broader scale, the project intends to contribute to ongoing research |

“

in the community educatfon field. A research monograph will be prepared,on'the

project, including participant evaluation g} the cost-benefit method and the
. - L) .
use fo the method. This mopograph will be circulated among scholars involved

in the community education field. ;

—
-

- r .
Instruction to River Valley Council Members : /

Prior to CounciI'dt,gussion' Please read the enclosed proposal. It

represerts our effort to describe a project consistent with the needs which

[N

you pointed out at the meeting we atterided. If you have any questions, please T

. et
jot them dogn ang come prepared to discuss fhem. Remember, our essential
- & - - ' . N ' N

Hon

©
o
-



purpose 1s to {llustrate a method for evaluating a préjectahy comﬁa;ing its

costs to its benefits, so think particularly about the value of the benefits

fen

zwhich we have estimated. Do you agree with those estimates? Why or why not?

T
»

Process for Council Discussion: At the April 3 meeting we will preéent
the propo§§1 as if we were éomiﬁg to you wigp an actual request: and you are
to discuss it and make a decision. ﬁurin§ the course of the discussidn wWe
will note what parts of the method and presentation you appear to like,
what parts you appear to dislike and which parts need cTar1f1cat1on After
the discussfons we w111 distribute an evaluation form asking you to comment
on various aspects of.the method. All of these sources of information witl

be used in preparing our_report. a—

r
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! ~ THE TRIANGLE COMMUNITY ARTS "COUNCIL

)

* I -

Introduction :

.

_ The River Valley Community Educat1on Council is asked by 1ts ad hoc
Comittee on CUItTra] Needs to consider this proposa1 to adopt as a major ‘ ~
Council project for 1980-81 the developemnt of a new Community Arts Council. '
We have tentatively called it the "Triangle® Community Arts Counc11 (TCAC) —
to connote the three- town reg1on which is our targeted region. There is no,
single source of fupds which we have identified to implement this project.
He are convifnced, however, that the River Va]!ey Community Education Councf] |
CRVCEC) will see the' many benefits which this initial cost of $10,895 will 5
génerate.' In setting forth these benefits, the RVCEC can prepare a ¢lear and "
¢ompelTing case for various funding sources at the local, state, possibly
n$t1ona1 Tevel. We want to say this is an investment with a high yield for
everythIIar. %
"The Need . ) . . . '
The three-tomn region has been studied by the River Valley Comunity
g Education Council over the past year ip order to deterﬁine education, social
-and recreational needs.of.local residents which are no£ addressed adequately,
. or at all, by the few institutions based in this rural area., Amwong the needs
deegéﬁ;most critical in the Council's analysis was that of nearly total
Tack of Bpportunity for .peopTe to participate in cultural activities.

. %‘ There are no theatres, gaf]eribs, museums, nor any coﬁtinuous]y operating
\ ] programs in the arts functioning in the area. The nearest facilities are miles

. .awa¥, a distance in the mindsof some people too far from the center of thefr

home Tife to be relevant to them; and in the minds of virtuaII}'aII people, too

far to a]]gq for regular participation in cuIturaf events.

- . . .
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There is a population of 7,450 in 2,380 hbuseho]ds who cou]d? at

all ages, ultimately benefit as.consumers and providers local cultural

E

L3

" Information/Referral System of the Maine Council for Cormunity Education ‘,,,///

activities. Community action is needed to help people-help themselves
‘create a focal point to address these problems:

1.  Some people in the comhunities need more opportunities to

experience visual and performing arts. , . -

. 2. Some people i the comunities need more oppdrtunities to
display their artistic abilities and interests.

3. Some people in the cormunities need more opportunities to
devaJop their artistic abilities and ipterests.
I . \h- g

Ways of Meeting the Needs ) . .

There was an investigation of ways other Maine commun%ties, and beyond,
have met similar needs assisted by research in the Community Education
at the University of Maine at Farmington. One source identified in the process

was the Maine Council on the Arts whose materials were carefully considered.

' Here, thén, is our basic approach patterned after successful models of

communities Tike Turner/Leeds/Greene:
1. To organize the Triangle Community Arts Council which will continue
on a long-term basis as a program of aﬁtistic peﬁfonnance and
. instruction. X | . -
2. To conduct from July, 19?0 to June, 3981, a series of Community Arts
Festivals in.which artistsig;nthe conymnitiés,present displays and
performances of their art to people in the cormuni ties. '
3. To provide froﬁ September3 1980 to May, 1981, a series of cpu}ses of
1hstrﬁction to adults who wish to prepare in a vatjety of artistic

fie]iis. . ) )

The River Valley Council wiH serve as the initia] sponso} of the Triangle

Arts Council. The ad hoc task force will become #ts nucleus and seek additional

- 52

* L J
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‘uenbers'FFom‘the comunities. The intent is that the TCAC will bepome 1ndependgnt

~

. «” »
,EMC | \ . " s T . B

of the River Val]ey CounC1] and’ se]f sufficient. by the end of the twe]ve-
nnnth perfod of this project. The Rtver—Va%}ey Council will arrange for

S.A.D. #52 to serve as fiscal’ agentﬂfor the project and to contribute some )

A ' ¢’ .
.

;
faciTities and adult education services. The arts programs can include some

L

in-school activities for the pupils of the district in exchange for their
support.

.

The River Vél]ey Cormunity Education Council seeks funds to enpley a
A . ) &

- e, \' . s A N . . ’
part-time project director qualified in the organization and production of. -

community arts ‘and know]edéeab]e of the three-town comnunity This staff .
person to the new TCAC w111 assist in accomplishing these specific obJect1ves \

X
[ . ) -

and tasks: . . . ..

I. A Community Arts CounC11 will 'be organized throughout the project
period to hsgome independent by June, 1981. e O
_ lal b

Activities: .
- L4

I.a 1dentify those in the comunity interested in the idea of a
counC11 and affiliate at least twelwve.

Contact similar organizations in other, cormunities and explore
organ1zat1onaT methods and program'act1v1t1es
* 4 .

I.c Invo]ve the techn1ca1=ag§1stancé of Maine Commission on the .
Arts, Maine Council for Community Education and. other ré%ources.

- 1.d Estahlish a formal group to determine purposes, structure and
“ financial operation, and schedule regulas meetings to form and,
direct anagenda of artistic activities for the coming year.

I.e Evaluate the 1980-81 c0ﬂnmnily events, assess community need,
and determine how best continue coordinated arts activity
in these comunities.

Y ¢

I1.  The triangle Cannun1ty Arts festjval series will be conducted over

' -’ [

’ the twelve months *in locations throughout the district, featuring
A the fo]]dw1ng four types of pilot activities. - . <7
II.a  Present two concerts by local mu51q1ans. ' ’

Since preparation of this event™¥uld involve only individual
" practice, it will be beld early-in the year as a festival
. opening. A second concert would be held as a culminating
event. Each will be 2% hours. Eight local musicians will
perform at each concert. v

5‘3 , L ' . PR
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i1.b . Prepare two &ixty—minute v1deo~§apes of ‘Ioca1 performmg e '
v s artists af work ) .. .
A ‘# - \Preparation of this event would involve one’ cameraman/, , "
. * ok technician and one, assistant visiting ten local artists, & :
R P filming them at their_work or during their performances, -
- . interviewing them and preparing.from this effort two ° .
R LA Lsiyfy-mnute- Video tapes. These tapes would be shown
-,\!} continuously by r tatmg.m district schools during a
e - ‘Con}mmty Arts Heek in-March, 1981. In addition they.
. g “would be ghown to various comnumty droups at their -
e s meetmgs an average of once per month for five months.
P o " ~
. 1f.c : Involve log:a1 artists in a Corrmmty-Arts in-the- Schoo
¥ o "~  week and with foHow up att1v1t1es. -

. v Fhis eveﬁ:\uquld involve 1oca1 artists:, preparmg d1sﬁ1ays
e ? : . and activities' for students. One artist would:be selected R
. + for_each of the.elepentary s¢hools.. Each would prépare
. = activities for five ddys. ' Displays of the work of all
. locat ar‘asts would be - arrqng at various places through- . S
ouf the week.’ ‘This will -begin 1], 1980 and .

- contihue: perigdically throyghout the year. All of these’ = =

ghtists-will returp to d1sp1ay their works during the ’
March Fe9*t1va1 week. oot .

~

.

Produce a mu51ca1 p'lay.. oLt ‘ \

Fd

~ This event would involve 15-10 1oca1 actors, 15-20 musicians
and .15-20 support pecple.. They would work an.average of 4

“ &’ - hours aer week rehearsing and performing over a three-month
Iy -, period. The play would be presented at the conclusion of
. ) Comnumty Arts Fest1va~1 ‘r!eek m March,1981; twice for
. ' students and Tt T
' " II e &Conduct a Chﬂdren s Summer Theatre * s
S N ‘

This .event wou1d involve 3-5 1oca1 actor/d1rectors and
. 20-25 local children., Throughout the summer they would
. Y . prepare two plays and present five performances, of each.

4
3

' H.I. A serdes. of 1n_struct'iona1 courses in the arts #i11 be offered 1n
’ * the faJ1 a‘ncf spring Adult Edacation. Program :

b III ﬁe‘rwﬁe range of instructional interests 'in arts-related

’ _ ‘?1elds by, analyzing existing learning needs data supplemented

. "4, by, 2 random telephone survey. T . . :
% < ' . - * !

" I1.b Se1ect and staff a minimum of faur ten- week courses €0 bgt.. “
. . * . offered during the school yedg, (tvwo-fall, twmspring) and ’
. - add them to -the Adult- Educationgurriculum. * .- -
« . . \'h

R ¢ Operate courses in several com&ity locations; ‘€valuate
. and' project next course needs.’ , % -

¢
Lol
«




‘Resources N i , ) )
Prehminar;y study ef the need for th1s proseét ﬂe]ded names of a

remarkafﬂy diverse number ot 7t:a]_gn,t‘ed people; almost a]] anateurs- who

\reside in the three “towns as homemakers, workers, professionals and™ ,;'

' arfisans. This poo] of potent\‘a‘l talent w?.nch 1§ con51dereq to be the .

prime resource for building the TCA(.: and offering the pilot activities.

" Another e?fcé]\hunan resource in community peop]e who desire local arts

._and have ‘he or_ganizationa‘l abilities and/or community contacts to serve the

task fogce. Other r.nateria'] and physical resohrces which there is no ‘money B

to purchase or ren:‘. \:n‘i] be so]icjted fro;n- the s,evera] organizations which

have ‘offered tojoin the schoo] system in support of this'project. "Finances

r'e‘quested of variﬂfunding sources wiil be‘restricted tb meeting organizational

costs and soﬁle’unavo.idab'le expenses. Once.the benefits are ‘well known and can

be d:qcun;ented to tge communities, it is antii‘ipa'ted that funds for continuation_

£ . -
of. the Arts Coungil will be gradually aecumslated from sources which have a .

direct stake in the success of this cultural revival. <7 ‘ .
. f -

wokk
° P

. Cogt Bgzef‘w Arnalyaie ‘o y

Cost. Coste of project are the dollar value of the rescurces required s .
to implement the project. In this case the costs can be divided into two
. : ¥ .
catagoriee %mz coste' and imputed costs. .
- r ‘ -
“Actual castf are thoge for'which cans expenditures must be mde. These
' *f -
would inelude salames actualily paid and mateiale purchaed.

Imputed éosts are those for which no cash payment ie made. These would
. include donated time gnd materials. ‘ ' . "o
" Benefits. Bemefits are the dollar value of the. project to those who enjoy

it, who in q gense “eonsume" it. In a simple business transaction, the benefite
. - . *




> é‘ . ,

. ’ . ) . \ g ) 2

’ an . » ‘.5"/3

are, equal to the pmpe of‘ the product timeg-the number’ soZd Benef{t:sh\pan -

|

\

also be actual and’ wlputed An getual benefzt would be represented by the ! |

value of z‘:uttwﬂ/mney paid by those attendmg a class. An mputed benefzt .
. = - ¥ o~ gt

would be bepresentea by the tuition momey people taking a free course would ‘

|

have had _t_o_ pay weére it not fr"ee. In the case of the grtist ih residence .

program benefits have to imputed to the students involved. This is dode

by ealeaulating the average per-pupil instmctional‘cost per da; ineurred by

5.4.D. #52 and muZ‘tipZying this value times the ‘mcmbefﬂ off'sﬁc’fém.ts ‘i’ﬁ;‘&fved

and the mumber of days each artist is in residence. This figure repres‘ents‘*.

what the students would have had to pay for the program were it no;t}‘rée.
Another peculiarity of this project is that certain of the imputed costs >

" . should also be treated as benefits. Since ome of the original presuppositions

of the project is ,thc;t g;erjf‘armers in the community need to perform, then the R
value 0f their performances should be in_&}uded as a bfznefit of the p;'oJect as

well as a cost. The assmlp.t-ion of this project is that performing artists are .

not Jjust donating tinff that they could othervise use to earn actual income. j

Rathiz: ie ie that performing art?sts don't have the opportunity to*perform

1
.

otherwise (at, least not as much and not in their own aonz;nunity), and thus. that
they arz in fact "conswning: their performance in much the' same way as in t:heir

_audience. In shqft, the actual benéfits of the project pre those gained by the
audience and those gav;ned .by "the perfomem.

_Benefit-Cost Ratio. OrdmamZy, economie theory would say that any pro,;ect

bl

“ whose total ‘benef‘zts eacceed its total costs 3houZd be undertgken. Thus, if the

»

total benefits of the project deseribed above ewceed the total cost, it should

L]

oy . .
be undertaken, and mMersa.' . * @ .

" . & =
<. . s




. Coee Imputed Impu ted
- . , Actual - Imputed Benefits Benefits
Project Activity . Lost Cost (Qov)_ (high)

A. Tcic o;e"rhead and promotion R ,
"1. General ﬁro:q:ra'm Admin. o ..

.® .  Project Difector
. (’ time) . »
Salary and. Frmge 6,000 . .

Secretamal Ass1stance ’ . . / .
(500 hrs. @ 3.50/fr.) 1,750 -, - , Co I

Office Rental : 1,200 oA
« ($100.mo0. donated) P .

Office Supplies 150 . v, tor Lk

Phone C 50 130
($15/m plus lohg d'IS )

Postage ($20/mo.) .0 .

Travel . ‘L . A - -
5000 mi. @ 18¢/m1 ’ .
(Avg. 100 mi./wk) . 900

2. Video Tape Shows
Camerman/technican’ ) ‘
], day/artist and 1 ddy edit
- 2 days/artist x 10 artists , . o
160 hrs. @ 35/hr oo . 800 v 800 1,000 .-

Assistant (volunteer) . ' 240 .
$3/hr. x 80 hrs. .

Rental -of camera Tt . a 2650 " v, , .
$25/dayx10 days “ r ., .t

" Use of studw, tape deck etc. i 250
$25/day x 10 days . )

Video tapes &£ 125 Co. : :
5 @ $25/tape v . .- ’ .

"B. JCAC Events (1980-81) ' ' ‘

1. Concerts . - ] . i
. N _ . K
_ Musicians ’ 400 400 600
8 musicians x 5 hr/music. )
x $5/hr. x 2 concerts

Audi torium rental \ ‘ 150 -
(including, set up/clean up) S . .
2 performances @ $75ﬁea. S ‘ D




3.

4.

-

N ~
o 'Inputed Imputed
Actual Imputed Benef1ts Benefits
Cost Cost (Tow) . (high)

TCAC-Events (1980-81) cont. -

Publicity ’ ' . .
Signs . 20 20 :
Newspaper * - 120

 Labor. (10 hrs. @ $3/hr.) - 3

Benefits (for Free concerts) A 750 1,050
75 customers/performance . R

$5 customer . ‘
2 performances . . ' *
Aritsts-in-Residence

‘Artists (i per school)
"5 schools x 6/hrs.day x, ‘
5 days = 150~ - , - - 1,750 . . 1,750 . 2,625 . ¢« .,

" 40 hrs. prep. x 5 schools .-

= 200 hrs. @ _$3/hr.

A£§1stants (1 per artist)
5 x 30 hrs. @ $3/hr.

Materials . 500 . .
$100/artist -

Musical Play ] "

-

450 . ’ =

Musicians and actors
30 people x 50 hrs. ; ' .
x $5/hr. F. . 7500 1,500 2,250

Support personne]
15 people X 20 hrs. ' . .
x-$3/hr. N o - . ‘

Materials -~ ; '., "
set- (donated) ! ) :
Costumes Idonated) . -,

Publicity a . 2
Signs - . .
Newspaper ] .

" Labor (20 hrs. x $3/fire) T

Audi torium rentat ) ’ ,

(5 perf. jL$75/ ea.) ' ' L
Benefits =~ : 1,200 1,600 '
400 stud. aud. x $3/ea. . ) 4,500 _ 4,800

200 adult aud. x $7.50/ea. ) ‘ T

Children's Sunner'Thgater ,

Actor/directors ~ 58 - - -
3X6hﬂ%Lxmwm. - ~ .




®

’ R B 2

> e - . - . ) Imputeé  Imputed
i . Actual Imputed Benefits Benefits
. - Cost Cost (1o§) " (high)
TCAC Events (]980-8])\Q32F., . -
. Materials I
: Publitity ) )
, Benefits : > s . -
) : 10 perf. - - : - - ‘
K < 25 Customers/perf.” . ’ - o~
$3/customer .., ~ 750 1,250 c
~ 5. Courses of Instruction . L x ' I ’

-~ . Instructors
2 x regular adult ed. pr1ce ,

$6/hr. x 20 hrs. -, 240 v
’“'Overhead I o BT ’ N
(any extra costs of adding . .o
these courses to reg prog.) 36
Benefits ° . t.
(number enrolled x tuition )
50 x $10 . « 500 1,250
C. * TOTAL : . e s e
§10,8%5  $13,306  $13,00  %17,775
"\ - * . -
1 . ’ - ) Y v
-y “ “.
Ratio of, Total Cost: Total Benefits (low) = 1.85: 1 |

Ratio of Total Cost: Total Benefits (high) = 1.36: 1

Ratio-of Actual Cost: "Total Benefits {(loy) = .83: 1 !
Ratio of Actual Cost:» Total Benefits (h1gh) 61, 1

r
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* ‘ABSTRACT

-

During the 1977-78 school year (FY 78 school year) Texas

-

~ A&M University conducted an evaluative study of Community
Education 'in Texas. Thls study was Sponsored and funded by the

Texas Eduoatlon Agency through the Adult and Community Education

Division. The underlying purpose of this study was to

determine the 1mpact of Communlty Educatlon 1n Texas with

partlcular focus on the issues of participation and costs.of

hd "

Community Education asg a proqrammatic effort through public

school districts imsTexas. In this study 57 scnoo} districts

aoe »

that had been funded as Pilot Programs through the Texas

»

£ducation Agency and 25 additional identified school districts

~ - . . L
were used as the basis for gathtering information. Participants,

-

instructors, and administrators within these school districts

were used to gather infornation in, regard to types of programs

-

being offered, degree of satisfaction of programs, and ccsts.

In addition, eight school districts with well establashed
Community Education Programs were studied in-depth by face-to-
face interviewing and telephone interviewrng techniques. Degree

of satisfaction of the communities was measured %P these eight
_
school districts. Finally, a sample of superintendents

throughout the State of Texas were surveyed in regard to their

current knowledge,'activity, and willingness to incorporate

Communlty Education programs for the public into school dlstrlcts
. .t \ -ﬁ' .
of Texas.'. : :

<+ ’ -




. ", INTRODUCTION )

- *  During the past. decade, there has been a national move- . &\;

e . oy

ment to eXpand the role of the public schools of the Un1ted
States from narrowly defrned academic programs for school :
aged chlldren to COmprehen51ve programs for people of all l

.ages. The State of Texas, through the State Board of Education

L] L L

and the. Texas Educatlon _Agency, ha's ‘been among the leaders

' of educational groups in_ es{a::::hlng community oriented
efrorts within the public sch = The State Board of ,Edu-

cat;on in Texas approved a statement of commitment_to_Communitxupdl_mgﬁ
N - L] \'

Education. To help implement Community £ducation in Texas,

N 4 4 . "
a series of pilot programs was established throughout the
state. - During the 1977-78 school year, there were.57 state

¥unded pilot programs in Community Education in Texas. :

-

The pufpose of this study is to report on the imgact

of the Texas Community Education efforts on selected school
districts and their associated communities. Further, this
‘ report aims at establishing.the degree of interest and

potential lnvolvement for Community Education within school

distrlcts throughout Texas which were not funded as Commdnlty

Education Pilot Sites. e
[

Eight major issuwés were addressed in the evaldation of
community,Education. ‘These were: ) ) \\ ’
1. Who participates in Community Education3 )
. 2. What types of'orograms are being offered in Commun}ty

.

Education?

-t

3. How many people g:rricipate in community Education? !




4. What,qre the cosgg of a'Comﬁuniﬁy Educa;ion Program?

5, What is the-degree of sqéisfacpion of pdkticipants
with current Communitf Edpcation'progrgms?

6. In well estaglisheq Cémmunity Education programss,
what is the degree of awqreness_that Community .
Eddcation exists? - . ) - . °

) ——

7. In well established Community Education programs.,
- {

AY

-

_ what is the degree of support by e public for

&

Community Education?

_ 8. To what degree are superinténdents who do not have

== ==

. pilot programs supportive of Community Education
in their school districts? ‘

[N

A thal‘of 33 basic guestions were developed to provide L

detailed answérs to the eight major issues of this evaluation.

3
L] v -

. [}
.
.
. -

MAJQR PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

3 AS desgriped in the introduction,'thé major purpose of

this evaluation study Y%as to determine the impact of Communit,

aF

‘Educaqion on selected school systems in Texas. .This study

approached.the determination of the impact of Community
Education both by dealing with programmatic aspects such as

the number of individua}s involved in Community Education., the
- diversity ;f Community Educatiocn offerings,.and with process,
for example, the degreg of c0mmunityvinvq10ement in advisS%y\
groups,‘the t?pq of partigipation,-and reasons pe9§1e*'
’ Qarticipated in Community Educatioﬁ. Overall, "this studf
aimed at providing the in-depth view ‘of Compunity Education

. . as a product and a process within the State of Texas.™.
a ¢ n 1 : Ny
. Vo %

L 3 65 .
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- - ]

- - RATIONALE -OF THE "STUDY ) N

- LY

+ . The rationale for this study was based on the
underlying” assumptions that individuals who can provide

information about Community Education include participants

.
[

in Community Education, instructors in Community Education

& - -
programs, Community Educ;tion staff members, leaders of the
community, and members of the community in'ééﬁéral. It éag
further assumed that individuals contacted; whether in person,
*by telephone or by mdil, would be honest and accurate in the-
information given. Based 6n these assumpEions,Ja plan to
gather accurate and generalizable information was developed
by Texas A#ﬁ University in gooperation w&t@cthe Di;isibn of
aAdult and Community Eduéaiion at the Texas Education Agency.
The underlylng purpose of thlS study was to measure the
current 1mpact of Community Educatlon in Texas, its costs,

and its potential for the future.
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FINDINGS IN REGARD TO FINANCES

ry . "‘ »”
Pl

22. What is the cost of Community Edudatlon .
programs in Téxas? , L . . .

. Based on information from 52.pilot sites of Community -~ .

v i
‘ Education in Texas, it was found that the.net costs” of i CoLT '
; o

Community Education in dollars were $275.50 per class/activity; -

. ' T

$10 69 per partlclpant,—i*Té per contact hour .. These amounts

were further analyzed based on the size of school d1str1ct.

-

It should beqpoted that the net costs af Communlty Education

-
-

. ) were based on the calculation of all direct and 1ndirect expEkLJ/f
itures by all sources dqung-the 1977—78 school year:. After
allﬁsources were calchlated, ali tuitions-and material fées ’
collected weré subtracted to develop an a#curate picture of
actual net costs of Coﬁmuq%ty Edugation. It should be noted '

that these costs were not borne entirely by the School districts

, but rathet were dlstrlbuted over severaﬂlsources Thls;p01nt ) . \'

will be ziscussed in a future questJ.on in this study. * .

Table 22 reports the findings in regard’to net costs.
Table 23 provides the gross costs of tommunity Education

- LY " .
. according to size of school district. * One can view this table

as .answering ‘the questlon, "What would be the costs of Community

%* Education IF no tuition or mater1a1 fees were collected’"

Table 24 Eepicts in dollar amounts the average amounts of |

tuition and material fees colleqtga.Qased on the size of the

school district. ) .

N * . N

Y

[ .
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Fs "‘.,, . N LI i A
NET COST or COMMUNIE‘Y 'EDUCAT.ION ~(IN DOLLAR§) ' o
-~ ¢ ~ ’.)‘l._f:,‘
. CATEGORIES °- T School District Size(2). =~ .\~ &
. : T d Small .. Medium . . Large, ‘ ALL _ o
DAENE r' N=19 N=18 : =14 N=52 L oo
‘ 8 f e - . o  * - > oy . *"."‘
~ ’ ~ - T e A3 . -~ ’ . .= . L - ¢ .
[ -~ . ! e L. . r,,.*‘ Ut
‘o Total Community ) o B w :
Educatﬂ.on Budget '$16, 686 89 $31,843.4] $6§(,,643.36, $35'405 4 R
« e [ Ll ) o - N . . - ‘\ ‘, -.-‘ ;_‘ «
. Tu:.tlon and’ - . = oL Cas o . ‘.:_',,\C..
Fees Collected 3,936.36 14,570:15 12 106 66('- 10,021, 48 i .
. ‘ & , - , . . ‘, .
. Cost Per ZE«: - . -~ . . > T
. DJ.sta'J.ct je¢t  12,750.533. 17;2%3:32. ,53,536.71, 25,383:98 «° .
. i SR . o S Tt S
" rst Per ' ) ',.‘ - . : 3 £ v ] A
¢ Class/ActJ.VJ.ty ~ 319,15 -+, 248.74 250.66 - °  275.50. .
N, .t A . , - % s . ‘.
hl b . - ] .
. Cost Per, . . . ' ' . e s
" Participant R 11.51 < 10.25 .10.14° .10.69 &
G‘\,l_ . T ) -4 ) - Ve - -7 -
“Cost Per . s - o
Contact Hour, . 1,04 .62 .- .49 .74 '
K ) 3 : ~ T « O © T ]
t : v ‘EA 0) — ~
. (1), Based on FY 78 School Year Lt T \
B *, . . T
' (2) Small is less than 2,000 ADA.. . R ’
' _ Medium.is 2,000 to 3,999 ADA. ¢ r e ,
Large is over 4,000 ADA. : . )
(‘.c ,I. o ‘ o /H' “ . .t , N t
- - « % o 4. hl -
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] PO CosSTS OF CQMWIX, EDUCATION,_‘IGNORING ANY INCOME ACCRUED IN

‘ {UITION OR FEES (1) )

.y . . , [

» r’ ( ) -' . ‘ *,s.;ﬁ‘ - [}

LR Tm s } ;T :
T e "%UDG‘E&'“ P Mean Per School District (2).——">_"
B S R T Small Medium Large ALL -

AL N=19 N=19 N=14 N=52- v

‘-":‘b el Q “" n E - - ' ] .
=T Per pi%jéai; - - $167,686 89 $31,843.47 $65,643.36 $35,405.46

;"'r"‘::‘ ‘ “"\f . * .

S pér Class/Actlvn. by £, 424,937 854.81 340.71 403.35
e ) "?o . e [ pd
gf‘e . N2 Per Rartlcz.pant '; % 14.93 17..99 12.00 1479
~ - 4’."“ k7 - '
:"{,;r. lfer Contact Hopr ‘ 1.08 .69 63 : .81}/

oy :".._: l_ ‘:‘.- . B ‘ - J; ’ , N
k. T m " s
=L (1)‘ Based én FY 78 School Yeaz; i ‘

y . (%}, Small i's Iess than ‘2,000 ADA. . '
. Medium, is ‘2,000 to 3, "999 ADA: .
. Large is over 4,000 ADA. . P *
LY . . LY -
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‘J. N ) L .
e n . } _
- ) g TABLE 24 -
AMOUNT OF TUITION AND MATERIAL FEES COLLECTED (1) ' <
- N T . 1‘ " - X
T e ‘ Y. - ‘
' ' < -
-, T ¢ Mean Per 'School District Size(2)
* - AMOUNT | , N .
COLLECTED ' Small Medium =~ Large ALL
. o N=19 N=19 . N=14 N=52 Y 4
|- — =
Per Project $3,936.37 $14,570.16 $12,106.64 $10,021.48
per Class/ . . .
s Activity | 105.78+  606.64 90.05 ' 127.85
-» 1 per Participant 3042 7.74 1.86 3.50 -
Rer COI}Fact’ Hour . .04 ’ 0% ' <11 .07

(1) Based on FY 78 School Year

(2) Small is less than 2,000 ADA. +
=t Medium is 2,000 to 3,999 Apa, . -
_Large is over 4,000 :ADA. ’

L
[ -
L]
- e — - o
(4 . P
1 - 4 N
#
» . 1
’ . +
s b -
"“‘N.___ . ' ®
.
s N 4 #
. . N
l- P . )
[}
)
. . Ad .
; - N -
)
-
[ ] -
-
- .
. N - ’oe
N 4
- - .
. - S F .
{ Y .
’ (‘
L ]
- - Py
’ g ' ’\
.
L -~ [ ]
[
* - ¢ ' ] ’
~ ' ¢
i . - Y » ~
. .
- » L] h
. 70 » .
. )
-~ . -
. b OV . . ’
, .‘ .
v - )
, s 58 . i




e -

-

A -

. 23. What were the_sources of funds in dollars and
percentage amounts for Communlty Education?

N . -
[ 4

.
-

‘> Based on 52 pilot sites and dividing funding sources into
1 »

hafﬁ fundlng, that is budgeted, and in-kind services, it was

found that, as anticipated

the 1argest contribution of funds

was made by’ the school strict. This was found to be 46.9%

of both hard d in-kdrid services. State grants ‘contributed

13:9%; 1oca.1 governments--14 1%; federal monies--12.9%.

Funding sources varied extensively based on the size of the

-

school district. ' / ~
. i

Table 25 denotes the' funding sources in dollar amounts.

While Table 26 indicates funding sources by‘percentage.'

-
.

b

-
"
»
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SOUéCES.OF FUNDING (HARD DOLLARS AND INKIND SERVICES) (1)

TABLE 25

\

A

Y

-

-

* . RNDING - . Mean Per SZhool pistrict (2)
*SOURCES . Small  Medium Large ALL
N=19 - N=19 N=14 N=52
144 7
. HARD, DOLLARS { o ] \\ . \
. School ‘Budget $7,927.53 §$11,939.21 $21,838.39 $13,138.54
Local Government 612.16  2,314.89 12,941.57> 4,55%.77
State Grant ° ' 4,000.00 _ 5,001.05 5,307.14 4,717.69 .
! Federal Grant - 6,951.16 7,370.14 4,524.12
_ private Funds .. . . 36.84  1,205.26 4,869.00 1,764.73
Other ' 2,154.05  2,951.74 3,316,79  2,758.56 - ]
% ’ e ‘ |
IN-KIND SERVICES: - ]
School Budget -  1,663.68 902.26 9,436.50 3,478.15 ,
.Local Governnkent - 278.95- ‘28.57 109.62
State Grant " 261.05 25.26 422 .86 218.46
Fedgral.Grént T —— 112.50 30.29
, Private Funds 26.32 263.16 T }05.77
Other 5,26 10.53 -

5.77

TOTAL BUDGET

. v . c .
$¥6,686.89 $31,843.47 $65,643.36 $35,405.61

Small is less

Based on'FY 78 School Year

4 -

than 2,000 ADA,

* Medium is 2,000 to 3,999 ADA.

+ , "Large is over
¢ -

L] . ’
LY

L

4,000 ADA/

~8

CLRIC - ‘
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v TABLE 25
PERCENTAGE OP TOTAL COMMUNITY EDUCATION BUDGET (1)

- ot Mean Per School District (2)

PUNDING Small Medlum Large ALL
* SOURCES. - N=19 N=19 N=19 © N=52

LY

+ . _x
’

HARD FUNDING:

~ 7~ school Budget 47.6%  37.5%  33.3% 37.11%
Lotal Government 3%7¢.  7.3%  19.7%  .12.86%
State Grant 23.9% , 15.7% 8.1% 13.32%
Pederil Grant —_— 21.8% 11.2% 12.78%
-Private Funds 2% 3.8, 7.4% 4.98%
Other . < 12.9¢  9.3% ° 5.1% 7.79%

IN-KIND SERVICES: '

School Budget 9.9%  2.8%  14.4% 9.82%

‘ Local Government _— .88 .04% .31%

. State Grant 1.6% ".08% .60% L+ 62%

Pederal-Grant === S .16% ,08%

Private Funds T 828  =-- .31%

- . Other . .03% .03% —— . .02%
TOTAL 71008 1008 + 1008 - -100%

-

il) Based on PY 78 School Year

62) Small is less thanlz 000 ADA.
,Medium is 2,000 to 3,999 ADA.
Large is over 4,000 ADA. ©

%

' . 61 73




24. What were the percentage costs for Community

. . Education in regard to stefhdard budgetary *

categories? ‘ >

[ A— > o

Based on 42 pilot sites and 9 non-pllot 51tes, it ‘was

L] ]

found that Communlty Education averaged 66.1% of the budget

for personnel; 16.7% for fac111ty use and 5.9% for materials
and supplies. g ' >
.~

Table 27 gdetails the averayge percentige costs of

Community Education budgets.

. v

».‘




. TABLE 27 1
COST ANALYSIS OF ‘COMMUNITY EDUCATION (1)

PERCENT OF BUDGET (2)

|
|
|
]

N - =
. - ' . Pilot Non-Pilot =~ ALL SITES
- N=42 * 3 N=8 -~ N=51 )
Facility Use: ) ] .
office Space : 4.09% 3.22% 3.85%
-Classroom Use 6.45% J1.11% . 8.10%
Sbecial Room Use " 2.57% 3.44% 2.65%
. _Phone Use L 1.45% 5.33% 2.14%
: Personnel - S 66.54% 65.89% 66.14%
& Custodial Services 3.86% 1.33% 3.413
Reproduction ’ 3.38% 1.89% - 3;12%
Travel Transportation 4.17% "2.444 377
Materials & Supplies 5.83% 4.56% ' 5.93%
Consultant Services .14% T.33% .18%
Other _ ’ C 1.67%8 - .22% 1.41% -
4
(1) Based on FPY 78 School Year ’ , ] - -
. (2) Prom All Sources: Local,’ State, Federal, and Other Funds i .
PN . - .

/

7o . .




25, What were the staffing costs in dollars for
. malntalnlng Community Education programs’ B - -

4
.
. »
' . -

Based on 52 pilot sxtes, it was found that gtafflng costs

per class/activity wére $268.39; per part;clpant==$&a44; per

contact hour--$.54. ’

P Y

.
s

¢ Table 28 prov1dés a. breakdown of staffing costs by school

. »

-~ district size. . il T v
o 26. What were the utility egsts in dollars for °
. maintaining Community Education programs?

_ Based on 52 pilot sites, it'was found that utility costs
, per class/activity were(ij7.6q; pér'participént—--szSB; per

>

contact hour--$.15.

Table 29 provides a breakdown of utility costs by school

|

. dlstrlct size. S v . ! - .

——p

N 27. . What were [the stodial costs in dollars for
maintaining Community Education programs?

N

oy - ~ .
o Based on 52 pilot pites, it was found that custo@éal costs

per class/activity were $19.06; per.ﬁérticipant-—$.76;'per

cohtact hour-—$ 06. r. . . ) ‘.. C

. Table 30 prov1des a breakdown,of custodial costs by

- ~— school district size. . . )




TABLE 28 -

g g

COST OF STAFFING [IN DOLLARS) (1)

» i ‘ (Y -
Mean Per School District Size(2)
CATEGORIES SmalLi Medium Large ALL
N=19 . N=19 N=14 N=52
] - <

Cost Per Project. = $11,103.46 $21,188.64
= .

$43,679.69 $23,558.79

7
Cost Per Class/ -
Activity . , 282.74 568.79 226.71 268.39
Cost Per Participant ~ 9,93 11.79 ﬂg.ss 9.44
Cost Per Contact Hour .72 ) 146 vy .54
R L,
) (1) Based on FY 78 Sc?ﬁol Year .
(2) Small is less than 2,000 ADA. ro :
Medium is 2,000 to 3,999 -ADA.
Large is over 4,000 ADA. .
, My
<& - -
. -
‘ . /\
2 v
-» , )
l .
- ‘ ’ . 'Y
. ]
’ » ‘
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- N :
mw - . - ;"‘7"" ’ ii("_'/ "
- ¢. : .
‘ TABLE 29 . ,
- ’ ] - D"
. COST OF UTILITIES FOR COMMUNITY EDUCATION (IN DOLLARS) (1)
~ . ; .
LY i - ’
. o Mean Per School District Size (2)
s . _ CATEGORIES Small Medium __ Large .ALL X
- .- N=19 N=19 N=14 N=52
h . ) —_—
- -Cost’ Per Project $1,742.00 $3,964.32  $8,852.43 +$%,453.15
¢ Cost Per Class/ ’ . .
Activity 48.31 . 54.91 37.45 47.66 >
* Cost Per Participant 1,89 2.04 . 1.65 1.88_#
Cost: Pex Contact Hour . .14 . .20 ° .10 15 T
. . . ¢ ‘
" (1) Based.on FY 78 School Year .
(2) Small is less than 2,000.ADA. .
‘I’!edimn iS‘Z,OOO to 3'999 .ADA.. Ll I:
Large is over 4,000  ADA. ’
. o % - ¥ *
. X
e d N -y - ' -
[ ’ 4 Lt »
* i . )
[ LY
» |' “
- L] ) 4 : ¥ 3
- 78
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TABLE 30 Y .
. . - . 3 :;,.q hS
COST OF-CUSTODIAL SE&mﬁS FOR COMMUNATY EDUCATION (IN DOLLARS) (1) .
* ¥ . L “.‘ } - )
—— . - i ’ - .
. Mean Per. School District Size .(2) )
. CATEGORIES . Small ~° Medium ~Large ALL
- . N=19 N=19 . N=14 © N=52 = .
\ . . v
Cost Per Project $746.37.  $950.26 $2,647.50 $1,332.7r,
« e . - . |
A Cost per Classg/ \ T e 57 |
::‘{l“f ﬂ,.\,:gict::i.vit-.y - ‘ 20.37 17.44 19.37‘ 19.06 . i
v Cost Per Participant .69 .58 +94 ¢ .76 |
|
) * Cost Per Contact Hour .08 .05 . .05 .06 |
(1) Based on FY 78 School Year L ) ~ L
(2) Small is les$ than.2,000 ADA. - " )
. ’ Medil.!m iS 2’000 tO 3'999 ADAO ’ - . ! '
—————————————Barge—is—over—47000-ADA » -
/ ; v
T T v . '
‘" j.. Y * - )‘ b
‘ ’ - R
» . . : .
- * 4 Qr . ) o
'] " . . ‘V; .
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N 28. What wererthe proportionai costs of operating -
T * @ Community Education program as compared to , |
* [ .. the school district's operating budget? |
0' o‘ » .
- R | I N N

. " » * v R B ' ‘
Based on. 51 pilot sites within Texas, it was found that ! ‘

. the p:oportionél costs of operating a Cémmunity Education )
' program was seven tenths of onk percent of the ‘total school KJ

operating budget. If one anticipates, however, .the pgpportionala\ﬁ

Qiétribution of costs found in the State, the schogl district

-

actually would contribute 46.43. Therefore, it was found that

the actual cost of/the 51 pilot programs was less than four
bt ! Sl - " I

tenths of one percent of the totqlﬂ%cpgpI-budgef. .

——

Table 31\$ﬁhma§ized this infqrmation based on the size

;‘of the school district.
l‘

-

e,

»
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»

N
5
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e TABLE 31 .

PROPORTIONAL NET COST OF COMMUNITY. EDUCATION WITHIN THEr}V"/
SCHOOL'S OPERATING BUDGET (1) _ "

- ; e o,
n - ¥ C/ L . . .
Mean Per 'School Dietrictgize (2)
' Small Medium Large ALL ° :
CATEGORIES N=19 , _NE18 . . N=14 N=51
- ) 2 “.
. . J v - [ . - »
School Budget ’ .6728, . .231% .1508  ° .373% ~
Logal Government " * .027% w042% 1020% 029% .~ #
state Grant T .337% 0978 °  .050% - .174% \
Federa} Grant - © 138 0508 ., .061%
Private Funds  .010% .026% " L0108 - c015% ;
M - . ‘ - . ¢ |
Other . \ - .076% , -0353% .010% *  .050%
- - P . 2 ) 1
_ TOTAL 1.2,22?}‘_ .582%. - .2%3i - L7028 . ‘
i : . _ _j\ . - |
(1) Based on FY 78 School Year K . \j ) .
(X) siall is less than 2,000 ADK. o AR i
+ 1 Medium is 2,000 - to 3,999 ADA. \‘\?{ : : |
Large is over 4,000 ,ADA. ) . ’ /
™ ) . - - ’ . ] |
_ N Y 4 : : S
. o , : . - ‘ N |
. : . . (- . //' » .
. * . . . . = -
‘ 3 * a“ , i
, . . ., S
. - ’ - * b ’ -+ O. - ’:
'}‘_ - B ‘n‘ - - " w L]
”~ - v - el - ' ‘e - . . . .- st
- g . ,\ ) 4 ' . o
- . . - , - * o" v
. " ‘ } o




= T N 4‘1';:. . . . e Lo . .'A‘ -
FINDINGS IN REGARD TO THE RELATIONSHIP OF AMOUNT OF MONEY

SPENT ON COHHUNIQX*EDUCATION AND PROGRAM'BENEFITS C

L
‘A [
v

e hag * ' "J .o * -‘: _: C b . ': - "
.29, 'Is thére a. re,latxonsh:.p between the amount of of - -
. L N federal; state, and local money spent and- the v 4
... " L.gt® Dumber- gf particigants in” QommOndty Education "
. Py and the mnnber of classes/actxvxtles hela" -
— Q_Jf — - . — '. :
~ - g f;’ ~ " .. . - PR A a

Based on data ffom 47 pilot sites and 10 non-pilot . sites Y

*
LAY

Jt .was found that the totaJ. amount from any sources epent on

s
~ - ---

\ Commun;ty Educatlon was not rela.ted to the ,ntimber of partJ.c:Lpants
. § ../ ~ " % . «

but was slgnlflcantly-.related m both pJ.lot and nonjlot sxtes

4' ”

4

" to the number.of acthltleS ./_ tated dlrectly, it'w found

. ¢ T .

that the- amount spent dJ.d ot J.'\EEl-hence the nm@’r of peo;%

‘x

) ofierej Et was a,lso 'found in- the pJ.JLot Slt;és that‘ only the

o’ .
the number ‘gf part:.;::.‘pants:.. In &e pJ.lot ‘sites' the amount c -

J\..

-

or the number of agtJ.v;LtJ.es, There W fs, hbwever" a s:.gn:.f:.cant )

~ =

nEZ?t}Ve ~re'1af:ion*§hxp, in the 10 nton-p jlot S.:Lte‘.i between the

LY J -

‘amount Qal-d by thef partg.gipants and the number of part1c1pants !

a s fl

ThJ.s means, J.n the npn-pllot-sltes b t e higher the pa,rj:lcx‘pant ’

'! - . Yoo
t'osts, e leSs partu::.patz.on OCCurre e st
. - * ~ 'a N “ - g‘. M
.0 1 Tabel 32 s zes \these. f¥ndings.” T * - O

part:.c:.pat:.ng but +dad J.nfluenée the numbe'r of act.:.v:.t:.es beJ.ng ..

amount spent from Jzocél funds was s.g.gm.ficantly rel'e\ted td - <
¢ i,

- pard‘ by partlcz.pap'ts was “not relate the number of part:.c:.pants
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o

.~ PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS' (1)

~ ’ )
CORRELATIONS (COR&CTED, BY COMMUNITY SIZE) OF NUMBER OF .

TABLE 32

-

. PARTICIPANTS AND ACTIVEITIES BY SBLECTED COMMUNITY EDUCATION

-

. 7

L)

g “""ng;mbér of

Number

-

' .o * . of Act- -
- ~ CATEGORIES r, Participants’ tvities Offered(—-«,‘-
; . - , Pilo Nop-Pilot Pilot , Non-Pilg€ .77 .-
- N=47 N=10 N=47 N=10
; . K “ e T ’ .
L " FINANCIAL ., : ' ' . - :
y * .. . *% & * k%
Lo ‘Total Expenditures .17 r.59. . " 45. . .84 . .
) * Apount of Federal U ST e
- Funds . v, .24 .86 . .16 R
unt of State . . exxx
‘E‘ nds . .30 N/A . N/A
Amount of Local » , * & &k . Kk kK - kkk
-Funds S 3 - S .34 . ' .89 « .
. - -~ (4 ¥ .
Amount Paid S - otk & .
By Participants -.11 -.81 .06 n. .54
i : 4
STAFF Al A . . _
Amount 'Of -~ . " khkk*k 'S X X 1 * 4
coordPhatdér Traiping .57, .59 - ' .53 - )
—_ Activity of Poej.my , . y . - '
‘:Makmg Group -.09 ~-.41 -:13 ~-.64 33??"
., Coordination With x ~ P P ‘
4 '_' Other Agencn@s - L3 . B4 .46 . 13 4
o~ . i , .
1 - LS -
’ - . - R ’ . - Vi . .
£1) Based on FY 78 ‘School Year x . C .
" *signifi cant eyond .05glevel o :
[, Stgnifi heyond .05gle . o :
p S;Lgm.glcant beyonu .02 1eve1 R e ;
s j;‘%‘J.gns.i-?:.c:an'% beygpd .01. Ievel ] ot ) e
i -.;S,J.g’mﬁ,,lpan-t‘,beymd ._001 level ©t I . : -
a . - . . "
) » . ¥ . o -
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