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Introduction

r_

.This monograph it'a collection of papers presented at the 1981 Annual
.

Meeting of the American Educational Research AssOciation in Los Angeles.

The symposium which brought these papers together was developed to address a

topic of growing interest! the measurement of costs in the community school,

and the assessment Of theielative cost effectiveness of community school

programs. 3he symposium served only as an introduction to the field Of cost
6

effectiveness as applied to community education - as a means of whetting

interest and encouraging Others to become involved irk this important area.

Cost effectiveness analysis, as_Doughty points out, is a relative Concept

that requires"comparisons. Implicit in the planning of cost effectiveness

studies is the making of value judgments - and it is thep judgments which iN
j

may ultimately determine the studies' results. Keeping in mind ttis value

Orientation is important for those who conduct or use( cost studies.

s

The examples of'cost analysesreported by Herr, Wilson and SteFining/
( %

,

Cooper-eStenning are demonstrations of varyip value orientations. They are- -
. ,

Also illustrations of studies conducted art local, region-al and state levels.
, .

4

Hence, they demonstrate the variability and applicability of Cost effectiveness
_

te

analysis in community education.
1,

: &
W 0

4.
o 0 , ' . .r,

These papers are NA a beginning; it is hoped that this collection will, . .,0.
.

. . .
/

in rm and encourage othirs 4n carrying out their own cost analyses. The funds .

to print this monograph were provided by the C.S. Mott Foundation, and this

support is indicative of the eportance of cost effectiveness analysis to

coriounfty education. ;
)1

.

ti
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Infroductioi)

Considerations of appropriate.methods,for use in planning, describing

and evaluating community education programs are the focus of this first
4 O o

th

presentation win our symposium on the "Cost Effectiveness of the Commility

School." The title itself suggests a consideration of methods:kas well as
-

results. To someone with a professional fixation on cost-effectiveness

methods id a variety of conIexts, an initial .conceptual issue or potential

misperception is already evident.. This relates to the properties of cost:-

effectiveness methOdology. Thmp.Qsium title can be construed to suggAt
. .

that cost effectiveness is a concept-with absolute properties - that is,

_community education or a community schOrs or isno.t cost .effective. On
,

he otherhand, community education alternatives can be compared across --
. 6

A \ , ,

several or many criteria and described or even judged on the basis of which

alternative isAre or less cost effective thanPthe other(s). This, then,.

1.iggkts that cost effectiveness is a relative concept that requires 44

tompirisdns. This and other conceptual issues along with considel-ations oft

a general approach to costreffeotiveness analysis comprise thebulk of this
, 1

presentation. At Various .points in the discussion of methods, comments

about problems or potentials in the community education context will be

addressed.:

t ..

e 'o

4Sak.
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Outline of Issues to be Adays-st

I. WitipleoPerspectives on Assessment in Community Education

(Johnny Bench View of Productivity Assessment)

II: A General 'Approach to planning:Describing and Assessing

(Assessment Options)

III. A General Model for Applying Education Program Cost Evaluation.

IV. Who Pays? Who Benefits?

ti

Resources . Benefits

Individuals Individuals

Communities Families.

States
. Local Community

Federal Society

Private Sector

V. Special Cost-Related Issues for CommunityEducation

t

7
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I
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In a community education or community school context, there arA four

potential categories of financi41 cost informati on that should bq

considered. A decision on which ofthese perspectives is most appropriate

depends upon a dosteifectiveness study's purpose. In a 197
.

Eicher described these categories in a study of alternativ mediated

delivery systems. Translated to, the more general commu ty education

3

UNESCO report,

context, they four still apply and can be described follows:

Technical Cost Analysis Costs are categorized and
reported ccording to the various
technica operations that have to-
occur i order to "deliver"
community education.

Economic Cost Analysis - Costs are reported according to
fixed or variable expenditures
which may or may not remain.stable
as a pr expaogram nds dramatically.

Accountancy - In this approach, gxpenditures are
distinguished by allocating them
to either capital investment or

. . ,

operations:
7

''tk.
Flnancial Cost Analysis - Classifications in this system

are organized according to contri-
butor (or who pays) and then
reclassified as-k,.-ect or indirect
for each contributor.

Depenig upon the pyrpose of and resources allocated to a study,
le

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

allow esitntially Similar cost data to be ,viewed from markedly different

perspectives.
iC

The typical cbstanalysis in education, including-recent examples in

community education, often combines the accountancy and financial approaches

where functional or program oriente d costs are reported. Occasionally

14e-cycle costs ar e reported so that initial start-up costs can be

8



4.

appropriately pro-rated over several years of operation. ,One common problem
tit

with these studies, however;?is the unspeCified mikingof various sources

Of, revenue and/or
0
attributing the results to one financial source.

One additional set of cost-related issues that appears to have particular

relevance to planning and evaluation in community education relates to

differences between cost transfer, cost savings and cost avoidance.. Each

can be used to explain potentially important options or results but is r

often combined inapprOpriately. _These and other special 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

B. Functional vs. Jurisdictional Costing

` (1) Joint Costs.

(2) Unit Costs.

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

D. Average vs. Incremental Costs

(1) Economy of Scale- '

E. Economic Casts- Negative Benefits - Benefits Lost - Opportunity Costs

F. Types of Costs
IP

(1) Fixed

(2) Variable

(3) Sunk

(4) Incremental

(5) Karginal .

(6) Recurring

OrNonrecurring

ti

G. Cost Justification

Values:Resource AlloCation, Worth, Utility

9



. .
H. Cost Efficiency .

.

Unit Costs, Numbers Served, Economy of Scale DileMma

I. Cost Effectiveness -

Optimum Mix of'Resources, Strategiesand Resuiti

t

Th

F
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. THE JOHNNY BENCH VIEW W PRODUCTIVITY ASSESSMENT

ECONOMICS /SOCIAL ACCOUNTING'

A

.

Cost Benefit
Cost Utility
Cost Efficiency

,

1 ,
r,

.MGT. ACCOUNTABILITY

PPB/PPBS

It
I

SYSTEMS}
. ANALYSIS%

NEEDS . ,

ASSESSMENT

.

.1,

. I t

. -1

.

ACCOUNTING INSTRUCTIONAL

RESEARCH/OESIGN/DEVECOPMENT
Auditing

Organizational Develdpment
Cost Justification

OPERATIONS RESEARCH

COEA/CTEA
Value Ebgineering

, .

,

I,
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ti

COST - EFFECTIVENESS

ANALYSIS/OPERATIONS
AUDIT

.

Figure 1
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EVALUATION

Outcomes Analysis

1

A

,

,

$

\ ,



'a

. .

4 ,

Apgreacht.
N. s .

13EN5F, IT rCOST. ANALYSIS

COST-EFFECTIVANESS

ANALYSIS .*
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.

:)r

ASSESSMENT OPTIONS
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-,..
.

Considerations

/

MEADS -ENDS RiLATLONSH I PS , ! MEASURING/VALUING -
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A GENERAL MODEL FOR APPLYING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM COST EVALUATION

Phase I:

(
Prepare for'the Study,

Activities

-Form study team
- Identify the decision-makers and thetr, information needs
- Determine study Purposes
-Plan study management

Phase II: Identify Alternatives

Activities
l'

*

-Identify
-Consider
goal

:4-Identify
-Select the alternatives for study.

system goal(sl, purpose(s), or,mission
any constraints or requirements fbr achieving the

a range of eristing or potential alternatives

Phase III: Design Studs

S.

N)

Activities

- Define the criteria for the comparison-
-Design analytical.model

Phase IV: Determine Program Costs

ActWities

-Specify cost model
-Collect cost information
-Adjust cost model '

Phase V: NY Determine Program Outcomes

Activities
4.

-Plan outcome study
^ -Collect outcome information

. -Derive results

Phase VI:

1r

Assemble Findings

Activities'

ti

-Assemble cost and outcome information within analytical model
-Analyze information and preparereconmendations
- Consider uncertainties and test assumptions
-Prepare report -

ft-0

Figure 3 14
r
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Concept

I

t' he

Concepts and Properties
Of the Heti:dila of Cost-Effedtivencss Analysis

/ _

IL:nation 'Properties
e

Examples4

.

1.0 Occasions for
, Conducting Cost-
-Effectiveness
Analyses.

2.0 Types of Alter-
natiyea Subject to
Lost-Effectiveness
'Analysis

a

3.0 -tanner of
IdeotifyIng

Aleernatives

15

T detision to conduct a cost-
fectiveness.analysis may be made

under'several diyerent circumstances.
These circumstances differ in the
degree toWlaich cost-effectiveness
analysis is.viewcd as "a distinct form-
a. inquiry%OroViding-a specific kind .

of informitIon. (Discussed in Chapter
Five, fT.12/-261,

s

Three.....t ypes.of alternatives have been

.iaentifiad.ogilth type represents a
specific dimension on which alterna-
tives may, differ. (Discussed in Chap-

ter Five'e'pp.4261-265, 2.74-271).

-*-

I.4
Pireg.diff&ent mennh of establishing
/altdtnatWies have been i ntified.

,'Thcse Mclufd differ in-terms of thd
4 '-informat%oh source 'used. (Discussed

in CHapterilvel pp.261-265, 277-278)
4.

Decisiond,,situation requires

' cost - effectiveness informa-

tion

1.2 Conditions suit the. conduct

of. this form of inquiry

1.3 Utility of findings from an
investigation of outcomes
would be improved by con-
sidering costs as well

2.1 AlternatOes differing in
the degree or kind ef
approach taken to a goal

2.2 Competitive or non-

Carpenter et al.

(1970)

Kazanowski (1968a)
TeMkin,(1970)

Kraft (1974)
Levin (1975)

Degree: Oailitis
(1972)

indt Mayo et al.

(1973)

Carpenter et al.

competitive alternatives (1970)

Doughty (1972)

to the study - past, present,

' or future

2,3 Alternatives differing in
'their temporal relationship

3.1 utilizing exist/ng
'approaches

3.2 Considering the decision
situation

3.3 Inventinkalternatives

Enos (1976)

Carpenter et- al.

11970)

Lent (l 976)

. .
. . ,

, .... from Lent, 1980:-
.

.
.

. .



Concept . Explanation

4.0 Potential
Beginning Activi-
ties for a Cost-
Effectiveness
Analysis

Six types of activities addressing dif-
ferent prerequisite decisions for
designing a cost-effectiveness analysis
were identified. Few studies consider
all six types. Weaknesses in some
studies' outcomes appear correlated
with failure to complete one of these
activities. (Discussed in Chapter

.Five, pp. 2j8-271, 280-285)

.

Proper *ties EXamples
sr. .--+--.1,161....-.1*,=1.

4.1 Moving from the basis for a Carpenter at al.
study to define its pimpese (1970)

4:2 Identifying decision-makers
and/or fihdiences.for study

eoughty (1972)

4.3 Definirig the gRals of the
system under study

Lent (1976)

4.4 Setting perf?rdanCe
requirements

Lent (1976)

4.5 Identifying alternatives Carpenter et al.

0

4.6 Defining the nature of the
inquiry
-Defining CE decision

5.0 Conceptual Frame
of Cost-Effective-
ness Studies

17

A nurgber of different frames were

identified. Frames differ in terms of
the kind of logical structure they
provide for design ddcisions and other
methodological activities. Inconsis-

tent Lice of n frame may produce
illogical outcomes. (Discussed in

Chapter Five, pp. 287-288, 295-301)

(1970)

nt (1976)
moclel ,

.1Establislting hypotheses Daley (19731
-dmosing fixed or vaii-
ablb cost or effective- Doughty (19,72)

.1f101.18 comparison Morris (1974)
-Treating cost-effective- Daley (1973)
ness .as fixed or Carpenter et al.

re ative property

5.1 Evaluation

5.2 Research

5.3 Analysis rr

Lent (1976)
..,---

Sweigert (1970) ,

Cailitis (1972)

5.4 Combinations of evaluation, Carpenter et
research and analysis (1970)

Doughty, (1972)

11

,

irnm Lent,' 1980. 18



concept

6.0 'Treatment of
Criteria

p

7.0 Structuring
Comparison's

0

8.0 FiCtors

Explanation Properties , Examples

-t
,

TheNuse of cater as generally not

given much attention most of the

cases. Further att nti n could hove

,, been given to ast t ree aspects
of:their role within cost- effective-

ness analyses. (Discussed in Chapter

Five,-pp. 288-292, 301-306)

Depending on the circumstances sur-
rounding the selected alternatives,
various steps have to be taken in
order to gather information about the
alternatives' 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, 14. 292-295, 306)

6.1 Typds - cost, fffedtiveness,
and others

6.2 Manner of selection

6.1 As a concept distin'it from
standards, indicators and
decision models

7.1 Ex post facto comparisons

-Alternative(s) existing
at the time of the study.

- Arternative(0- existing
in the past

7.2 ATpriori comparisons

The match between the type of decision 8.1
tffectiog the model and the purpose of subject of
pApprdpeiat-e -U$o- the-study,-and-the-intornitl±composi-
of Decision Models tion of the model itself.gfecks the

extent to which the decisibn modk is 8.2
likely to represent a relevant con-
clusion to the analysis. (Discussed
in Chapter 1,!ive, pp. 317-33?) A"

19

.Carpenter et al.

(1970)

Doughty (1972)

Lent (1976)

Enos (1976, as a
negative, example)

Mayo et al. (1973)

Doughty (1972)

Carpenter et al.

(1970)

Utility for decision-making

4

Additivfty

-Of Joist and effeetiv2ness

- Of performance criteria

8.3 Congruence of model
to subject

;

Carpenter et al.

(1916)

Enos (1976, as a
negative example)

Enos (1976) as a
negative example)'

Doughty (1972) as*
negative pxample).

Daley (1973 as 'a

negative example)

Doughty (1972)

from Lents 1980

l';(1
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, INTRODUCTION

.

Tie New Jersey Laws of 1978, Chapter 74, appropriated almost seven. (7)
.

mdllion dollars, of ,ax, total, one (1) hundred milliono dollars, for the con-

A t

struction and/or srenovation of community schools. Subsequently, the State

Departpent of Education (SDE) developed a "Plan of Action "' to facilitate the_

expan4ion of community education programs. This study was conducted at the

request of the Governor's Office, as pirt of the SDE effort., The goal was to

obtain information regarding the 'cost .benefits of a Community school by

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

community school. '4)

Purpos

The West Side Complex (WSC) in Atlantic City is an outstanding example Of

a functioning community school which provides educational and community

services in one facility.. It' has received much attention throughout the state

due to the wide range of services offered, extensive community utilization, I

and interagency co-sponsoring of the facility and programs. Consequently,
4 .

.there was a tremendous amount of .interest generated in the Complex. Haat,

T

questions were asked: How muck mouiey did it cost to operate the Compldx?
$

What did eac'h agency contribute? What was the source.of their funding? 'What

"1 . .

services did each agency,proviae? How many people were reached? How did the
.

. , .

cost of providing these services at West Side Complex compare to the costs of

. . 1 f
providing ,them elsewheie? Would 'community participation be different if

.

services were provided at a different location? Thus, a cost-benefit study

was initiated which planned-to find out the actual costs of the progras6 the

23
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\k.

real and in-kind contribution of each participating agar, how these monies

,':,,'

were obtained, and what services were provid,d to whoa:, Was the program
.

cost-effective, per could these services have been provided elsewhere at a

lesser cost to the same, or greater numbers of people.

After preliminary contacts and inquiries were made with key personnel,

the limitati ons of the available data necessitated modification in the focus

of the study to a cost-analysis of the Community Services segment of the
1 .- ..... 4 ,,

1 -

programs at the West Side Complex.

.

HETRODOLOGY,
A

1. A questionnaire
2

to obta the needed information was adapted from
-Ae

an evaluation of Community Education in Texas.
3

2. Appointments for interviews were made with theihkey staff at West

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

N
study was discussed fully. The questionnaire was to be completed

prior to the meeting and return ed to the interviewer.

+et

U.

1 The Board of Education-reported that the educational component of WSC had
had the same per ,pupil expenditure's as the other elementary schools in
Atlantic City.

Aqpeitionnaire is included in Appendix A;

3
. ,

Stenning, W F and Burridge, R. Community Education in Texas: A Technical
Report of Participants, Programs and Costs. Texas Education Agency, Division
of Adult Education, Austin, 1978.

24



3. Questionnaires were mailed with a cover letter indicating the .
#

.
.

.

.

purpose Of the. study
.

to contact persons.,
"

4

4. Twenty ikine (29) agencies who utilized the West,Side Complex facili-

.ties during the period bvered by the study, CET 1977-78) were iden-

tified byiSC staff. /

5.. A questionnaire was mailed each of the 29 agencie s., After the

due'date, follow-up letters were sent to the non7respondents.

Data Collection

A. Interviews 4 7 ' I

I 4

During a series of six (6) individual meetings With.key personnel in each

of the constituent components of the program, d,,,ta were obtained regarding the

basic malts involved in the operations 0:f,t4e DISC.: (1) The Atlantic City

Board of .Education, (2) Administrators and Supervis4i at% the WSC, (3) The

...Atlantic Human Resources Agenc,y (ARR), (4) The City of Atlantic Cit Health

Department, and (5) The Recreation Department of the City of Atlantic City

Department of Parks andPublic Property.

V dr,
The questionnaires which had been sent to eacfr person in advance of the

.
'1. 4%

.
.

scheduled meetings were discussed and amplified. Dte to the fact that the W
-

.,

. represented only a portion of the services provided by each of the partici-

,`
4
The cover ).etters are included in Appendix A.

114
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. .

agencies, there was diffiCuAy in.lierivipk precise
:. . .

, le '4. the issaas raised by all butt one of the.provider sources. Nevertheless, most

.

of the respondents agreed that the figures they provided were fairly reliable
, .

. .

,

-
-

dstimites which could be substantiated
4if

necessary, by an gnensive, time

. Consuming process offassigning stiff personnel to research and document each
4 . 4'

.

figures for all of

area questioned.

B. Cai;unityAgency'SFrveya
W

. _
.

. .

Questionnaires were mailed to all 29 agenciesql.an9lied as having used
4, 4

the WSC facilities. ii total of 9 agencies responded. Of -these, 1: percent

J.- provided some data; 6 agen s wrote letters indicating the nature and

gO
...frequency of use of the WSC..facility and 3 agencies completed the olstion-

.

.
.

14110g
...

. . ,
naire in a somewhat sketchy manner. " ''. . .

% -

Findings

-

,

.

,Ap.,'ty.

.
,

.' "I) Services

.

4 0.

-

.
. . ' ..

ere were tpur major categories of services and'or activi ties offered at
;

. .

\.

o $ , t , \
. , .

.1
,(1) Realth Services. 'These, were provided by two funding sources, the

4,.

D

oUrces. The serv-ices provided include a pre-natal ollnic, f

D partment of Health of the City of Atlantic City and Atlantic HuMan
.

.
,`Y

well-baby (Pediatric) clinic, ap, adolescent. medicine. clinic, the

a

6
re-

a.
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Adult Health Clinic, a Ikea' Clinic and a Medical Labo torywhich

. '
....

analyzed .blood for evidence of probl.elbs such as abetes,blead

poisoning and sickle cell anemia.
1r

:(

k

(2) iocial Servic-These activities were all funded through ASR The

programs offered included: social work counseling, referral and

follow-up; specialized youth services for adolescent development,

employment counseling and training; nutritional aid, home improve-
.

ment, energy relief and senior citizen activities.

"*(3) Recreation. The Recreation Department of ht City_of Atlantic City
.

provided and organized the after-school program. Swimming for
.4

'..,different Age groups was offered Monday through Friday from 4 P.M.
1 ,

to 7 P.M. Participants,were bussed there by the Recreation Depart-.

ment from seven (7) other after- school centers not haviizg a pool.

The pool -was open weekends for Swim Meets and,Family Swims. Other
.. .....,

activities offered were:-- roller skating, basketball, slimnastics,
.

, .
.

gymplay,and Friday Night Disco.
...*- . 0" .

(4) Fund _Raising. This category refers to events held for which there r

, was an admission charge which was a contribution-to

oe
organization. Examples pf such activities were pi s, recitals,

basketball games, boxing matches, toncerts, etc. Community agencies
. . .. .. . C)

and groups also Used the facility y for meetings; programs, training

. . r
activities (Police and Fire Department), and Armed Service 'Recruit-

ment activities.

- s

"

ti
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,Table 1 /represents an estimate, based on available data, of community

Utilization of thi various services and actiyitiea offered at WSC during FY

1977-78. Clergy the Recreational Program had the greatest

.

cipants. This was to be expected due to the group fature

number of parti-
.-

of the activities

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

other programs were proportionate to the duration of available services.

B. Cost Analysis

1
.4.

By examining Table 2 it was determined that the recall dollar expendi-.

tures for all community service was $310, 2e, and was almost equally tontri- .

buted by the three )funding sources: 33% by Board of Education, 34% by

Atlantic Human Resources, and 33% by the City of AtlantictCity (Recreation

Department 5%, and 2a% by the Department of health) .

1

It should be noted that the Board of Education's budget for Community

Services included salaries (coordinator, custodian and instructional) and

expenses (utilities) for both recreational and civic activities. In deter-

mining the inking contributions 'to Affil and Department of Health the total

number4Of square feet used was multiplied by $7 per square foot. The inkind

services provided to the Recreation Department were estimated as one third of

sites utility expenditures. These inkind services estimates were used solely

for the purpose of grant procurement by each of the participating agencies,

they. did not represent actual operations coital

e

4

28
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Name of Program

V

S

Progrims.Ofiered and Participant

TABLE 1

.01111.-

by Age for:West Side Complex During

4 -

Total
b

Atlantic Ullman Resources

0)

1. Social Work g'ervice

2.11Health (dental, etc.i'
3. Youth Development* .

'4. Em2loyment
5. Summer Day Camp
6. Transportation
7... Community Action Counq.l

1,579
1;050

619
,

93
150
509,

.165

3,639

`90 90'

8. NeighborhoorCoordiMated
Outreach'Programs:

9. Head Start
Total;

4
74894 90-

Contacts
FY 1977-78,

A G :E' Sa
5-12 13-17, 18-60 60+

-.=1..
(14-21)

619

150

050 619

Departhent of Health - City of A;lantic City

.....

. .

Recreation Department - Dept. of Park S Public Property (City of Atlantic City)

1. Pediatric Clinic ' 1,046 1,046
2. Adult Health CJ4.aid 540 540 (ages 45-80)

3. Laboratory 1,700 1,200 500

Totals ` 3,286 2;246 540 500

..-5'.

Swimmink, . 4 '63,735
Gymnasium 50,895
Roller Skating 76,995
Biddy Basketball (Sat.) : 11,960

All Purpose Room 4. 10,440
Weight Room 13,572
Slimmastics .,, '' 6,525

Totals 234'022

4

Total Participants Lax.
All Programs

4.5',302

c
Fund Raising Activities. 33,24

--(Plays-, Re4talar-Boxiig___
etc.)

GRAND TOTALS
d

,
,

278,926

(Daily Monday-Friday)(Daily

4-6PM 6-8PM 8-10PM

2,400 32,625 20,880 7,830
6,525 39,150 5,220 .

20,880 23,490 32,625

3,120 8,840
10,440

,,..
5,742 7,830.

6,525
2,420 68,892 110,630 '52,200

0

4,726 69;202 111,249 52,740 500

I c

. .

b
Age'data were got

,

supplied by all pogams. .

. a . ..

. Wherevez data.werp not-available for entire year extrapolations were lined.
11AzgAnizapioas_xsplzted full attendance at these activities.

$ does not include attendance at any meetings conducted by community
.

. groups.
.

..

.

T.,

....)
6
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Hard Dollars:

School' Budge,.

Local Government
StateGrant.
Federal Gragt.

Other.

Bard Dollars
Sub-Total

inland Services;
tTanL1c City
Board of Education
LocaliGovernment
StateGrant -

Feddral Grunt
Other

' lukind Services
Sub-Total

TOTAL

TABLE 2

Amounts and Sources of Funding for West Side Complex temmunity
Service Programs During FY 1977-1978

c- AtiranticiCity
Board of Education

k (Community Services).
Atlantic

Human Resources
.City of Atlantic City

Recreation Dept.' `Dept. of Hpilth TOTAL
.

$101,016 .
$101,016

15,500 9,785 54,023. .79,308

81,182 4,680 33;539s 119,461

Hedicaid/Fees 10,540 !

10,540

$101,010 $1071222 $14,465 $87,562 $310,265c

111

O

I
141,838 175,980 5,600. 339,168

15,7504

,

,

.

15%750 141,838 1751,980 '5,600 339,08

'

k$116,766 $249,060 $190,445 $93,162 $649;433

The: amount. includes $30,960 WIC funds for food vouchers. , -

b
The.Board of I:ducat-ton Receoita $1,930 as rental fees ($150/night.) from West Side Complex.

pliseellanenus Receipts on their total budget. - .
.

;

Thta total does no,C tepEesent monies+ collected /rum community sources
,

directly by West Side Complex for Incidental

operating expenses. .(Ro estimates of amounts involved were available.) ,
, . .

.Department of Recreation Lransports 160 ktodents to West Side Complex for swimming instruction during 9.3 (school day)

Figure derived by Mos mlnimum cost of a bus and driver ($75) foi one c!9,..

x11

These fuhds arc a:tiered as



/Mr

'Table 3 was developed by combining -the data from Tables 1 and 2.' Con-

.

sidering the variety and scope of the services offered the cost.of $1.26 per

person contact is minimal. Even more impressive is the extremely low cost of

.7.' ,,...0 .

6 cents for each person contact in *etal.
,,,

dollars expended for the redeation-to. ,.....

program and 81 cents kr contact based . on A costs.Tell There was still
..,,,,

another way to derpe:this particular cost. Being that the program wsi

primarily conducted after-school hours the Board of Education's real

bution was identified by an analysis of their budget to $85,06,15. that

amount combined with the Recreation BepArtment's budget of $14,465. yielded a

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

43 cents.
444

The, per contact costs of the Health Department 'program and that of AHR

were much closer when adjustments weremade for the WIC grant ($30,960) as

these funds were in the form of food vouchers and were not actual dollar

expenditures. Hence, tpe per contact cost for the Health Department program

sg.

was .$17.23 based on hard dollar'expe'hditures and $18.93 based on total costs.

It should be noted that both of these agencies,provi.ded services by %pill:Led

.profelsienal staff.

lTC. Coa rative Costs and Outreach

9

The questionnaire requested information} as to the real, or estimated,

costs, of providing the same program at a different site and' ,thenumberof

participants who were, or wo uld have been reached at the other 'site.
4

ti

4
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' m

Ham of
Program
Sponsoring
Agency 4

dowd

Recreation
Department

Atlantic
Human
Resources

Dcpprtment bf
Health

4
Total
Program

TABLE 3 k

Cost Analysis Per Participant Contact by Program for
West Side Cooping During FY 1977-78

N

Hulker,of
Participants

Contacts

Frugal.'

Expenditures
(Rard'Dollars),

' Cost Per

4Participant.
,Contact .

(based on
11x0 Dollar

. Exbehilitures)

, Total Cost
of Program

(Hard Dollars &
Inkind Seriices)

Cost Per
PartAcipant,
Contact '

(based on
Expenditures

& inkind Services)

234,122

7,894

3 ;286

$14,465

"1k $107,222

$87,562a

$'.06

$13.58

$26.65

$196,445

$249,060

$93,162

$ .81

$31.55

$28.35 '

I
CD

245,302- . $310,265 .$ 1.26 $649,433 $ 2.64

a This amount includes the $30,960 WIC grant which is in the form of food vouchers and does not represent operating

costs.

33
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The 9 agencies who responded to the mailed, survey did not provide any
.9

information in these areas. Thus, this discussion was based on the responses
.21

obtained during interviews with the four sponsoring agehcies. The question

was not considered applicable by the Board as they did not offer a community

serViceprogram, but rather falitated the operations of the other progiams

by providcgr-the physical apace and assuming the costs of keeping the building

Open after school hours. The Recreation Department responded that comparisons

were impossible since the program could not be offeted at any other facility.

The Department of Health and AHR did have these programs at other sites
:

.during the previous year (1976-77). The difference in cost of facility

eSted only for the Department of Health program in that they had rented
.

space in a church for $4,500. AHRwas provided a different location by the

City of Atlantifc City. Both agencies had the actual numbers of participants

-

at their previous sites. AHR serviced 2000 participants at their former site

as compared with 7,894 contacts at WSC. They, almost quadrupled their out-

reach. The Department o Health serviced 516' chAdren in the Pediatric cliqic

at the,former site and -mere than twice as many (T=1,046) at WSC. is the Adult

Clinic they reached 350 people formerly compared with 2,240 contacts including

laboratory analyses at WSC, an increase of more thaa'600%.

aAHR considered the greater number of contacts at WSC a function of the

at (activeness and location of the facility. They reported being "able to get

more participants dm the general area, particularly Brigantine." The design

of the Medical Suite at WSC was seen as a contributory factor far-an increase

. .

In the number of participants by the Department of Health. The school

building was viewed as the ideal location for a Pediatric Clinic since people

35
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are accustomgd to

created. Also, the

sending children to schoor

services were biing prOvided

_

and no imaginary barriers are
'Yr

where the need existed.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

a

t

The study was undertaken' to answer specific questions regarding the
. ..r.financing, functioning and cost-benefits of the community service programm

(provided by WSC. To summarize these findings each question will be stated

followed by the answer as revealed in th ta.ill

Quistion 1. ItOw muen money did it cost to operate the iSC during FY

Answer 1.

Question 2.

Answer 2.

1977-78? '

The total reported dollar expenditures were $310,255.

What did each funding agency contribute ?

11

Each fundingiagency contributed approximately one=thifd of the

total expenditures!

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

City of Atlantic City, $107,222 (34%)
;

Atlantic Rum.ux Resources, $102,027 (33%)

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

4

36
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\ "k.

Specific amounts of money and funding source for each of the

co-sponsoring agencies are found in Table 2, (page 11), The

_proportions of funds obtained from various sources were

(1) Atlantic Human Re4ources,

14% Local, 76% Federal gr#nts, 10% Medicaid Rebates;

(2) Recreation Department, city of Atlantic City,

68% Local, 32% Federal grants;

(3) Department of Health, City of Atlantic City,

62% Local., 38% Federal;

(4), Board of Education, Community Services Budget,

100% Local.

Question 4. What services did each agency provide?
Tr. rr.r.

(a) The Board of Education' provided the facility utilities,

supervisory staff and custodial staff fo? the aftei-school

activities and the teacher for the school day swimming jrogram.

4'

(b) Atlantic Human Resgurces provided programs in a 'Variety of

areas: Social Work Services (counseling and referrals), Health

.

and Dental Care, Youth Development (counseling and activities),

Employment Counseling, Summer D4y Camp, Community Action

Council, Neighborhood Outreach, and Head Start.
06.

(c) The Recreation Department provided programs in: Swimming,

Roller Skating, Biddy Basketball, Gnasium, Slimnastics and

--numerous other spetial activities i.e. Sundayjamily Swim.

37 per,rm
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(d) The' Department of%Health piovided:

Adult Health Clinic, and Medical

services.

Question 5. How many people., were reached?
.

Answer 5.

a Pediatric Clinic, an

Laboratory diagnostic

Table 1 (page 10) presents the'reported annual patticipszt4 for

each of the programs. The total number of participant contacts

reported was 278,926: 7,894 for .AER jrograms, 3.,286 for

76eiartment of Health Programs, 234,122 for the Recreation

Programs, and 33,624 for fund raising activities.

Question 6. Now did the cost of providing these services at WSC compare

4

Answer 6. Of the four major users only the Department of Realth,reported

renting
1

a different facility the previous year for $4,500. The

---Recreatian-Department could not have offered their programs at

a different site and AER,was provided with a facility by the
.

with the costs of providing them elsewhere?

.1.1%

Board of Education-the previous year.

. Question 7.

4

411,-

Would community participation have been different were serves

provided at a different location?

3s
4 ii

S.

0



06

Answer7. Yes! There was evidence of more thin` 300% greater community

. participation in the same service when provided at WSC than
_ J6

Question 8.

4
wee:um:Prided at a different site the previous year.

AGENCY NO. OF PARTICIPANTS

Previous site WSC

Atl'ntic Human ResOurces 2,000 7,894 .

epartment of Health 866 3,286
2,866 ri,iso

..

as the program cost-effective, or could these services have

been provided elsewhere at a lesser cost to the same, or

greater numbers of people?,

Answer 8, Th is question attempted to determine whether this type of

es,

community school provided comprehensive community services at a

lesser cost than could be provided elsewhere. Unfortunately,

the necessary data were not available.

However, in an effort to diftbver'the cost - benefits of a community school
a

such as WSC4 a supplemental study was conducted which compared the construc-
4.

C ,
tion costs of a community school to the costs of constructing the same facile-

,?-'
,

...

tied as indetendent municipal units. A was found that amunicipality could

saver mote than $1.5 ,million dollars by including-a swimming pool, library,

. .,

health and dental clinic, and an auditorium in a school building for combined
. i

s-,

"school-community use than to cogstruci the she facility for the sole use of
. ,,' ,--- 1/ ,-.

.

,
the community. (See Appendix C for "A Review of Municipal Cost Benefits in

c.
. s.

the Construction of a Community School.)
, . ,

, .
r.,

,..:.

,

. -.
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In conclusion, the data presented in'this study, withstanding its limita--,
.--

xions, provids strong evidence for the feasibility of the community school as
,

. 4 "
a.

a relative ly economical approach to providing services to the community. The

-4,
West :Side, ex" as a case In point, has.,been fond to-be viable, vital, .

.--.

, .
- r

Uell-fr uented resource for the community. It is a neighborhood center in
... . 0A- .,..i. . :

.

every sense.
...

. . .
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A REVIEW OM' MUNICIPAL COST BENEFITS
e *

IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF A)COMMUNITY SCHOOL

BY

I.

AUDREY HERR, PHD.
OFFICE OF EVALUATION

)1?

DIVISION'OF OPERATIONS, RESEARCH AND EV UATION

9

4.

I
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brief study was conducted to determine what, if any are the cost

benefits to a municipality in contracting a community school which would

provide facilities for community use, as compared With the construction costs

for the sae fscilities_as independent units. The facilitiei selected for

\.this purpose yere those already exisEing at some community icho ( Is (i.e., The
0 0

West Side Complex in Atlantic City) which contribute to the health, recreationi.
and general welfare of the commality-at-lar

At expert in the construction of school facilities at the State Depart-

ment of Education, Dr. Frank Johnson, was consulted regarding the minimum

required sizes for each facility and the per foot construction costs. The

estimated sizes and costs of facilities con-accompanying table presents the

strOcte for' three different user conditions; (1).community use only,

) shoo" use only, and (3) combined use by school and community. The

figures cited in Table I are all approximations derived by generally accepted

.

procedures for the preliminary stages of planing.; A professional consultant

team including architects, engineer?, and builders would be needed to conduct .

P

an in-depth analysis of all the variables prior to accurately quoting the

,precise construction costs of the proposed facilities.

Despite ese caveat the findings are striking and cOnvincing. A

municipality could save more than Si 5 million by including the identified

community facilitiem in a school building.

11,

s

;Code for School Planning and Construction, State of New Jersey Department of
Education, Division of Finance and Regulatory Services, Trenton, New Jersey,
July, 1979.

42



FACILITY

TABLE 1

COMPARISONS OF COST ESTIMATES OF SELECTED FACILITIES WHEN CONSTRUCTED FOR
INDEPENDENTAND COMBINED USE (COMMUNITY SCHOOL) /

INDEPENDENT USE
'1

MUNICIPAL STRUCTURE

SIZE CONSTRUCTION

INIMPENI)ENT USE
:SCI1001. !STRUCTURE

. . COMBINED USE
COMMUNITY SCHOOL

DOLLAR
SAVINGS FOR 2

COMBINED USE

FT.3 ''PER SQ. FT.3 TOTAL

14.ibrary

Pool-

Locker'./

6,240

6,000'

$50

Room 5,000

I.

'All
Pirry2se

Room 5,000 70

Health and
Dental

000 so,Clinic
: .

Theater,

Loring.) 9,200 50

TcrrAi.s

!These CosaS

2
These

362,000

. 420,000

350,000 '

250;000

iio:000

.4

SIZE CONSTRUCTION SIZE CONSTRUCTION

FT.3 PER sq. FT.3 TOTAL, SQ. FT.3`PER.SQ. FT.3 TOTAL

-6,240 $50 362,000 7,540 $50 3771000 :347,000

70 420r000 6,000 70 44,420,000 420000

5,000, 70 3.50,000 5,000 '70 k 350,000. 350:D00

aoo

..1s60,00

$1 q°971
me1:01&aftmme..Mmmp4;2.,.,

4,4, M. I,

%Ne I

do not Inslude costsilifor7purchase of site and loss of'reventte:

'(INcLUDED AS NOAMAL CONDITION IN A SCHOOL BUILDING) 250,000

-50

50

60,000,

175,000

, $1,347,000

2,000 50 100,000 .

,

1,200 50 46(1,000

$1,707,000

4.0

eb.

40,000

175,000 4ti

$1,582,000

5.

, ....
.. r-

amounts represent the4liffetences between the combined costs of constructing pwo independent

conat.rnetion costs Of:thefacirity as par.itot a community school.

, 4.3" . . ,

Size and cost isLimates based on the Code for School Plannklg and Construction:State
Education, Dtvision of Vlnance and Regulatory Services, Tcsnton,:llew Jersey, Mil 1979.

A

1: T:

% .4-

, .

.

of New. Jersey Department of

.

facflities and'the 44
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I

All of OWfacility sixes in Table I were ae;eloped Tonn elementary

Acc$rding to the Code
2

and the standards of the
.

.

school with 600 stlOntl.

American Library

..students at any one time

reading and stack space was provided

0

and stacks of.120(10 booki. Additional publi.c

to accommodate 2.5 community people during

the school day in the combined use

each bised on serving a population of

library. The Independent libraries were

600 for comparative purposes.

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

required side aprons (walks), and locker rooms. The combined use pool saves

even more money than noted, in that there are extensi,re

leverage, and electricity for heating and air conditioning.

costs for plumbing,
.

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

clinic, even without including the expensive equipment and staff necessary to
. .

provide a basic community health program, the most compelling fact in its

Iffavor is the increased use of tide facility by the community when it is part of
.

/ ...

a community school, as. in Atlantic City. People there are comforta4e in the
,,

. __. ,
,. .

"Complex,"
.

and go there so frequently it does not require a special effort to

avail themselves of these services.

Thirsame principle applies to a local auditofium or theater. In addition

to the sizable financial savings (not included the seats and audio equipmcnt),

the'schiol becomes the focal pointrfor commudity meetings and entertainmt4t.r,

A :4 5

4.



Overall, the savings to a municipality in Constructing a'community school
A

with these facilities would probably surpass $2 million were site acquisition

.4' Costs considered_ Add to

that most persuasive amount theother benefits of a decrease, if not virtual

disappearance, of school vandalism. In Atlantic City, for example, the Board

of Education,spent approximately $20,600 op repairs due to broken windows,

graffiti, etc.,-and of that amount about $300 of 1.5% wai spent on.the. West

Side Complex.
Mir

As an added incentive, a portion of Chapter 74 of the New Jersey Laws,,of

The Additional State School Building Aid Act, was intended to fund these
.

multi-use school /community facilities.

t.

<\.

ti
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APPLYING COST /BENEFIT ANALYSIS TO COMMUNITY EDUCATION PROG4MMING

Presented by

Dr. Marie Wilson

University of Maine iat Farmington

This study is the topic of a presentation to:

THE AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATION

1981

ANNUAL MEETING IN LOS ANGELES, CA.

The study was made possible by a grant from the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation.
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APPLYING)WWWITANALYSIS TO COMMUNITY EDUCATION PROGRAMMING

(A Simulated Community Education Project)

. ,

To Be Addressed By -

The liver Valley Community Education Advisor9Cbuitif

April, 1980

Topic: Formulattion of 4a Community Arts Council And Program

,Prepared by Charlet Lawton
Marie Wilson
David Fepron
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Introduction to the Stu .

In the current climate of bud etar restrain 11111 411. f .11 4 4'

community decision-making bodies are increaspgly being forced to make judg-

ments about the relative merit of various eecational pfogramstf Lack of

Money required that decision makers cut programs which all agree are good in

an absolute sense but which may not be aseiaortant in a relative sense as

other programs. Because of this fact, it is crucially important for such

decision-making bodies to improve their abilities to compare programs, to

evaluatt divetse activities from some coMmon standard of value. The purpose
1

of this study is to meet that need.in two ways: first, by illustrating a

costi-benefit method for analy2ing a commudity education project and second, .

by simulating'the actual consideration of such a project by a community

education decision-making body.

In th,s way, thp1project hopes to famiiiarize the decision-making body

both, with the cost benefit 'method in theory'and.with the problems of imple-
.

menting it in practice.

On a broader scale, the project intendi to contribute to ongoing research

in the commdnity education field. A research monograph will be prepared.on the

project, including pqrticipant evaluation q the cost-benefit method and the

use fo the method. This monograph will be circulated among scholars involved,

in the community education field.

Instruction to River Valley Council Members

Prior to Council diyoussion: Please read the enclosed proposal. It

represerils our effort to describe a project consistent with the deeds which

you pointed out at the meeting we attended. If you have any questions, please "--1;.

jot them down and come prepared to discuss them. Remember, our essential

I

4
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purpose is to illustrate a method for evaluatinia project 'by comparing its

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

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

Process for Council Discussion: At the April 3 meeting we will present

the proposal as if we were coming to you with an actual request, and you are

to discuss it and make a decision. During the course of the discussioVn we

will note what parts of the method and presentation you appear to like,

what parts you appear to dislike and which parts need clarificatiOn. After
.

the disCussians we will distribute an evaluation form asking you to comment

on various aspects of. the method. All of these sources of information will

be used in preparing oursreport.

a

-
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" THE TRIANGLE COMMIT ARTS'COUNCIL

Introduction

3

The River Valley Community Education Council is asked by its ad hoc

Committee on Cultral Needs to consider this pr\ oposal to adopt as a major

Council project for 1980-81 the developemnt of-a new Community Arts Council.

We have tentatively called it the "Triaiigle Community Arts Council (TCAC)

to connote the three-town region which is our targeted region. There is no,

single source of funds which we have identified to-implement this project.

We are conviAced, however, that the River Valley Community Education Council
.

(RVCEC) will sep themany benefits which this initial cost of $10,895 will

generate.- In setting forth these benefits, the RVCEC can prepare a clear and

compelling case for various funding sources at the local, state, possibly

national level. We want to say this is an investment with a high yield for

every dollar.

The Need

The three -town region has been studied by the River Valley Community

Education Council over the past year in order to determine education, social

and recreational needsof.local/r(sidents which are not addressed adequately,

or at all, by the few institutions based in this rural a'rea.--,, Among the needs

deemed inost critical In the Council's analysis was that of nearly total

lack of opportunity for,peopfe to participate in cultural activities.

There are no theatres, gailerfes, museums, nor any continuously operating .

programs in the arts fudctioning in the area. The nearest facilities are mile's

away, a distance in the mindsof some people too far from the center of their

home life to be relevant to them; and in the minds of virtually all people, too

far to allpw for regular participation in cultural events.
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There is a population of 7,450 in 2,380 households who could, at

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

activities. Community action is needed to help people help themselves

'create a focal point to address these problems:

1. Some people in the combunities need more opportunities, to
experience visual and performing arts.

. 2. Some people id the communities need more oppcirtunities to
display their artistic abilities and intgre5ts.

3. Some people in the communities need more opportunities to
develop their artistic abilities and ilterests.

Ways of Meeting the Heeds

There was an investigation of ways other Maine communities, and beyond,

have met similar needs assisted by research in the Community Education

Information/Referral System of the Maine Council for Community Education

at the University of Maing at Farmington. One source identified in the process

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

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

communities like Turner/Leeds/Greene:

1: To organize the'Triangle Community AAs Council which will continue

on a long-term basis as a program of artistic performance and

instruction.

2. To conduct from July, 1980 to June, 4981, a series of Community Arts

Festivals in which artists of the communitiespresent displays agd

performances of their art to people in the communities.

3. To provide from September, 1980 to May, 1981, a series of courses of

instruction to adults who wish to prepare in a variety of artistic

fie 1 ts

The River Valley Council will serve as the initial sponsor of the Triangle

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

52
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members froinithe,communities. The intent is that the TCAC will beome independent
- %

Hof the River Valley Council and self-sufficient by the end of the twelve-
-,

. --z

month period of this prdject. The River-Valley Council will arrange for
ii.

S.A.D. #52 to serve as Ilscal'agent for the project and to contribute some

facilities and adult education services. The arts programs can include some

in-school adtivities for the ofpils of the djstrict,in exchange for their

support.

The River Valley Community Education Council seeks funds to employ a

part=time 13-oject director qualified in the organization and production of

community arts 'and knowledgeable of the three-town community. This staff

person to the new TCAC will assist in accomplishing these specific objectives

and tasks: ,

I. A Community Arts Council will be organized throughout the project
period to become independent by June, 1981.

Activities:

1.a Identify those in the community interested in the idea of a
council and affiliate at least twelve.

I.b Contact similar organizations, in ot6rcommunities and explore
organizational methods and program' activities.

I.c Involve the technical.avistance of Maine Commission on the-
Arts, Maine Council for Community Education and. other. retources.

1.d Establish a formal group to determine purposes, structure and
-financial operation, and schedule regular meetings to form and

direct anagenda of artistic activities for the cdming year.

I.e Evaluate the 1980 -81 co niii events, assess community needfirnu

and determine how best continue coordinated arts activity
r

in these communities.
1 11

II. The triangle Community Arts festival series will be conducted over
the twelve months'in locations throughout the district, featuring

, the folldwing four types of pilot activities.

II.a Present two concerts by local musicians.

Since preparation of this eventogitld involve only individual
' practice, it will be held earlyin the year as a festival
opening. A second concert would be held as a culminating
event. Each will be 21/4 hours. Eight local musicians will
perform art'eachconcqrt.

%
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ILI) _. 'Prepare,two sixty-minute,video--topes of local perforMing
,, ,- artists at work.. , .

1 #litsi . , r .
,

W . 4.
'et ; .. 4Pteparation of this event.would involve one cameraman/ I., ,%. technician and one. assistant visiting ten local artists, ei,,

e filming them at theirwork or 'during their performances,
interviewing Otri and preparingfrOm this effo4 two

,-.siyily-ininute Video tapes. These tapes world be shown
.'Nt continuously by rogatingoti district schools during a

'unitk'Arts Wegk in:March,. 1981. In addition they.. .-
. would be sqTown to various corrmunity iiroups at. their

meetings an average of once per'rnonp for five months.
4 'A ". A

if.c : Involve local artists in a Commuriity-Arts-in-the-School
',.. week and irith follow up activities. ,

.

fr

^

eldk

This evert could' involve .local .artiAtspreparin§ displays
. and activities' for students. One artist would, be selected

.2d . .for_each of theteletnentary s ools.. Each would prepare
,,,,? . - activities for five days.' p splays of the work of all
`-.7. . local artist would,be wing at various places through- .

. . out the week.' "This 10111 ".begin 1), 1980 and .
contihu6 periqdically thropghout the year. All of these' .104 ,.
att.' StS- 0141 riturp to, display their works during the

. March Festtivahweek. 4 ., -'. ,.

I.d Produce a musical play:. . ,
. ,,

'' This event would :involve, 15=10 local actors, 8 -20 musicians
.

4 ...
and J.5-20 support peciple. They would work akaverage of 4

ti ''4 hours ger week rehearsing And performing over a three-mon h
.. . period! The play would be presented at the Conclusion of ,

Community 'Arts Festivkl Week in March1981; tw4C'e for
students and 7

. , ,
'Conduct

# .
,- !Le

.
wConduct 'a 6hildren's

a

Summer Theatre. ",, ik
s 1,

A

.rigr
This .gvent would involve 3-5 local actor/directors and
20-25 local ohildren Throughout the summer they 'would
prepare two plays and present five performances, of each.

.
III . A ser4esT of instructional courses in the arts All be offered in

the .10 Snct spring Adult Education, Program.
/

"fieeriprie ralre of instructional interests in arts-related
-fields by, analyzing existing learning needs data supplemented

*4; .b4 a tandom telesphone survey. .:y

111.c'

.
Select and staff a minimum of four ten-week courses to 44
offered during the school yeti, (tlir-fall,, two., spring) and
add them. to 'the Adult- Eduction urriculUm.

, N

brieeate courses in several co ity locations; "ekaluate
and project next course needs.

1

:#,

4.
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Resources

74

Rrelim4ary study of the need foi- this projeetAelded names Of a

remarkably diverse numberp tamed people; almost all amateurs. who

reside in the three-towns as homemakers, workers, professionals ands
4

artisans. This pool of potential talent which is considered to be the

prime resource for building the TCAC and offering the pilot activities.

. Another cr) icial human resource in community people who desire local arts

,i

,

and have he organizational abilities and/or community contacts to serve the
4

task force. Other material and physica) resources which there is no money _
. .

",

to purchase or rent will be solicited frem.the several organizations which

have " offered .to join the school system in support nf this project. Finances

requested of varia4funding sources will be restricted tb meeting organizational

costs and some unavoidable expenses. Once,the benefits are'well known and can

be dqcume nted to the communities, it is anticipated that funds for continuation_
41t

of, the Arts Coun01 will be gradually apocumuklated from sources which have a

I direct stake in the success of this cultural revival.

Irk*

, Copt Boaefit Analysis

Cost. Costs of Project are the dollar value of the resources required

to implement the project.' In this case the costs can be divided into two,

catagories -*actual costs' and imputed cos
0,

ts

`Actual costs are those pr'which cans expendituies must be made. These

would include salcCries.actualty paid and mateials purchaqd.

Imputed Costa.are thOse for which no cash payment is made. These would

. include donated time rind materials.

Benefits. Benefits are the dollar value of the project to those who enjoy

it, who in a sense "consume".it. In a simple business transaction, the benefits

55.
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, A

a equal to the pliCe of the product timesAhe number'sold. Benefien,

also be actual and'imputed. An actual benefit would be represented by the

value of tuitioemoney paid by those attending a class,. An imputed bendfit

would be Pepresentel by the tuition money people taking a free course would

have had tb aP. were it not free. In the case of the artist ih residence._

prograM benefitehave to imputed to the students involved. This is dolt

by calculating the average per-pupil instructional cost per day incurred by

S.A.D. #52 and multiplying this value times the,number okItTidents IGnVed

and the number of days each artist is in residence. This figure represe nts
-

what the students would have had to pay for the program were it not free.

Another peculiarity of this project is that certain of the imputed costs

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

of the project is _that pe rformers in the community need to perform, then the

. .

4

value of their performances should be inkuded as a benefit of the project as

well as a post. The assumption of this project .is that performing artists are ..

not just donating ti that they could other wise use to earn actual income.

.

Rather is vs that performing art ists don't have the opportunity toperfOrm

otherwise (at least not as much and nat in their own community), an4 thua that

they are in fact "consuming: their perfarmance in much the same way as in their

audience. In short, the actual benefits of the project Fre those gained by the

audience and those gained by the performers.

Benefit-Cost Ratio. Ordinarily, .economic theory would say that any project
- .

'whose total 'benefits exceed its total costs should be undertaken. Thus, if the

c,

total benefits of the project described above exceed the total cost, it should

%by

be undertaken, and rlibeversa:
111.
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Project Activity

A. TCAC overhead and promption

Actual -Imputed
. Cost Cost

,

1. General Program Admin.

Project.Dii.ector
(14 time)

Salary and,Frin4e

Secretarial Assistance.
(500,hrs. @ 3.50/fr.). 1,750

Office Rental 1,200
- ($100.mo. donated) 411

'Imputed

Benefits

(1oM

Office Supplies 150 4/10

Phone sp 130

($15 /mo. plus lohg dis.)

Postage ($20/mo.) 240

Travel
500Q mi. @ 18U /mi'.

(Avg. 100 mi./wk) 900

2. Video Tape Shows

Camerman/technican.
1, day/artist Ond 1 ddy edit

2 days/artist x 10 artists
160 hrs. @ $5/hr. 800 800 1,000:

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

Rental-of camera 250
125/day x 10 days

4 1.

F

xor,

Imputed

Benefits
(high)

Use of studio, tape deck etc. 250
$25/day x 10 days .

Video tapes

5 @ $25/tape

B. TCAC Events (1980-81)%

1. Concerts

-125

.
.

V.'
Musicians 400 400 600
8 musicians x 5 hr/music.
x $5/hr. x 2 concerts

I

$

Auditoriun rental 150
(including,set up/clean up) . .

2 performances @ $75/ta. 57
. .

....
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, A
'Imputed Imputed

Actual Imputed Benefits Benefits

Cost Cost 000

TCACEvents (1980-81) coot.

Publicity .

Signs 20 20

Newspaper - 120 ,.._,

Labor -(10 hrs. @ $3/hr.) 30

Benefits (for free concerts) 1 750 1,050 .

75 customers/performance .

$5 customer
2 performances

.

a 2. Aritsts-ig-Residence

'Artists (1 per school)
'5 schools x 6/hrs.day x.

" : 5 days = 150- 4

40 hrs. prep. x 5 schools
= 200 hrs. 0.$3/hr-.

AAistants (1 per artist)

5 x 30 hrs. @ $3/hr.

-wiss
Materials 500 .

$100/artist

3. Musical Pay

Mdiicians and actors ,

30 people x 50 hrs.
Ix $5 /hr. IP - 7.500 1,500 2,250

Support personnel
15 people i 20 hrs.
x-$3/hr.

; . .

Materials

set(donated
Costumes Ido.nated
* 4 .

Publicity
Signs
Newspaper
Labor (20 hrs.x $3 /hires)

Auditorium rental
, (5 pert. 075/ ea.)

Benefits
1:

1,200 1,600
400 stud. aud. x $3/ea. . 4,500 4,800
200 adult aud. x $7.50/ea.

4: Children's Sunner.Theater .

I

- 1,750 - 1,750 - 2,625

450

4

Actor/directors
58x 6 hr/wkh_x"10 wks.

x $5/hr. 900 900 1,350
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Actual

Cost

TCAC Events (1980-81)-,KTt..

Materials
4.

Publitity

ts

10 pert.
25 dustomers/perf.'
$3/customer

5. Courses of Instruction

Instructors

2 x regular adult ed. price
$6/hr. x 2b hrs. 240

d

Overhead
(any extra costs of adding
these courses to reg., prog.)

Benefits
(limber enrolled x tuition
50 x $10

C. TOTAL'

Ratio of. Total Cost:

Ratio of Total Cost:

Ratio .of Actual .Co'st:

Ratio of Actual post?

A

Imputed Imputed
Imptited Benefits Benefits
Cost (low) (high)

,

. SS

36

$10,895 $13,306

Total Benefits (low) a 1.85: 1

Total Benefits (high) = 1.36: 1

"Total Benefits (1o0 = .83: 1

Total Benefits (high) .61:, 1

59

4

750; 1,250

500

1

1,250

$13,050 --.417,775

*
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-ABSTRACT

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

A&M University conducted an evaluative study of Cominunity

Education'in Texas. This study was sponsored and funded by the

Texas Education Agency through the Adult and Community Education

Division. The underlying purpose of this study was toa

e

-44

determine the impact of Community Education in Texas with
4

particular focus on the issues of participation and costs.of

.0ammunity EduCation as a programmatic effor.t through public
-

school districts iroTexas. In this study 57 sChwl districts

that had been funded as Pilot Programs through the Texas

Education'Agency and 25 additional identified school districts

were used as the basis for gathering information. Participants,

instructors, and administrators within these school districtb

were used to gather information in. regard to types of programs
. -

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

In addition, eight school districts with well established

Community Education Programs were studied in-depth by face-t-p-

face interviewing and telephone interviewing techniques. Degree

of .satisfaction of the communities was measured in these eight
;le

school districts. Finhlly, a sample of superintendents
. -

throughout the State of Texas were surveyed in regard to their

current knowledge, activity, and willingness to incorporate

Community Education programs for the public into school districts

of Texas.
4.

1
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INTRODUCTION

During the past.decade, there has been a national move-

ment to expand the role of.the public schools of the United

States from narrowly defined academic programs for school

aged children to Comprehensive programs for people of all

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

and the. Texas Education. Agency, hiSbeen among the leaders

of educational groupsj.a.e ablishing community oriented

.

efforts within the public sch The State Board of,Edu-
oir

catiori in Texas approved a statement of commitmer Community_

Education. To help implement Community Education in Texas,

a series of pilot programs was estatclished throughout the

state. During the 1977-78 school year, there were.57 state

'unded pilot programs in Community Education in Texas.

The purpose of this"study is to report on the impact

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 involvement for Community Education with,th-gchool

districts throughout Texas which were not funded as Commdnity

Education Pilot Sitei.

Eight major issues were addrdssed in the evaluation of

Coprnunity. Education. Thege were:

1. Who participates in Community EducationZ

.

2. What types of programs are being offered in Community

Education?
.*J

3. How many people par icipate in Community Education?

r



4. What are the costs of a-Community Education Program?

5. What is the - degree of satisfaction of participants

with 'current Community Education programs?

E. In well established Community Educatibn programs,

wh t is the degree of awareness that Community

Ed vation exists? -

7. In we l'established Community Education programs.,

what is the degree- of support by

Community Education?'

\
8 To_what_de_grge are superintendents who_db not have

bkic for

,pilot programs supportive of Community Education

in their school districts?

A tptal`of IS basic questions were developed to provide

detailed answers to the eight mayor issues of this evaluation.

S

MAJV PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

As described in the introduction,' the major purpose of

this evaluation study has to determine the impact of Communit,

Education 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 individuals involved in Community Education., the

diversity of Community Education offerings, and with process,

for example/the degree of community,involVement in adviseils

. ,

groups, the type of participation,and reasons people'

participated in Community Education. Overall, -this study

aimed at providing the in-depth view-of Community Education

as a product and- i process within the State ofTexas/A
'N

k'N
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RATIONALE OF THE 'STUDY

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 Education staff members, leaders of the

community, and members of the community in'Yheral. It was

further assumed that individuals contacted, whe.thdr in person,

by telephone or by mail, would be honest and accurate in the°

information given. Based on these assumptions, a plan to

gather accurate and generalizable information was developed

by Texas A&M University in cooperation with the Divisio n of

Adult and Community Education at the Texas Education Agency.

The underlying purpose of this study was to measure the

current impadt of Community Education in Texas, its costs,

and its potential for the future.

41,4'
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V.

FINDINGS IN REGARD TO FINANCES

22. What is the cost of Community Edud'ation
programs in Texas?

Based on, infornation from 52 .pilot sites of Community

Education in Texas; it was found that the.net costs'of

Community Education in dollars were $275.50 per class/activity;
Yj ,t41

$10.69 pet participan.ls74 per contact hour.. These amounts

were further analyzed based on the size of school district.

It should bewroted that the net costs af Community Education

were based on the calculation ofall direct and indirect exp d

,

itores. by all sources during.the 1977-78 school year., After

all sources were calculated, all tuitions and material fees

collected Were subtracted'to develop an accurate picture of

actual net costs oi CoirtruMty Edu0Ation. It should be noted

that these costs were not borne entirely by the school districts

ilbut rathe were distributed over seVer.26ources. This point

4
.

-':'WilI be discussed in a future question in this study.:
t,

Table 22 reports the findings in regirdto net costs.

Table 23 provides the gross costs of toinmunity'Education

. .
.

. :

according to size of school district.' One can view this table

&s.answering'the question, "What would be the costs of Community

Education IF no tuition or material fees*werecollected?"

Table 24 'depicts in dollar amounts the average amounts of

tuition an material fees colleatn,kased on the size of the

school district.

*

55 67 0
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TABLE

NET COST OF d02.12 :1UNITY
, 40"

A .c -

5 ;
4 5

b.-,;* -". C, (.
-

C. \7..
,.

A

4.

: ..f,. ^ 4
...

CATEGOpIES

-Ca 4a.

"

,'. 1 ;, .'4
%

.

School Distribt Size(e): ,

$mall .., Medium 'Large. ALL,f .

1'39 :41=19 4*-" N=14 N=5; ....0

4.- , .:
* ..- -,

I . . ea
,- - . -.v , ,

' Total CommUnity ,
.

-
,.
44d

'"
..

Education' Budget $16.,886.84 $31,843.47 16g,643.361 $35;405.-46,
'',

, J ,.' Ple
6

- s s ,
:"' Tuition and'

E g
. f.

, .,,,c....'. .

Fees C011ected 3,436.36 14,570415, 12,106.64°1- 10,021.48
.1-

.

& ... er

4 #
,

I. 4

Cost Per -- ,v. T.

Distarict )eCt 12
'
750.53. 17;241432_ ,53,536.71: .25,383;98 de

. r. '''' aa.

...

tIist Per -,,. , . ,. .

. -

Class/Activity `- 319J5' e 208u74 256.6q, 275.50,
, .

% ..

CCost Pet", ,

_'Participane ` 11.51 , 10.4 10.14' . 10.69 4e ,

..-..
;45

..

)Cost Per I ,,' -.1'
a

Contact Hour, 1.04 , .62
4 -

.49 .74 t

., ,1 .

\
.,

':tz

.

.

(t) Based on 'FY 78' School Year
,.

,

(2) Small is less than 2,000ApA'... . . ..

Mediumis 2,000 to 3,999 ADA. ,A

6
Large is over 4,900 ADA.
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(4! 44..,'M 'lr: .4.4 TABLE 2 3
,,,;,* 4 ... .ot, / 7+ ..--,-,,6r. ,* % 2

11

....______
14:.,_ _.._, COSTS' OF OMMOINA.=EDVQATION,IONORING ANY INCOME ACCRUED IN

ITUITION OR Ftps (1) '4

:
I. g.,.

,

7d`P -BlUDdiliel
.

;.

_ .
4...

Small
N=19

, -

Mean Per School District

Medium
N=19

Large
14=14

ALL
N=52

4.

,, .. .,c nPer Pjeot
'..2. -....

ii' ....$ --..'-et
.1.,-...... ,

. '4:::', . Eve-r Class/ActivAir,
-.

,

.i"..?, ti. Per Earticipant 7.,

,,,-
- g ,..-

'..- : r

$164686.89 . $31,843.47 $65,643.3&
.

.

1 424.. 93 * 854.81 340.71
77e,,

r... .
1,1., f4.9 3 41.99 12.00

, 4k. Per Contat Hopr 1.08 .69 :63 .81(
..'. . , ..,7

1 e ., - _

. '1r . r
' _

$35,405.46

403.35

. ..

(1)',1 lased, oh FY, 78 School Yea4'

is(4 Small 2..s /ess thari2,000 ADA.
Medium. is '/,00,0 to 3,990 ADA:

. Large is over 4,000 ADA.
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TABLE 24

AOJUNT OF TUITION AND MATERIAL FEES COLLECTED (11

Mean ter 'School District Size(2)
AMOUNT

.

COLLECTED Small Medium Large ALL
N=19 N=19. N=14 N=52

. -

Per Project $3,936.37 $14,570.16 $12,106.64 $10,021.48

Per Class/
ActiVity

z

105.78r 606.64 90.05 127.85

Per Participant 3:42 7.74 1.86 3.50 ,

=.
Rer. Coact Hour .04 .01h ":14

Oh.

(1) Based'on FY 78 School Year

(2) Small is less than 2,000 ADA.'
tedium is 2,000 to 3,999 ADA.
Large is over 4,000:ADA.

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

Based on 52 pilot sites and dividing funding sources into
de

hard funding, that is budgeted, and in-kind services, it was

found that, as anticipated the largest contribution of funds

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

ofisboth haa'agd in- rid services. State grants 'contributed '

13:9%; local governments-14.1%; federal monies--12.9%.

Funding sources varied extensively based on the size of the

school district.

Table 25 denotes theefunding sources in dollar amounts.

While Table 26 indicates funding sources by'percentage.

.a
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TABLE 25

SOURCES,OF EUNDING (HARD DOLLARS AND INKIND SERVICES) (1),

POISING
'SOURCES Small

N=19 -

a

Mean Per School District (2)
Medium Large ALL
N=19 N=14 N=52

HARD, DOLLARS:

School'Budget $7,927.53 $11,939.21 $21,t38.39 $13,138.54

Local Government 612.16 2,214.89

State Grant 4,000.00 5,001.05

Federal Grant 6,951.16

Private Funds,. , 36.84 1,205.26

Other 2,154.05 2,951.74

IN-KIND SERVICES:

School Budget

.Local Goverrant

State Grant '

Federal Grant

,Erivate Funds

Other

1,663.68
RIM

261.05 .

26.32

5.26

12,941.57,

5,307%14

7,37.0.14

4,869'.00

3,316.79,

902.26 9,436.50

278.95 28.57

25.26 422.86

112.50

63.16
10.53

7--

4,553.77

4,717.69

4,524.12

1,764.73

2,758.56

3,478.15 ,

109.62

218.46

30.29

105.77

5.77

a

;2(

TOTAL BUDGET
.7

$146,686.89 $31,843.47.$65/643.36 $35,405.61

' (1) Based onFY 78 School Year
*

(2) Small is less than 2,000 ADA,
Medium is 2,000 to 3,999 ADA.
'Large is over 4,000 ADA:

f
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TALE 25

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL COMMUNITY EDUCATION BUDGET (1)'

e

FUNDING
SOURCES. .

Mean Per School District (2)

Small Medium Large ALL
N=19 N=19 N=19 N=52

HARD FUNDING:

School Budget

Lodal Government

State Grant

FedeAl Grant

'Private Funds

Other

47.6% 37.5% 33.3% 37.11%

3.7%. 7.3% 19.7% -12.86%

23.9% , 15.7% 8.1% 13.32%

21.8% 11.2% 12.78%

-2% 3.8%. 7.4% 4.98%

' 12.9% 9.3% 5.1% 7.79%

IN-KIND SERVICES:

School Budget 9.9% 2.8% 14.4% 9.82% ,

Local Government --- .87% .04% .31%

I

d62%State Grant 1.6% '.08% .60%

Fede-r-alGrarn____ .16% .08%

Private Funds .17% .82% --- .31%

Other .
.03% .03% --- .02%

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% -100%

eee

I

I

4,

11) Based on FY 78 School Year

('2) Small is legs than )2,000 ADA.
4 Al r

, Medium is ,2,000' to 3,999 ADA.
Large is over 4,000 ADA.

. 61 73
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24. What were the percentage costs for Community.
Educatiori in regard to sbdhdard budgetary
categories?

Eased on 42 pilot sites and 9 non-pilot sites, it was

found that Community Education averaged 66.1$ of the budget

for personnel; 16.7% for facility use and 5.9% for materials

and supplies.

Table 27 details the average percentage costs of

Community Education budgets.
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TABLE 27

COST ANALYSIS OFrCOMMUNITY EDUCATION (1)

PERCENT OF BUDGET 42)

Pilot
N=42' N=9 ' N=51

Non-Pilot ALL SITES

k Facility Use:
.

OffiCe Space 4.09% 3.22% 3.85%

Classroom Use 6.45% 11.11% 8.10%

Special Room Use 2.57% 3.44% 2.65%

,Phone Ube 1.45% 5.33% 2.14%

Personnel -, 66.54% 65.89% 66.14%
m
c..) Custodial Seivices 3.86% .1.33% 3.41%

Reproduction 3.38%. 1.89% 3#12%

. Travel Transportation 4.17% 2.44% 3.77%
. %Ns

Materials & Supplies 5.83% 4.56% 5.93%

Consultant Services .14% .33% .18%

Other 1.67% .22% 1.41%

4

(1) Based on FY 78 School Year
I 1

(2) From All Sources: Local,' State, Federal, and Other Funds I

75
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25. Wtap were the staffing costs in dollars for

maintaining Community Education programs?
,

.
. .

-*
Based, on 52 pilot sites, it was found that staffing costs_

per class/activity were $268.39; per pariicipantrz=-$9,44; per

contact hour--$.54.
,

Table 28 provid6s a. breakdown of staffing costs by school

district size.

26. What were the utility sts in dollar ;777--1
maintaining Community E ucation programs?

Based on 52 pilot sites, it was found that utility costs

per class /activity were $47.66; pr.eparticipant---M88; per

contact hour--$.15.

Table 29 provides a breakdown of utility costs by school
1

district size.

27. . What were
maintaini

r

the 9stodial costs in dollars for
g Community Education programs?

Based on 5.2 pilot ites, it was found thgt custodial l costs

per class/activity were $19.06; per participant--$.76Cper

cohtact hour--$.06.

Table 30 provides a breakdown,of custodial costs by

school district size.

'64 -
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TABLE 28

COST OF STAFFING tIN DOLLARS) (1)

CATEGORIES

S

Mean Per School District Size(2)
Medium Large ALL

44=19
Small

. N=19 N=14 N=52
(r

Cost Per Project, $11,103.46 $21,188.64 $43,679.69 $23,558.79
s' Ilk

Cost Per Clais/
Activity . 282.74 . 568.79 226.71 268.39

Cost Per Participant -- 9.93 11.79 7.98 9.44

' 1 -

.' Cost Pei Contact Hour .72 :46 .42
A.

.54

(1) Based on FY 78 Scli4)1 Year

(2) Small is less than 2,000 ADA.
Medium is 2,000 to 3,999Mak.
Large is over 4,000 ADA._
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TABLE 29

COST OF UTILITIES FOR COMMUNITY EDUCATION (IN DOLLARS) (1)

4'.

k

Mean Pet School District Size (g)
.ALL
N=52

CATEGORIES
. -

Small
N =19

Medium__ -

N =19

Large
N=14

Cost. Per Project $1,742.00 $3,964.32 $8,852.43

cost Per Class/
Activity 48.31 54,91 37.45

Cost Per Participant 1,89 2:04: 1.65

Cost. Per Contact Hour .14.
-

01.
.20 .10

14,453.15

47.66 ir

(1) Basedon FY 78 School Year

(2) Sma]1 is less than 2,000ADA.
'Medium is'2,000. to 3,999 ADA.
Large is over 4 ,000' ADA.
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TABLE 30
4

COST OF-CUSTODIAL SERZLCErS FOR COMMUNITY EDUCATION (IN DOLLARS) (1)

d =

CATEGORIES
Mean Per School District Size 42)

Small -' Medium --Large ALL
N =19 i: N=19 N=14 N=52

Cost Per Project $'746.37. $950.26 $2,647.50 $1,332.71

Cost ger Clas /
a 4 r;`" Activity're, 20.37 . 17.44 19.37 '19.06
:n
z? Cost Per Participant .69 .68 ,94 .76

Cost Per Contact Hour
fl.

.08 . .05 .05 .06

(14 Based on FY 78 School, Year

(2) Small is lest than.2,000 ADA.
Medium is 2,000 to 3,999 ADA.
EargeLi-s-over-4-70-00-ADM

I
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28. What werettne proportional costs of operating
0 Community Education program as compared to

- the 'school district's operating budget?

'

Based on. ,51 pilot sites within Texas, it was found that

the proportional costs of operating a Community Education

program was seven tenths of onb percent of the `total school

operating budget. If one anticipates, however,.the proportional-.N,1

qittribution of costs found in the State, thte school district

actually would contribute 46.4%. Therefore, it'was found that

the actual cost of /the 51 pilot programs was less than four
A r

.

tenths of one percent of the total school budget.
..1

Table 11 guinmaNized this information based on the size

of the school district.
ti
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TABLE 31

7.

PROPORTIONAL NET COST OF COMMUNITY. EDUCATION WITHIN THE..
SCHOOL'S OPERATING BUDGET (1)

CATEGORIES

Mean Per'School District ize (2)
Small Medium Large
N=19 N618 . N=14

.

Sehool Budget .672% .231% .150%

Low]. Government

.

.027%
. (

:042% .020%

%State Grant .337% .097% 050
.

.

.1403%" .0503- ..
. .

Private Funds .010% .026% .010%.fa .

Other
i

...... .076% .053% .010V
.-.=.

TOTAL 1.222% .582%, 290%
t.l. .

.

ALL
N=51

.

13% .

.029% -,, #
.

%
,.-

.174
.

Feder4 Grant ,
.061?

:015%

.050%

,

1

.402%'
,

(1) Based on FY 78 School Year

Sthall is less than 2,000
.

Juax.

I Medium' is 2,000,to 3,999 ADA.
Large is over 4,00Q ADA.
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S.

FINDINGS IN REGARD TO_THE RELATIdNSH/T OF AMOUNT OF MONEY
1.

SPENT ON,COMkUNIT DUCATIoN ND PitbdRAKiENEFITS

. F. is ... - # . ..

m

./

/ A

*Is theire a. rgAationshipibetween the amount,Of
fegerall state, and lbcal money spent and-the
number- ?f pakticigarrtz in-aommUnitl-rE.ducattop

PI , and Thber_ clasies/actiyities
#

,ss. ..4- -
Based on data, fiom-47 pilot sites apd '10 non -pilot .sites

%. r .
. -, A .a 1

,rt.was found that the total amount from any sogiCesAPeneon.
. , 4 . .

. .
. .

a

Community Education was not related. to the.nZmber of participants'
41.. 1. e

but. was significantly -related in both piiot and non -p,' lot sites,
-

:
, -

- ,

to the number.of aCtIiiitieS: Stated directly, it
.

found
4 4 r'''' . . ,';, ,.

. 1. s
that thee amount spent did

4

nit i''Illience the number of peop olv .,

participating 1pfluenOwthe number rifactfyities being
A-

of-fere/tit 1;t was also -found in - the pilot sikes that% Only "the
A

, Ary 1 6 ,
k

amount spent from locAl funds was significantly refitted tct

Ir
S.

r

A

the number pariiciPOnts% In ge pilot sites th'e amount a'

7
A A.`a

paldby participakts was not rvlat,t.,

or the number of activities.. There v.?'

5"L'' . .

the number of participants
. ,

, however', a signifiCant

.reltodhipein te imp

amount Rald by thefgrti pants an

This

'costs

A A.

p lot site between 'the
A

.
e number of p articipants.

,
e higher'th6 parXicrpant

t

means, in the npn-pilo.twsitesit
.

.

legs particiO'atioficicurre

4ps,these,fildinTabel 322 s

r-

4

4' 5-- '

1

t t.

s.

, .
,

4

5
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TABLE 32

11,

0
CORRELINTIONS (CORRECTED. BY COMMUNITY SIZE)' OF NUMBER OF
PARTICIPANTS AND ACTIVITIES BY SBLECTED COMMUNITY EDUCATION
PROGRMICHARATERISTICSI(1)

"r

CATEGORIES r

FINANCIAL

ptal Expenditures
40

Amount of Federal
Funds

Sunt of State
V nds

Amount,of Ldcai
-Funds

Amount !laid ,.

`By participants

STAFF
.

.AmoUntof. .

Coordlhator Training

. , ,. Activity of Po4ay
;,. ,--- Making Group

....Coordination With
; ' Other Agncis '

'Number of
Participants'

Number of Act.
ivities Offered

N=47,---,

Non-Pilot
N=10

Pilot
N=47 N=10

.*"** **4
.17 .59: '05. .84

,

.24
4.. -***.,

86
* * * *

.51 .16

* ****
.30 N/A .62 N/A

**** W*** * **

.34 .83 .. .89
e

-.11 -.06 3,.;. r.54

N.

****
.57, .59^

****
.55 ' 53

, *

-:09 -113 -.64

* *** ****
.31 I .46 .13 A

.
,

%
.

(a) Based on FY. 78 'School
, .-
tc . ,* .i'

,. % Significant hryond
' .

.*: 1 Sign;gicant.beyona-
- ',.--, - ***

4
. '''" ..-, Signiticarit beyled

.

. c' J., .,§i411if,iN .cant%beyortd

. -

,

.

it:
, "

YviF

.05411evel

.02 levet

.01fever

.001 1.cvel

0

I.
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