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v Tl This report provides a summary of and recommendations
from a study whlchr1nvestxgated the cost structure of 16 Head Start
.. grantees and.delegate agencies, The study came about when the Office
-of E‘ialpatlon add Technical Analysis, Office of the Assjistant .
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, Department of H th and Human
~' ‘3ervices (DHHS) issued a bajic ordering lagreement to.Aurora . -
'.* “Asspciates, Inc., and Westst, Inc. to conduct a series of short-term,
TQ ) management-oraented sthd1es of DHHS programs. (The task- order . L
ey diseussed in this fxnal report is the second resulting from .the
=seo - ©1981~82 basic orderan3agreément ) Follow1ng an execiutive summary of .
the study, its conceptual framework, and its plan (1nc1ud1ng
descrxptxons of site’ selectzo and visits, the sample, ahd
instruments used)— detailed d1scuss1qn of the study s results,
-organized around s1x s udy questions, is presented, 'and the potential
. use of such information in a natiodal examination of Head-Start b
grantee and delegate costs is discussed.. Finally, means "of’
facilitating an examination of program- costsuacross all:Head Start
grantees are recommended. A copy of the study’s instruments, ‘summary
Ay tables of the data gathered . and ;res onses to. ‘the’ draft of the final
' report from programs in the sample are’ appended (MP) -
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Tha Office of :.valuat:mn and ‘Technical A‘lal}’Sla in' the Pffice of
the 1=tam: Se"recary for Plannm; and ‘\zaluat:mn, Departneft «of
Beal%:n and dunan Services (DHHS), issued a-basic ordering ajreament to
Aurora "Assoéiates, Inc., and Westa{\:, Inc., © coné}u:t a sa;ies of

short-tera, ;nandgenent-oriented st&lies of DHHS. prograns. 1In ganoral

uch studies <an be cnaracterizsd as qurk-—tumaround projects using a

3 N .

snall, sanple of prograns to generat_ mszg‘ats mto an issue rather tnan
Jeneralizaole r=sul . The orlnary del 1v=rables ar2 a sec of briafings

Lo the ASsistant 3Secretary for \./Pylannmg and Zvaluation and the
. , -
Assistant aedretary for Hunan Develogment %ervizes.” Tne task order

discussed in tms fmal report is th= secord re:.ulurg fron tha 1981-—82

pasic ordermg ajresment. As is tae case for all fmal raports, it

provides a sunnary and extansign of tihe matdrial prasentad in the _finaly
) v .

briefiny. . ‘

- - .

. Mis second task order rejuestad an axploratory short-tarm evalua- -
. .
’, > . -

s - ~ N ‘ b s : . :
tion of Head Start cosvgxrformance datz.. The specific objactives wera:

ES . ’
+ " e > docunsnc r2asons for variations in rwenu_ a.m C:)ata acros
) granteea, . - . .
. e © identify grantes practices-.nich realize oost afficisncies,

' 3 D

* © develop policy recommerdations wnicn will halp to optinizs
projran parformance and co:.t =Apend1tures, aqd

)( N S~ :

s td.suggest information to - b= contained in Head Starc Jrant
application packages and ways in arich tnis informacion :nould

S o2 evaluatad by reglonal and NatioHal Office staff.

The purposas of- tais fmal raoqr.. £or the sacond ta 23k order is to

;Lmnanze ‘study fl,ndmga in a mannar wnicn aaqufle: the four oojec-

~ »
LN

tives ljsted avove.  In.order X5 o2 as 'asef-.xl as possivle and

! ' « ot
i




t .
. consistent 4itn \::1a intent of tas short-cera evalyation apprsach, w2

.

will not: repa‘aﬁ\.nat"xodo %;1\.&1 datails of earlier dallverablaa, but

ratm.r Will adopt cne s»yle_ci.a_:.unnanyqraport Thus, we will presant

-

ard discuss wns;l\s\ely the 31gn1f1c§ant findmgs ard their implications .

\

« 11 a @manner aasily usaole oy policy makacs. In Agpendix A we provide a -

SOpy of tne instraments; in Appandix 8 sun;nary tables of the data.
/

gamerw, and in Appendix G responSas to tn2 draft final raoor‘. fron

.

progra.ns in the sample, ‘and in one instance, our rebuttal.‘

. -—
<
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JAFuiiText Provided by ERIC . ‘ .
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* - followed By in-kind contridutions. All programs received "USDA food

<

.a da‘ﬂnptlon of projram gosts emanatmg fran an mtansive review of

we preéent first our dnscnptlve re;ulta, orgamzed by the study ques-

[ ¢ N
g . , \axa‘:urgvs‘suvmay g )

¢
L > .o - . )
.

8 , ~

i .

. .
' v

"a Tnis irwest:.;atlon of the caost structure of 15 Head Start Jgrant-

ee:;\and &alegata agen" 5 ylelded two lavels of res'ult:s.- The first is

prograan pra~.t1ces r=venua and axper»dltures the se:_ond is a-progosal,

v

\extrapol‘acéd fron the description, for a frameworx for evaluating cast '

. P - \

and parformance daca-acrass all H—’-ad ;tart Qr:r*rans. In tnis sunnary

“v

. tions caey addrassad. I‘meﬂ we dls~u=s £n2 progosad method for atanm-

. ,\
n; all projran costs in corjunction with per:ar'nan 2 information. ¢
- . A Y LT .
« (1) what arz the 'tot:al’ revanues af the jrantees for dead Starg
® programs? * g ¢ ) ’ o

s . * , . - t Y . { ' * 4
ACYF funds were tne orimnary source of revanue for all programs, —

e . )

“monia S; some r ceived addicional ‘assistange from Vonmunlty ae"viﬂa v

hd )

S
B.ﬁﬁcy furds and \,anprehms’vo Bnploynant ancL I‘rammg Act fuma. ;

<

" Adout palf "ollef't°d casn contributions, ga'xerally of ;nall anount: of

money. o s Tl . . Do,

~ o
v

. +(2) . To wddt deiree are orograms leveraging resources from
SouUrcas otner tnan d=ad oeqrt (ACYE) ?

] ° - \ !

A.rarge of 16 c: 49 parTent of t:ox.al resources Srowugnt mw t:;.

program (m2an, 30. 4%) cane fran non-A.YF sources, suggastimng ;nat a .

© * *

. ¢

' ° AN 5 '

- .

yoxbldaraole amount of leveraging was ac~.urt1ng. ‘ . P -

v -
. - B

(3) fJow ate 'ﬂaﬁteea spnndmg their monies? What is ths distri- '
S bunon of Cost3 across diffarent line jitams ia cp budget :
o and a~.rosg dlfrarent program \.o.npon=ncs‘> ’

» , -

h] - .
A lina-lta.n ana1y51= of ascoults snowed tdt .approdimataly 79 Lo
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£

percenc of peojran \expardditars a\were staff -—osts (salariss and frings
pen2ficsi. A functional analysis oE casn costs denonstr5ced thac the

WOSt 24pansiva arza was. 2ducation :ollqv=d ay Nutricion, Adulm.sz:ra ion

“ ..

ard then all others. 'hen total Sosts, were\ displayed] Oczupancy ranked

v

second s Education, followsd Dy Nutricion, Adninistration and otnaers.

Fran a sunnary perspective, ciash costs for all Direct Services (Rduca-

< i, A
tion, dealtn, Nucrition, Social Sarvisas and Paraent Iavolvanant) con-

'sqned‘_ss percent of tne average buydjet with a range from 49 t©o> 75
o~

parcenc, ‘ '

(4) ro wnat degr2e ares projrams "economical” and "e efficient" ¢n

tneir use of resources? | . .

.
-

Using annual ACYF "o L. per cnild as th measur2 of “econoay‘
founi t:nat our 16 samplal prografs varmd from $1,114 per child §°
53,551, off a:‘\l ng ACYF cost per cml-]i aour of sarvize .25 a proxy for

. . . ;
“efficient" use of funding, we Saw tnat costs varied from $1.15 per

-

Jour t $34.353.  Sone progra:as were doth highly efficispt- and hignly
e / K

aconaaié‘al; some ware neither highly e f1::13'1f' naz' h*gnly 2ononical;
3

otners rankad nighly on only onz or :.1&4[:12( of ti2se neasures.
)

- -

. (5) -what kinds of staE;. ing issuss arz,r2latad to projran Costs?
’ 3

d2ad Start scaff earned lower annual .salariss than staff in day
Py . 4 . —_ \N
care centers-and teachers in public elenentary SSiwols ylargely because

N

| tn2 'Head Start projrans aad a &orte\r working day and year- 3f opzra-

tion. ot b i s )

N .
[y - o ¢

a

L s s .
[(6) How ar= granteds rnallzmg cononias or 2fficiencies? wWhere

are che flexibilities in progran Tosts that, can ansaro the
future eff cts 9f inflation? L~ - '

’

., ?ro;raﬂs nava c'nasen a diversity of ways to raall,za econdmias and
?\taf

sffiziencies. - I£ a2 larze aaaun
s . - SN

":.pr ofren. r=ducad tae puaper af "nldrﬂ"x aemad Otnar options whiza

B . v
- #

-‘.. A

.ncm=y nad t:o De rasoverad, ii -L




. " Jore than one diractor had consideral and would consider ‘again in res-

"

o Lonsa © budjetary pressures inclided’ 5iving no raises, cutcing level
. ] of servica (nunoer of weaks o3r y2ar, days per waak, nours Per day,

-

.. increasing reliance on donations of .supplizs and. servise s, findingy

- »

>

additional m-:me, aoving cnildren to a none—oased op"lon, ::/hangin;. N

.

- transportaulon plans, chanjing facilities or postponing rénovatmn:,
- et
N reducing cencral s..aff or con»allda"m; /’-oordmator:, and reiucing o
" fringe oenefits, e . '
¥ ' An in-depen dis us::.on Gf cn=sa resul laads to raconnan da..lons

> c

c;ftwaya %wmcn H2ad Start nay fac:.htata aa exammatmn of. pr:xx'an
. . 20sTs across all. grantaes. ~E‘1rs.., i€ is recoansnded that dead Start

. evaluatz four dinensions of jrantee ani delejats programs: performance HS
=

or q.xal'isty, leverajing apility, econoay and efficiency. Secord, it is

~

. : N
: noted tnat d°ad Start rnglonal off:.::es and grantezes reguire pollcy .
s s
gmdan 2 on mw laverazing,' 2 omay and efficisncy snouid be 11cr=as=d .

wnile maintaining progran performance. Specifically, guidanc: is

~F . . }\ \
nz22ded ab::ut ] : i ) -

v . " e aporopriate leveraging activitias in tesras oé goals for anount -

- of -.m:la, sources to o2 tapped, staff to be involvad, and
lavel of o.'mlment of resources to tne effore; ‘ .
. ) . ) -
- s 3 3 ﬁ
. i & appropriate lavals &f S°N1¢§ for .the pragran. Ars there .

. aininun and Knaxmun nunbera of  nours, day= and weaks Oof
. © sarvice thac” arawdefined as- "bnstl;.utmg a "Haad Start

. Coo= program?" and - . , ) " '
_ o any otner practices.wiich ANF staff fsel’ sn5uld oF should mt
. N pe followsd in reducing costs, 2.3., raducing the nuaber of
K snildren ssrved, ) 7 ..

. I‘nrd, it is r=co.nnended that a ¢cosc r°v1e4 o(o esa be J.n:tltdt"d )

) « . " exXanine cost ard per‘or.nan.e data for all ‘grantass and delegates
. ’ . s
[ N 4 '’ ‘ 2
Taree, foras of 5ucn a procsss ac2 orasentad varying ia j30al$s, leajtn of .
. ’ : - ' . L . . < . A R
: tloe for devalognent and iaplenentation, ani zdst. ‘
» - > . ' ‘. !
. k v ) .’) N
- ° : - .
- e + o . '
.. e - * ~ Lo ) “
\,1” . : E 8 ’
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMENCRK
P

» T
.

- B \ .
Head st:qrt is one of very few jovarnmant social servi:e programs’
- . ) .

/ N
£o earn an mcreas= .ia Eun:hng in tme 1932 f1s:>al Jyear. By a:!.1 of'au.ing

-

>

addn:lonal rasougces to Head Star;., wngr=s=. nds expressed lta ~onf1-—

@

dence in th? valus of cis co.npreheaswa services progran for "mldren.
Menbers/of Congress and rederal offluals at nany govormmt levels )
navs gwen tne ptogran tne mandats that it saould concinug £5 serve as

nany ,nlldren as today -- or increas2 t:ne nu.nber of children served --
. \ . .
wils aaintaining progran qualit:y. ~

* In order w mest tais, mandate under siynificant d nflatlanary or-;-

@ 0y

sure, tne dedd Start program needs to-manage its rasources wich graat-

‘care. Federal officials, in particular, nead informatian on projraa .-
Juality anrd 4 the Jdetails of Heal Start jrantes budgets so-that-tiey
can st aggropgla;a juidelines., Mafty golicy makers h?ve asked jues-

- tiong about tne wide cost variatign,,anon; grantee’s wno are dalivering

satisfagtory service es, :ug;estmg t:hat: dn lavestijation of these 4if-

/
’

feren*n‘ would prov:.d cricical mformaclon. R
. " . . -
Policy makers antar an exdnination 'of nrojram costs with a sat.of
A e ) .
Y - . . 'Y
assunptions about an appropriate cost structure and an accaprable level

of “program pefformance. ‘iejd Start's Performanc2 Standards nave st

progrannatic .géals t for all grantess; the' Self-assessment Validation
E . . . :

. . N - 1]
strudent (3aVI) has .neas(;qred she degres to waica grant22s and tfleir

.

delagate’ agencies have set these joals; performance indicators on the

Prﬁa.a Inforaation Report (PIR) supgl; sfz;'n i‘nformat:ionlto Faderal

_oEficials gven in tises of se*mu: omflatlon and :.trong orassure to

reduce expenditurss, polic.y nakers 3o’nat: wish ¥ sea orojran Juality

’
A




. .
- * R L4 N * .
[ g
< . *,
H : suffar in order to save aoney.  Ratazr, their prasunption is that .
~ , At ° . . .
‘ qualicy smould o mai_.ml.ained even thoujd” there aay be cnanges: in the .

servicsas,

[{3

strusture of costs.- Projrans .aust- grovide 2ffacriy

AL tne sane tine, policy-néésrs‘ do have: financial '‘goals for -

% .

projrams. Grantees are encouragad to use tne minimum anount of° Haad ) :
) . 9 . ;

» » 1

’ > .Start dollars -per child to pay for services (iz.a., to be economicaly, '

to lsverage the maximun revenus -possible for their provision of gualitys .

¥ -

services (i.2., to supplenent: ACYF dollars to the groatastextént
) ' : N ’ ' . |

possiolel ,. and, to spand every dollar in the most: =fficient nanner ) .

pos'siple (i.2., to purchase the greatest numoer of uniks of servics [
g - possiole per dollars. < ' <

.
(3

. ' A - . . .
. : Haad Start's .onitoring of prograss toward aeecing thase financial

" joals is accomplished primarily by re3zional office staff who have the
N [ I3 > l 4 > \ 4 s i -
' ; : rasponsioility £3r an annual ravisw of Jrantee 2xpenditures and nego- .

. .

t'iar.ians _for the sudsequent yaar's’ ACYF graat. In jenaral, suzn finan-
_“7. + cial monicoring is less sop.aisiicat:ed‘ '‘than tne mon'i*:.aririg ,/ofdgro;;ra.n .
. B . ‘parfomanc’e.. S 6nly inscrunentsr on wnich cost d;ca.ilfzs are reported
S " are t:he-;:'anga apg'lica.tion._anj‘t:ia ‘yearly au:iié regort. ‘Tae former . .
- B ' ,in's‘c\xunenc- na2s only séven line items, too few, ©o allow a detailad - T

‘ analysis of coscs. " Tae latcer offecs more ]:ine‘items, buc awdits 4o ‘

- .

3 ' not f5llow a standdrdized format, so tney, are-not optimal vehicles for

) . i
coaparing. coscs across orograas and evaluating tie “"reasonablzeness" of . -

N
. \ .

. - line itans, - Sinilarly, since the required-yeary adit captures
. -

., . n=ACYF ravenue only g o tne reguireaent that 20 perceat of costs_}a
~ N ’

: . . ’ . ¥
covered oy non-federal dollars, iaformation on the amount of leviraged -

)
.
x

A\ B
resaur:e{:. s in:anpl“e.t_:e. Taus, ic is noc Sbssjble. for ragiBl (or

b .

., natjonaly -sctaff w evaluate thorougnly tna 2Con0ny, 2€fiziznay, or

s - ¢ N ! - . ] - ) .. V ) t.

~ . " .
S ow ¢ - M4 N . " * 4 »
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levecrajing of jrantess, o - P

‘In order to wakz informad pol icy d_ecfsidns_aboh: the allscation of
. R o
rasourcas, E‘e:ieral staif ne2d fur.mer infsrmation on progran cIsts.,
3, : .
Specxfl-ally, tnay aave ask23d the folfowmg six, flnan"lal questions: - ’

. 1. Wnat are the total revenues of the gjranteas.for Head:Start pro-

' grans (e.3., from the Adeiaistration for Cnildren, Youth and
Faniliss (ACYF) ,#tne Department, of Agriculture (USDAV', CTompre-
nansive cnplé'ynens. and Training Act (C2T3), :.arly‘ Pariodic

- Scraening and_ Devalopnentdl Testing (‘DSDT) vstate sourcas

‘“«

9 lozal sources, donaed joods and servic -
L)
el
< 2o wnat de.jree are ;rancse; l=vera;1ng Yesources fraom sources
' otner tnan dead Start (ASTRI? _ [
‘ . - : . . E

[ > I3 [ » . s / I3

3, How are grantaes speading thair moni2s?  Waht is tn2 distribu-
tion of costs acrdss different line itans“in thqe buydzat and

{‘ acrpss different projyran coaponants? .

4. To wnat dejree ar2 projrans i"onanl"al a'xd 2fficiant in their :
use of resourcles?. : -,

5. Wnat kinds of staffiny issues are relatai o projran costs?

] ) . . -

6. o4 arz graatees *ealiziﬁg econonias or efficiencies? Where -
are we flecioilities in progran costs tnat San aosarh the
fut:m'A effects of inflation?

= 14

ASW3rs to tnese six escions can’de extramely us=fdl £> Federal e
' Nt L
ard re,lona. policyaakars oy m,.o"ung than of che conp:.fux:."yr'f(
’ A\

trade-offs ‘in decisions abouc “ha distrioution of  #ead Starg&.’monias. -

. o
. ,
» +

If Jranczes nave opgions for using further donated 3269% ad services,:
. v ’ . M .

S s
"such.a::tions could bs ehcouraged. If\:ertain"}é:aifing pateerns are -

very e.<peqsu-, 2002 mighe argue. t‘xat th'-‘y snauld e avoluﬁﬂ and that

-
.

e d
other less exg'enswe oatt:'-\ma f‘ould b;e jUSt as 2ffasctival If sertain

- v .

.grantees snow- excessivaly hlgh cost3, an_d changés -would jeepardize .

neitner tne guality of serwice delivery nor thz nunben of childfen,
. . ’ : .

~ ¢

s2rved; susn unargea 'ug'xt be au;g==t=.i, ‘fh2 answer’ to Question™\5 on -

T8 ’ . 5 .
“fll»l"\t ‘and e:onom.,al Jracticss can o2 of patticular us2 to local ’

staff ‘oe':%zse jrantze and del—:-;a-:ep ajancy .staff are tryiny % find .
~

*
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our aoproacn to addressing the evaluation questlons was to select

, @

sltes, develop mstrunents, and visit those sites to gather as ew< 2n-

_sive.. mformatlon as poss:.ble on Head Start prograzn ooeratl.ons, econony,.

.

. eEfleJ.ency and leveragmg. Tae sitas had ‘to be suffi*iently differe \&

m order to provide us w'ltn a useful plctUre of the range of programs

and cost stru.tures, yet 21l had to meet four critical standards. (1)

/

a w1llmg_ness,to part%mpate in the study, (2) a financial managahment

system tnat was in good order for easy access in a snort time cermd,

&

(3) ‘a director and fmanc*al manager wno had beem with the grantee

tnroughoutt the last: year for wmch clo:.ed b::oks ex:.seed}.and (4) a

) o,

program whish met a satisfactory standard of quality.

' . B}

Assessing Quali ty

’
.

Thisz® last -sSue of quality or “program performaince was of: key
4
1mportance to t:ne study. Pollcy makers clearly-wish to see all Head

3

Start programs maintain a sa‘aisfa:tofy level of quality -and seek, the
hign level of quallty soec1f:~ed in the Perfornance Standards. Unfor-

t:unatelyl qualicy is dlfrlcult © defme, let alone to measure. Cur

3

requirement ‘was tnat t:he sample contain only those gram.ees that -

offered a® least a "satlsfactory" ﬁalxty of serv1ce. In this group

Alone v‘.&ould examme costs. Sueh a requ1rement is necessary because

v

. one’ way of acmevmg savmgs is t:o redme the quality of servi,ce deliv-

ery. binularly, "low qualu,y" pragrams could argue t:hat .ﬁey ,need more

money to meet Head Start's s»angjards. e would not know’how to compare
f

- Lhelr costs with othars. S5, w#e chose to defme prcgram performance

~t

. . \ .
indicators, cneck available sources to ensure that sampled ::ro:;,ra.ns ﬂet

-

N,




A%

N . ‘ | ) <
i

.

» - tne standards; and then recheck all indicators on.site to be certain we

N -

understood trje level ;:jf_”quality of the pfoérazq

£

(as well as its finan- e ..

. . N - - ’ ; '
cial mstructure) .« o~ . . S i v

Theoretically, a definition of Head .Start program gquality could’ . - .
. / e -l . ) ) . ] : .
isolate three factors: quality in structure, that ‘tire program offerfed oo

-
.

3 N . .
a sufficjent number of hours and days of service, employed a sufficient, \‘
- . 3 L .ot .

- ) *number of staff to deal with .the ntmber of enrolled children, employed

£

a §uffiéient number of staf§ trained in early childhood education, and’

set a law enough ceiling’ on ‘the number of children in a classroom to
e >

~

& s - - s s s s . .
¥, o ensure lts effectiveness; quality in process, that the interaction of

S * -

- staff and\cnildren in classroom activities and staff and families in

outside activities mef high standards; and quality% outcomes, that

children showed significant cognitive gwin®across their time in the

program, that they received the required medical and dental care, that

a

. : - 4, . .
the social service needs families -were met, and that all parents \

]

become involved in the program

[

.

took significant responsibility for
g

.

e taelr cnildran's learning and developm

» -

. PFew of thsse guality indicators ?ﬂave universally accepted mea- ‘

¥
-

. , Sures. For exampls, we do not know haw many hours per day, da¥ys per - s
° ‘ wBek,, or weeks per year constitute a "sufficignt” lavel of service

provisign to ensure thé effectiveness of the program. The Westifghouse' )
. - *
study (1969)l wiicn focused on He2ad Start as a six- to eight-vaek sum-

mer Pprogtam suggested‘f;that this service level was insufficient to pro-

- . »

¢ ’ . L)

Q

1 wWestinghouse Lzarning Corporation, The Impact of Head Start, "an
» Evaluation of tne Effects of Head Start on Children's Cognitive and
N Affective Devg.‘ognenc," Mio University, June, 1969. f .

; I
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f e N X M
duce lasting.galns. we know from the Home Start Demonstration, Programz

that two years of contact yielded no ac}ditior{al ‘g,aiﬁ over one 'year.

s

But we do not Rnow how many -hours’Sf contact over how many dayss and

montns. are necessary- and sufficient to produce the desired results.

v amniarly, thera are no agreed-upon standards for 1nterper=onal

interactions in ‘the classroom of between staff and. pare(i”ts/ 'I‘he

‘,ca.

‘National. Day Care :c.udy3 includeqd /}zenswe observatzons of classroam

LA [

mteractlons and showed that sttain’ behavxors (e.3., a‘higher number

~ %

.

in classrooms with reat:er c nitive ams, ‘but the stud dld not
e g vl
vt

éttempe to define how mahy qr how few of these interactions were ke—

‘qu .

Juired for sunetant;.al gains. 'Ihere simply is not’ ap exact threshokd™
i

below which only minimal outcoxhes mll occur and "above which all desir-
. able outhnes occur .’

« Al

In fact, it is dlffleult to spec.lzy the preﬂlse “level of an out-

. come whlcn_ls "suff1c1ent:" Defmlng cegnitive gains t:o everyone's

4

tisfaction' may be impossidble; achieving consensus amdny most of the
involved -parties is @ serious problem. Head Start's Performance Stand-
F e

ards provide some ass1stance in dennmg levels of non-—coqmtlve pro-

<

‘gram outcomes. The St:andards state, for example, that 100 percent 5¢
~

'enrolleg—. c’nildren snould be.medicelly screened,. implying that "suffi-

..,? JCiency" 1= only achieved when every cfnld has been sereened\ wawer,
B N * ( “
B A

_'{?‘ Love, J.M., Nau\.a, M.J., Coelen, £.G., Hesdett K., and Ruopp, R.R.
r ~ National Home Start Evaluation: Final Report. Findings and Impllca—
4. ./ tions. dign/Scope Educational Research Fomgatlon and Abt Associ
.~ . .4 ates, ‘Inc., rf‘h, 1976.

[

3

~

&

Raogp, R., fTravers, J., Glantz, F., and Coelen, C. Final Report of
the National Day Care Study. Volume 1: Children at the Cencsr. bt
Associates, parch, 1979.- .

e -7 w]5 . ,

of social 1nteractxons among cn;ldre'x, less amless wandering) occurred

.

aw




because of the practical difficult in "achieving 100 percent, it
seems unduly harsh to penalize or call ""inadequate” a program which is
. . [4

‘ A

- < /
Since many researcners and program’ staff members have wrestled

only sligntly below t‘ne ideal. .-

wn:h defining usaole standards of quality, we do have some guldelmes
Y .
for our own definition. 1In terms of the guality of program st:ruc;ure,

,we know that Head Start has defmed appropnate staff/chlld ratios and I

-

group 51zes for enrollad C‘uldren. For the defmltlon(,of quality'llh
interactions, we can ;Jse the results of the ‘National Day Care Study“\
tnﬁt’ b:tcar mteract:lon;)are as;o:n:a'ted with our st.:ructural vanablea
of smalle; group élzes, hlgher staéz/thld r;tios. an\d more teachers

trained in early cnildhood eaucfattion, and infer the level of quality in

interpersonal interactions indifectly through these. measures. - To- de-

&

fine gquality in outcomes, we' can use measures of service delivery de-

fined® on the Program Infomation-*ﬁ'gport (PIR) and establish a satis-
2 . v R
factory level. of achievement in tnhe delivery of services to cnildren

and families. R
¢ {
For this study, tnen, adequate gJuality was defined by the

-~ ‘s
[

. following eight indicators:

1Y -

o Staff/child ratio: ekch program's staff/child raclo for
- enroliad 4-year-olds had to be 1:10 or above.

]

Group size: no group could exceed 20 enrolled children.

Teacher training in early' childhood educatioht of least one of.
the two paid staff in a classroom must have had the -equivalent

, of at least one 3-ivur course, in early ch:.ldhood edmatlon.
Medical scrgening: at least 80 zercent of the enrc!lled chil-
dren must nave been fully't's\_raened.

3

Dental screening: at least 80 percent of the enroMed childr;o
must have regelved a dental scraening. :

a

»




. . - hd

' t.; ) . T : 2 e. »
. o Immunizatjons: at least 89 nercent cf the enrolled cmldrenr

. mdst have recewed all 1mnun4;zatlons.x . .

& . y
. e aoclal semce nesds: at least 89 percent of families with
social service needs must have had those nesds satisfied to.the
best of.'the ablllty of the Head Start prograj (e.g., if Head
- . Start connected the™.family to the service, but the family was
¢ found to be‘ineligible, Head Start has. Stlll servad this family
to, the full.)™"’

9

e Parent involvement: at least 30 percent of families must have-

-nad at least’one parent participate in one voluntary Hdead Start
actwp.y durmg the year.

Be:ozre, admltting': g;am:ees into the sample, we checked to make scre
. they mat che seven of these ‘quality criteria that are °li§ted ‘on the
L;IR.g :Iiue ejgnth critericn, teacher training, is not repor‘t:‘ed""nation—
_ally, so all data had to" be'vollected on site. After reviewing avail-
v;able infcr;.'.\;tior'x,éye talked with regional office staff ,to ascertain
!tneir opinions of program gquality based on their persr}nai knowledge of

, the grantees." Each\g&nltee that met the_seven criteria scored fron the

.

"PIR and was judged a satisfactory program by regional staff was in~

‘cluded in the sample. To comple‘t,:e our review of quality, we gat’nere&
. - 3

precise data on site to recneck each of the eignt quality criteria as 2
- e ' \
ver1£1catlon that our samplz selection was aporopnate. . \ .

Sampla Descnm:lon ‘ ‘ ) "

.

Table 1 contains a desgription of the sampls which included nine

-’
grantees: two (Grantees A and B) operate their.own programs and have
at least one delegate; oné (Grantee C) operates none of its own Pro=-

4 hd ‘ . 1
grams, but delegates program authority to seven other agencies; 4ix

{Grantees D to I) Qperate only thelr own programs. All of the
gates of Grant363*A and B were v151ted only three of the delegatae of

Grantze .C were included. Where we discuss findings about’ "Jrantees"
tnen, we are.able to sumnarize data from a sample of nine. IWnen we
4

> T o
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i . Tablell . - - s
' & - s i . , .
Sample Descritption . ‘ . PR .
L4 ’ hd ’ = ’ N - -
‘ 4 ' : 7 M '\" ¢ !
4 . , Planned s " ' N . i
. . &\\\ Number of Number of Enroll - . . *_ ttome-Based
Proytam Reqion \ Deleyates ' _Centers ment *Area.  Augplces . Hrs/Day Daysywk: _ optloat
AI-'Uraucoo - { ,/ N 3. 36 l,9ﬂ)a Urban CAN T : . L
Al - Owis Prograb . % 32 1,674 « Urban CAA - 3.6 . 2-5 , HNo
A2 - Derlegate . 2 148 Urban CAA . A ., S ** No
Al - Delejate - \ 1 72 Urban Private 6 5 . Noy
A4 - pelejate - 1 ¢ 533 Urban  Private - ST 5 No
- Urantee | Vit 2 16 1,046' Mixed Private ‘
Bl - Owi Projgam - 9 nu; Mixed Private @ - 4+18.5 . . 4-5 , Yes
82 - Deleyate | \ 6 630, Urban School 6.5 2 o
B3 - Drlejate ", 1 150 Urban Schaol . 4l 4 No
C - Grautee . v 7 14 - 1,130 ftural CAA - - .
Cl - belegate 23 SOt Wwral School . 6 ) - No -
€2 - Delayate N ‘ 6 192 fural School 5.5 S ~  No -
€3 - Delegate 4 101 tural School 4-6 5 No
D . a 1 85 Urban/ Private 6 “os No
K v - 4 3 0 196 Mixed CAA 6 ) 5 No
F - Center-Based IV 3 ¥ 7 210 Mixed CAA 4 ) s Yeut'
¢ © vt .4 7 165, Rural CAA w I A No'
1l Vil ' -5 115 iurat’ CAA - .4 - .4 No
1. it ] 8 163 rfxea: CAA A ! 4 No
Bl - tlome-tdased R ' ' Job * .
F - tiome-Based, . - " 50 : "

o %215 cl;lldres.s in the delegate's program pald fces and were subsidized by Title
qldren, although the jranteec does count thew,

charts as,iead Start c¢h

b pranncd enrollment was at 12ast 51 lower than average daily enr

- .
. .

€ prannced enrollment was ak—least 51 higher: than averaje ‘dally enro
'/ . : » . * -

'
N .
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5
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. t ) .'. . a.
' mention the number’ of "sites" we visited, we are describing 17 loca-

\

- tions. . However, when we discuss the costs of running a "progr“am“ , we .

°

are concerned with a data sef of 15, 'since Grantee C did not run its

own program (and all of its co‘:c,ts were allocated to its delegates), but

h \ z .:
all otner "sites" had programs and kept their own books. _‘ (
& ]

These 17 sites represented a useful mix of the organizational and

’ +
prbgrammatic cnaracteristics' wnich follow: - .
o Region: Four .are from Region I; seven from Region IV; and six
from Region VII.

. . \

. . ¢ Numper ‘of canters: jmis‘ranges\ﬁhqxlrto 44 per program. -
o' Planned enrollment: . ‘\Ihis ranges from vs;:o 1903 at the\- ‘:
o grant&e level-and from S3 to 1,670 at tne program level (or,
vt ., -the level at whicn books were kept and our analyses wer .
VL *  conductgd) « . : . o -
o e Area: Seven programs 'are‘ in an urban area, four in mixed '

areas, ahd five in rural aras. -
- : ‘ ‘ * -
. . .
e Auspices: Seven programs, operate under the auspices of com-\ ®
: o - munity action agencies, five under school Systems, and four
. under private nop-profit agéncies.

0
'

3

) ¢ .

. ) Hours per day: Programs range from 3 to 10.5 hours of opera-
. tion per day. : e .- ’

»

7~ e "Days Per_week: Program operat:.ionavaries from two to five days.
H o ~n . . - 2
‘ ) P;ograté options: Two programs offer a home-basad option.
' o ‘ ‘ ) h Table 2 summarizes tne rasults froh on-site data gatﬁeringﬂ of
LR . ) ‘ . . . \
. information on programg performance. In. the columns opposite the .
! . P 4 ; :

: idéntifier for eacn 'g\rar'n:ee or delegate are

« ' Yrasings for eacn of the eignt variables/ 1In the bottom row of the

A

v -

e program performafice

) -, table are tne minimum” acceptable leyels/f performance.dafined for the
N ’) ' ! ‘_.__ ' . * )
. Study. © Nunbers wnich are underlined are those that ars below this
- . . , - .
minimum. Tne final colunn of tne table holds the 'total number of ‘

v .

indites “passed* by eacn program. " o
) . . g -

ERIC . . | C T

! . . .. s
s .

) . - ‘ . ¢ -
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. ¢ . . L N Table -2 |
, e Peoyram l\arform't'n‘_cc Indices . Yzl s |
.7 ‘ ] - ~ .
I < ¢ . s ’ "
. Suaff/ 1 Trained > . . 1 Soelal % Pacent

.'% Mild , Group " Clasuroom - $ #adical 1 bental 3 e Sarvice hwolve- -

Gpadtee mavlo — Slde . SWEE | Screenlly  Sceenln  alzed  teads Mot ment Total
M- oy w9 92 85 109 92 --- "
VI TY 1 I 95.2 o8 82 118 19 1he -8

»
A 139 7 18* . oo 492 61 2 T g 60 6

- A4 1385 \ 1 N 199 89 190° 104’ 7 S
81 e 20 '85.7, , *84 9 82 120 100 e\

L8200 195 )9 7.9 i 9) 75 st ° 15 T4

4 ) s - Y - - ’
X R FT 17 52.9 97 9) 9% 100 £ 7
1:40° 20 ag.? - 87 180 99 148 ¥ 50 6
2 139 18 68.2 99 90 104 . 92 81 .8’
¢ 1:10 N 50.0 8. 94 51 94 19 s
i 3:10 17 ‘sl.8 o8 ¢ 94 N6 ‘ 10y o 8
e\ 19 18 489 w® * 9 o® 1 g5 .
F 1:1¢ 15 i9.2 98 100 94 - m\\ " 61
G 1:8.5 v 3. 169 . 94 88 * 160 % AN
i 1:19 20 69.2 N6 189 98 98 .- 7
l V2 + W 89 89 100 © 95 o ‘8
Stamdard 2 s 8o 8o 81 sm A
] »” ¢ »

a A g ~ &

tivlerlintng Ywplies the prograun does not meet the sot standacd of quality on that lndlcaton\g

b qhese fljyores aro’c‘st.lmted; accucate data were not available. P -
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. . was définitely problematic, having met only four of our eight miningm ' o

. . . 7‘ i ) :‘ B , . -
4 . . - : .
o ’ Ja ' ~ N 4
: L. . e ST . .
3ix grograms met-all of the criteria for “ich data wers: available - -
2 :

(Al, A2, B1l, C2; D, I).  An additional seven achieved §-satisfactory
level on &ll but one of the indicators’, (A4, B3, <3, E; F, G, H), and
though one. should strive for perfection, still .appear, to be reasonable ' -

choices= for 't'ne:.sample. Vwo programs scored, slightly lower .in this

-Scheme (A3, _Cl).,' passing six of tne eight criteria. One p_r:ogr._am' (B2)

i . A ° ¢ B . . .

standards. ¢ . - . - ’ T

0"

Clearly the sites encompass a diverse set 'of programs offering.a N

good view of tne varied set of Head Start gra'ritees and delegate agen- | -

I3 .

. ) ., . ol : r
cies. Because of the vartiation in program performance, we had to pay ¢

- -

d LS

.

. . . PTE s
close attention to the ‘relationship of performance ani f].nancl.alz indi- s -

- - ’

- cators, recognizing the limitations ‘inherant in our chosan measures‘agnd '
o3 3 ; ' . :

small sample size. Most of the sampled programs’ are of satisfactory ’
. h Y

——— ¢

s . : PYTRY) . . I - s - . ! '
quality, but there is sufficient variatior that we gannot consider them
N - a . ! - . = - A \
‘a sin&e group and dismisg differences. s )
r3 S
Instruments ' A ' e .

- . -

iy : M . " e > - - M
Two kinds of instrumeats were required f5r tnls study:: formms to .
1 . ‘ .

describe key features of the fleadtStar? program and cataleg grantee.and
delegate ajency revenues and expenditures; and a discussion gdid‘é for’ L
. use with regional staff, directers and other wraﬁi staff. The -former

. . - ‘ ' A O
- nad to provide a standardized format for displayin’q ,cost&nc‘vdefme < \
: BN .. T s ’
questions about 'the program and its cost structure which wauld a'll-o%é '
e .

,» to determine tne economy, efficiency and leverzging ability%f the pro~
< . . N L Tt : .
gram. ‘fne stardardized cost format was patterrﬁr after similar mate- *
i - N A Lo . . -\
jials developed by WRI/REAP for use in day”care ‘centerss In its turn,” !

- ® :

w .

it

L)
!
.
o
N
)
.
L
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\ Al

tne discussion gdide *permitted us-to explore diresctors' priorities for-

e

+ . s . . 3 NP .
acpeTiithres and mg:hods'"for realizing cost efficiencies. - .

The cnief challenge in developing tie £41} cost insprument wad one .

5

of defini/tion of our four major variables. The operational definition *

PARRONTY o)

of grogran quality has already been dis&:;isseid; _ Te otner Key con-
N + [
structs structs were defined as follows: S
‘ & @ . * ‘,. ¢ ’ T
o e economy of a progyam’ is its anmyal “cos®per ehild in ACYF
dollars, total.Federal dollars, 'and.total revenus. Thouh the
primary facus of the study is on the ACYF déllar;7it is impor-
tant to have the. full perspective.on ‘costs Provzided - by, all
tnree measures. . . R
. B ’ - \

§ . Ty .
‘e effijciency of a program is indicgted:by its cost per® cnild )
rour 1n the classryn, “¢alculated’ using ACYF dollars, -tdtal¥
Federaly dollars or tbtal revenus as tne aumeratar and tre hours,
per year tnat chilften dre scheduled +to be “Efitolled 'in Head
Start as the denomina":. - - - ]

1, . e

The leveragin 'abil.ity of a prog'raz‘ﬁ/‘/«is inﬁex;ed'by‘ the pe'r-cem: p
of total revenue-that comprises ponFACYF -dqllars. .

-

)

-
L v oe

Tais notjon of efficiency is narrower than the ideal. That is, an

L s

. . ’ oL LY .
"efficient” program should be broadly defined’as one whigh denonstrat#‘

r. - -~ . .
cnild development program focusing on thes wholefchild and, his/her ‘€am
ily. It pgovide's assistance ip .the areas ‘of child cognit»ive’degelop— .
. LI 4 . . N , ’ < *
F °
and - family

. - . .’ » . { .
a low unit cost per service. Head Start, of course, is a.comp_rehe%sw>ﬁ

merdt, psycno-social development, nutrition, and hea}th,

. ) - : . B
social services and . parent irvolvemant. _The sarvice unlt -measured,

. ~

=L 0 : S ) N e T
Lherefdre, could include hane visit hours’, ‘ﬂealt:h/examlh'atlons, maals
' . i . T

served, socjal sérvice rizgds satisfied, and hours of parent involvement
as well as child contact l?urs in the classroof. '.Snfo_r:tunately, the
measurement of any._services- above and) beyond, child contact hours is

very problamatic.”- Head Start staff are not required tol kesp records-

v 1

wich~would provide most of these facts.' 'The "pAits’ .of these, 'services
I — - ’

! ;h - By Yao .
ar® not additivé; we do not xnow row to equ‘at;e/a unit of immunizations

v




X ‘ - . ) . ’ - -
—— b, . S .
with a wmit of parent involvement. So, we linmited ourselves to a-Proxy ;

- 4

for segvices daﬁ;’.neﬂ as planned thild classroom hours over the cgurse

/‘~
a _ ¢ s ) . -
of tne program year. - ' ? .
) " It snould be hoted  tnat tnese limitations on measuring units of
’ C v .
' service and “program performance do not flaw the study. They must ’
‘ simply be “kept in mind by policy maxers 'considax:iné\ actions based on .
“J % - -‘ \—'\:
. the results glleaned from the measures.
ALl instruments used in’ taé study appear in Appendix A. A .
, . . . ,‘ . f . ( . . ‘ - \
. . - 4 4 . " '
ey ) ‘ ‘ - 7. -
A . : v A
, , . 4 ‘ #
o d * v
K X . ‘ |
. 1]
L k RN -t ‘
d - - v . ’ ’ !\ ,
s ’ ‘ o, .
' * - ¢ ) »A
[y - L
¥ ' ..
' . N ; ,
- . lad - 3
- L4
. 4 . .
T e o . - - \ .
. & L g.} , .-
— 4 < . = " . ~ o - .,
: ’ ' - e e
> )N N . o
Y] ; R © ~
. - i A .
‘ . | ’ . .
" - y *, .
LY L.
>~ - -
R (4
- . » - 7
’ 4 .
Yoo, 4 . ‘ K/
- | i
’ ':'*;’1:' ¥ “ @ i
/ M
- ”
. - . . .ﬁ
- 4 ¢ - i -
P . :
—”

- T ~ .- — . .
. v ‘ ﬂ.




. 3 ? o L. .
o ) . .
- 1 A [
. 4 '
o' v * . - . . ;
" ‘ ' RESULTS ’ ‘
;- ‘The Study Ques.tions . o
. - o In this section we present our findings on each of the six study
v . / . ? : ’ T
~ - questions; and then discuss the potential use for such information in 4
- ¥

;' natiorial examination of Head Start grantee and delegate costs.\ Pleas;"

‘ " ote tl_'xronghou; Q presentation that: we are dealing .with only 16 pro-
.‘ grams, not tne un'ivgr,se of Head StaFt ‘gran:e_e's and de.leg.ates. “clm; pur-

. - poses are ¢o°c1escribe programs b‘a/ using fin:ancial 'indicators in con-

junction with performance data and to, recomnend .indicacors which- jed—'

eral staff can use in future examinations of program information.
N ‘ -

" 1. What aré thé total revenues of the grantees for Head Start pro-

. ‘ . . ) grams? e : ’

o,

. Figuf'é 1 shows theé ,distribut.ioipmof income- for the 16 programs we

" sampled. ' Tae f_ollo\;ing conclusions ai-e_éviderft from the data:

L2 ® AGYF was the primary source of revenue ‘for programs, supplying
: 51 to 84 percent of the monie§ for Head Start. . - i "’ek,

-

e In-kind contriputions (donated space, supglies, and services;
. volunteers; costs absorbed by another party, oftfh the grantee,
. ’ and not charged to Head Start) were the next major sourge of
, revenue, accounting \for 10 to 43 percent of t:o}:.a/]: revenue,
. ’ o " ~
' T e All programs’ received United’ States Department wf Agriculture
. (USDA) food moniest, which comprised 3 to 15 percent of revenue.

e Community Service Agency (CSA) monies helped pay for admini-

.. L e strative space, utilities and some servites in most programs,
' under Community Action AgenQy (CAA) auspices, accounting Jfor
0.3 to 4 percent of program revenue, o .

. - -~
. -
. . ’l/ P ‘ -
. . [ . P

* It should be noted that our definition of in-kind contributions is
_ not equivalent to "non-féderal share.” We included the valpe of ser-
. ~ vices supplied by the grantee and’ other agencies for the program ~
- ' witrput cnarge, and excluded any recordeq. donations whizh did not °
~rigorously megt Head Start guidelines, e.g., parent time in mestings,
- food and parent time«for..partieS#and graduations, time spent on pro-
e T grams £or Head Start graduates now in slementary school. i

7 » < - o L

- ‘\.) .7 <
A{ Q o S * ( 19 .24
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‘e. Comprehensive Employment and Traianing Act: (CE‘I‘A)

-

S
o

S 1 ,

funds were C

C)a Yy 3 of the 16 programs sampled —
£ rsvenue in*only one prégram. 0

used infrequently — by
- and were over one pet"em:

e. Other.cash income ftom pnvate groups or individuals was col-
“lected by only 7 of the 1§ programs,’ averagmg about $7,000 "
T those programs and supplymg one «to. nearly 7 perc®nt of to l

Levenue. . R

~ - -

[

~ These data and additional information sufaplied by the directors

o ;mlewed ‘suggest that Federal efforts to control USDA, CSA and CETA

. _.expenditutes.ate not expected to have a profound den*lltatmg effect on .

e

dead%tart in the short term. Fot these particular programs, CSA and

. » CETA" :ecucmons wﬂl have no mpaq:t: or will have a rslatively small

impact. In general, CSA funds are now expended by CAA gtante'es to pay

for rent or other administtative expenses of the Head Start ptogtam
|

under the CAA aegis. Head Start may Row be ~hatged for some of these

\

expenaes’\ “However , most C?sA:. have ptepated E3;"econom1zmg wthout CsA

x:undmg oy fmdmg addn:lonal mom.es J.o}: “their endeavors, and do not
}

the ~CSA reductiqns to nar:.n their ptogtams seriously.

furds, in thelr turn, were generally used to onng addltlonal aides

ax pect

into r.% program to assist teachers, the director, cooks, secretaties,

’ = ’ .

social workers, or bus drivers. These staff will be missed, but gen-

erally will mot be replaced. [owngraded funds in USDA!sbGuild Care

¢ Food Program, from. te:gmutsemenc for a maxlmum of five meals a day' to

> 3

three, mlql affect ‘few ptogtams since most serve only threa meals;

s reductions in the Milk Program may affect some p;ogtams as well.

Progtam contractions tnat may affect the’ orogtam over the longer

CETA -

a

v

<

term are those ‘projected in _Department of Education ptograms. School”

: ) .

systems ara often genetous suppliers of services to Head Start; t‘nny
14

’;nay‘i:e unable to afford’ com:mua...ton of tnese services 11’: their funding

. more . llmiued. ‘In, additipn, Cut».all".’.‘d funds in EPSDT sarvices may

R v

‘ Lo 27

21 L,
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. . ‘

influence d=ad Start ;.:Eogram budgets. We.were unable in this study to
- g

: capture nealcth expenditures fully, so cannot comment on the iﬁpact of

. o
cnanjas in this agency's screening program. ' ' : ‘
. * 2. To what degree are grantees leveraging resources from sources .
' other tnan Head Start (ACYF)? s

- -

Bacause ACYF requires that 20 percent of program costs be paid for
> <

¢ , by non-Federal monies, all grantees.and deleg;tes are involved in soli-

citing donations and in-kind contributions_. Most directors are .very

. successful in the;e endeavors, finding pmf’essional and paraprofes-

signal voluntaers \t:) supQely needad'services; ree or pazitially s:.zbsil

. dized space,-,agencies that will cover utility costs; f}'ee equii.'ment,

, food, and supplies; and sometimes sources for cash donations. Apoendix
. w Tables 3.1, 8.27and B.3 show tne value of in-kind goods and services .

¢

that sampled grograms leveraged. Figure 1 (page 20) "diagraas tne total : .

reve ch’ program and allor .a further examnat).on of leverajing

activities,

To answer this study guesction we. would like tp assass tna degrea

. td> whica programs use non-ACYF sources to-pay for their act1v1*1°s.

s ) A

Racognizing the limitations of the study — “that we were unable to

g;tner complete information on health -costs paid for by non-A~Y“ fun:ia

and were not able to substantiate all estimatas of the value of ot“xet . -

v A - .

serv1ces pald forqby such sourcas (e.g., suosidized life insurance for
staff) ‘e— tne following finding may b2 reported:
9 | e A range of 15 to 49 percent of total resources brought £o these .

. —programs caine from non-ACYF sources (mian, 30.4%).

+

-

In wany cases a significant amount of 1=v=ragmg is occurring, cer-"

tainly more than is repocted to ACYF under the currasnt systam.

e

-
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; .4 . ;
s ™o conclusions follow from these "results. Figst, Head Start

A d

» R . , .
.+ directors must be very invdlved witn the network of social service

agenci,gs and providers in their neighborhoods in order. to manage this
degrés ‘of leveraging. They desarve cemnendatlon for the1r fesource-
fulness. It mnt everi be useful to facilitate an exchange among

directors®of suggestions of sourc.s so that individuals can build the1r

» '

own’ fetwdrks further. For example, several programs we visitead were

-

very interested in ,a.leveraging activity repQrted by a grantse we
. visited early on. 'Ims director had plaéed a local judge on ‘-xer Board

The judge Xnew wnen Head Start needed volunteer labor and muld wat""z

e

° for an approgriate Person in his courtroom. Wien sush a person was

- \

> found gu1l y (generally of a drlvmg ofr.ense or other minor zcrime), the

Judge .»ould sugge:.t ‘an alternatlve sentence to jail, .g., bu1ld1ng

playgrouid equ1pment or: cubbles, nxmg plunbmg in a BHead Start*cen-

ter. i e R :

A =econc conclusion is that there may oe add1t10na1 sources for

.

revenua t‘1at dlrectors have not yet tapped. Cash dona..lons to most

programs, for example, are small in size. Head Start staff have not

s A

- seen tnernﬂselves as direct fund raisers. Most projrams .in our sample

h_ave n?t successfully approached private s:eurce's (e«g.., Fbusiness and’
'ihdustry) ' .and most directors were unenthusiastic about -the prospect.
! .SQme _directers repor‘ted tﬂhat community members hac; told them'that the

taxes paid for the program wer2 a sufficient’ contribution, or that Head

- .
Start was fortunate to be spared budget cuts, so it behooved potantial
@ o . ’. * . .
donators to take their money to programs under stress. Many d1rectors
.said tanere simply,@was fot Lenough s taff time to ;pe'md on thi: sort of
. . K
and=avor . ; ’Ihus, there may be untauoed eournes of revenue for J-L.ad
hdd N . . - :h ~
-~ & . ’
S 23 29 . g

-
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tart and Sollolt:atlon of md\\oould be encouraged, but caution is

. Wldlng expectations for the degree of its success.

3. How are programs sgending tnelr monies? What is the distribu~
tion of costs across rine 1tems in the—budget and ‘across <ro-
gram components? - o

.

¢

Figure 2 p‘résents a summary: of the cash expenditures for different

line items in the b et. Aall sampled programs were combined into one

°

bar chart Vhl"n shows the followmg re:ults-
1

. '\‘ o Total staff costs (salaries ard fringe beneflts) average about .

70 percent of total expenditures. Salaries dccount £ar about
60 percent (with a range across programs from 50 to 58 per-¢
.cent), and fringe benefits Trequirg another 10 percent of the
. budget (a range from 6 to.12 percent across programs). - °

e All other link items combined account for only about 30 percent
of the program budgets. , . . .

Figuwrs 3 summarizes tne breakdown "of cash and total expanditures

into eight functional areas., Tne first five (beginning ai: left of the

(3

chart) are the five program c,omponents known collectwely as_the

I'DJ.rect Se&lce Functions" of Head Start. Each of these areas was
. g
defined t:.o cover those services .described in Head Start's Performance

"Standards -(1975). The next three functions are the thfee "Support

.

. Functions", those areas encom,,essmg acgivities wnich must be Derformed

¢

in order for the projram to exi:..., out which only indirectly serve ;

cmldren or garents,, "Admnlstratlon" 1nclud=s exe"utlve diraction of

the program, planning, fund ralsmg, advert1smg, legal consultatlon,

4

accownting and bookneepmg, personnel -nanage:nent, purchas;ng and cen-

- tral office services‘ "Oocu,:ancy" eomprlses janitorial serv1ces, main-

tenans,e and repairs, secunty servres, bulldlng insuranf'e, rent and

. utilities. "'I‘ransportanon aubsunes both the traVel of -.‘nldren to

tne program and ,the travel of stafr viile on program bu.s;ness‘ Costs -

\

,  for handicapped’ services are ndt separatei, buts rather have been
. ~— e '
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Figure 2

_CASH COSTS FOR LINE ITEMS

-

OTHER SERVICES: 4%

- SUPPLIES: 4%

1 EQUIPMENT: 3% s
FOOD: 6% :

STAFF TRAVEL: {%

CHILD TRAVEL>\§%.
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A \v
divided amony these five fuattions.® Separation of such costs would

’ - ¢
nave made the data-gathering process [Loo time-consuming since few pro-

l
&

grams isolate \these .xpex1d1tu" ,;n tnelr accomtmg racords.

2 'I‘ne vertical bars on the chart represent the range of costs forq

eacn function. The mmlmum amount expended by a sampled program is
4

. ‘shown as tne base of the bar; the maxxmL_m as the top of the bar. Sym-

bpls,within the bar represent the mear cost across all 16 programs.

‘

«

. Those bars with horizontal lines show the range of cash costs; those . °

« . with v'ertzcal lmes show total cgsts (casn cos*‘ Plus in-kind contribu-

.

. . ‘.ions)

First, let us sumnarize the findings from thi$ figure on the cash
& .

" costs of the various funct;onal areas: ,
N
‘ o The moet expensive functional area is Education, reqmrmg an
average cash outlay of $631 per child per year.

® 'Ihe next h1ghest cash cost is Nutrition w1th a mean cost per . o -
child of $376. .

e Adninistrative costs rank third with an agnual .per child cost
of $354. . “;' :

.. All other funé:tj.on‘s have mean cash costs under$250.

L . -

From a financial point of view,. then, it wau(c\l seem that any sub-
. 8¢antial cost savings._must come from the areas -of-hig'nest costs -

E‘ducation, Nutrition and Administration. From a pragmatlc view, bovy . ®

ever, tnese areas might not be amenable to change. For example;, most: ’

"of the mst of the E’ducatlon component stems from st:aff salanes for .

- 4
one teacher and one pa1d a1de~in each classroom. No one would opt to

: feduce th° nunoer of pald staff from two: t:o ong, t.hough tnis may seem ’e .

the most obvious avenue f3r reducing Education costs. c’.at.*xer, even in \

this componem:, we must look fo‘: savirngs at the margm. It may be po:-

§ \ -sible, for example, "to reduce %e cost of the Education Coordinator by
5 o T

' ‘
. - o . R
. . . . 3(4 . \J * 2
. 4 >, . Iy
- B




-\
combining his/her job wich another coordmat:mg or admmlst:ratlve role.
" Cne migne wish '£0 ask about the nunber of hours Fucation st:aff work,

and looxk at: “this area for savmgs. And so on. Great: ‘care must be
. ;

3
* -

taken in making suggestions for change and in imprementing them. ""O.;ll'y ’

wien the exact circunst:ances of a part:lcular progran\ are taken 1&1:0' )

"

-account - .can- satlsfactory decisions be made about: alt:erations i

penditures. . Coote .

T - .

Next, let :b look at the cost:s of the combination of Direct Ser-

. .o . a

vices compared to. the Support: Service functions.’ From such ‘an anal- !

¢ »
°

ysis, we see the following: '« | e .

~

) Casn costs for Direct” Services average $1,486 per child or 65
percent of the average sbudget. -The range is £rom $784 to
$2,717 or from 49 to 75" percent of the budget y

.

Adnmlst:ratlve costs average $354 per child or 15 perf'enE ‘ot
- the Head Start budget. The range of costs is from $113 §o 3735
péu»cxgld. or from 7 to almos percent of the budge .
Other Support: Services (ch'upancy and Transoart:atlon) averag°
$448, rarging from $163 tp $752, or from 11 to almost 27 per-
cent of the Rudget. o, , .
One suggest:lon resulting £rom thlS breaakdown 1s that a comparlson

of tne percem:age of cash costsTexpnrrdeH for leé"t and Support Ser-

vices could yleld an indicator of the "reasonableness" of éoses. Soe-

<

cifically, the program that exoends only 49 percent of its resources .on

n

. Direct Services may be distributing resources mwisely. Tec‘nnical"
: = : .

o

assistance may be directed“toward analyzing the distributisn in order

’

to-discern .m?e,so mych money is spent dn the SUppOTt componants. -
/ ' Lt ‘ . -~ ‘ R ci's
oo N ‘ * o o}"
Te law regulét:mg Head St:art: stlpulat:es that ‘no more ehan 15 per"em:
of a gram:ee's budget. may *fund "adninistrative® actlivities, but it
defines none¥pf tnese activities. ,For this project-we constructed a
clear definition by which only 7 programs are in ;ompl\énce. Witnout
a Federal definition, fiowever, it is impossible to sfats defmltlvelv ;

- WO does or does not exceed the 15 perf*ent: limit,

[y
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- o Otner findings from Figure 3 are the following: . PR
. . . Non-cash in-kind contributions of, 51gn1ncant scale are_made
. chisfly in the areas of Occupa'xcy and administfation. For
¥ . exanple,  space is «denated by caurches, schools and housing
7 §rQJéCtS° Grantees ' other social serv1ce agenc1es donate
. dmlnlstratlve tune. L . :

. S e .

' . ‘Ihe relative pos:.tmns ok func..lons ramain falrly constant when‘
one considers cash and total gosts, with ge exception off .the
°* placament of costs for Oecupancy* ‘Bacauge of §1zeable space .
i . dorations, the total cost of Ocdupancy places. it se¢dnd ‘only to
- Fd\x:atlon, and ghead of botn Natrition and an&stzatl;on.

° ° N 5 ," .

-

w4 I‘o what degree at’ programs ef'onomlcal and effl*'xent in their )
use of resource=° .. o . ¥,

3 - ,

L3

#I‘able 3 summarizes tne annual ACY“ cost per s-nld (e"onomy) and .

toe A..YF ‘Gost per; child hour.of service (°ff1”;encY) for all 15 pro-
. L, ‘@ =3 . s 1
grams in the sample. - . : ., "

. o Tie range i eton:my is from $1;114 to $3 511 in the-center-
. . . GJo3sed programs, with a mean of '$2,110. “The two home-based

. . ®programs nad anrual per "thild costs of Sly156 (program Bl) and
N > §1,268 (prograin F), consuierably lower than' their center—based
. } coumterparts. . ' . $ ‘ .
. . ‘ )
n , / ¢ -‘Me.range in ethcmency is, from.51.16 per hogr to .$4.50 per T
ye /e mours among center<based. programs, with a mean of $2.66. The :
! - ' home-based JPrograms were less effiZient per hour of direct con-
. ’ tact with costs of $17.11 (Bl) and $5.73 (F)°, though it is dif-
/ -t . ficult to equate one bome-based ar)d one .center-ha contact | o
hour. N :
y . . 2 .

.
R - . -

. .- - . Thus, t.nef’e- was considerable variation id these two ‘fmportant indices
o = " o o FE . i
Lt © T of cost, even witnin the-small sample of this etudy. ) ‘ ’. / I a
) ' In add1t1on, economical programs were not neoes=anl'yE ef.z:r**:.entB o .
S o
. ang vice versa. The correlicion between program’ s rankings<#h these _
' ]

two measures was only .30 '(non-SJ.gm.fl"ant) Though some programs were

- . e ebove' the mahan on botn economy and eff1c1~enf~y (Cl, C2, \'3,’2, F),

2

otners were above tae medlan only on econo.ny (82, B.), -H) or only on

@ =

erf1c1e'\cy (A4, 31, D), and stidl. others were above the median om nei-,

D ' tner measure (Al, 22, 3, G, 1). . - '

*
o~
<
*
Y
L 3
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« Table 3

Program Economy ang Efficiency

7

' -] . , ' . -
Program . Annual Ranking of Hourly , Ranking of
Cost - Econo Cost Efficiency

$1.16 1
“1.54 3
3.10 10
1.78 4

3.18 11
2.51 8
3.70.

2.04 . %@
3.49 - 12.
1.91 5+~
3.67 . 14
3.49 <13

c1 - $1,114
c3 1,184
B2 . 1,249
c2 1,564
H 1,697
P, , 1,724
B3 1,865
E e 1,983
1 2,017
D 2,044
G .2,112
Al 2,653

3

°

— .
QW 00~ Oy bW
. ~

AN
— =
~ =

Bl 2,813 2.45 7
A2 3,096 - 4.60 :

- A3. 3,127 C 2.90

A 3,511 ‘ 1.40
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£
S. Wnat are.the levels of staff salaries in ot mparlson with sala-
ries of othar lbcal staif working witn children? .
7 »
« Because staff :.alar1es ard saf'h a significant part of the budget,

>

ot ) we need’ to examine them f?r "reasonableness” -First, how do they-com-

Pare with .other local ‘salaries for people working with children?

‘Figure 4 presents t.hese comparisons. o : J

. o Schools pay teacners hlgher annual salarles than day care, cen-
. -ters which pay higher salaries than Head Start. This is

. . largely because Head Start has a shorter workmg day and year
of operation. Head Start pays somewhat nigher “hourly wages :
than day care; bot;n arﬂ“constramed by winimun wag o

"‘

gbst Head Start staff receive ralatively low annual salaries and
e / © < -

diractors wisinot to reduce these salaries. Some directors even told '

’
e . .

us tnat if tney raduced hours the staff worked per day, they would not
also reduce salaries. }Because salaries are’such a large part of pro-\.-.
gram budgets, it may seem ‘as though greater economy eould» be achievad
through tm.s line item. That alfnp.ry may not b2 the case.

ot " 6. How are grantees reallzmg economies? How do they ewpe"t to Jdo
. S0 in tne ruture"

.
Al x

.Table 4 summarizes <¢he- actions" that dlrec:tors sam tney would’

4 ’

serlously con51d°r in resoonse to budget pressures. ’ollomng the name

“of the optlon, we .present the! number of directors (out.of: 17 inter-
ot - \
viewed) who said this option would be one of? the first three they would

. try. The option tnat was mentiosned most often is "Serving fewer chil-

‘ dren." It is not that directors wish to Serve a smaller number, but

3

rather that tney think this 1s the only way to save a substantla}
M . amdunt of money. In fact, t."u.s action has already been taken m some’

programs. Just within our sample, five programs Were serving at Jeast

’

five grcent fewer cnildran than tne nu-nber planned in their ACYF

-

grant. 'Ih\. tr1t1ca1 mp{lcatlon of tm.s high rankmg of the optlon is
.. )

- \ -
T . . i
u 2. V . t B . . ¢
. . . , .
st ,
. . .
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N Actiomns Dlrecr.ors Would Seriously “{er\\ - ooz
a8 in Response to Budget Pressur: /
e -
‘ N N A k‘ ' ¢ ‘-‘ - r
= . . : Is It ' {
: . ) ‘ ) . .- . °Ranked . :
-Name of Option > Y : Highly? ° : -
1 \ B . . ' ,,: ) F
Al Serving fewer children. ‘ . . - 9 -
I 8. Giving o raises. R ' ' 7
L. Cuttlng back on number of. weeks per year of program
. . operacion., .o . S+
D. —Reducln; the number of days per wesk each child attends. 5 ?
E. PReducing r.he number: of nour= per day the child attends. - 4 .:‘
F. Increasing telzance an donations (space, suppl1es, trans- D
portation) . ) ' o 3
° G. Finding addxtxonal’{ncome from federal, state and local ' . ) .
sources. , “- : s 3 "
H.* Moving more ~h1ldren fE‘? center-based to a hdme-based : \
: option.’ A I . . 3
' I. Changing transportation plans. ° . S RS
J. Ganging facilities or postponiny renovations.” ~ .3 T N
& , ‘ K. Reducing central staff or consolidating coordinators.” 3 e
. Y+ L. Cycting number of hours of daily oparation, « 2 . o
M. . Reducing fringe benefits. . . 2
. h - v «‘ ¢ .
N. Increaging class size. e , : 1
* o Replacing emﬁloyeg§§witn consultants. - . 1 N
. : - . O
© 7t . '

T ¥ .
. - .
e . - . -
’ . , . k¢
. .
‘e - g
» - > -
'

AN Foo -
S *  These quastions were asked of only 10 Jirectors. - ay
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‘tnat if policy makegs wish to avgid'red.u,ang tha nunber of children,

taey must clearly say 'so. If “directors %re- given the discretion of

¢

- ) choosing  the “way they will reduce costs, they may *well select this
optlon witlhout a National OffIC° warning to the contrary. .

- . ‘Option 8, "G1vmg no ra1ses," is stralghtforward. I5 there is no

<
3

o p monay for cost-of-hvmg increases, the directors will not take money

. M |
-~ - . Erom other line items for tnis purpose. . '

ch‘

Optior‘.s C, D, E and L are all kays of reduc rg services, ard are

. . : trade-ozfs £o reducmg the number of ﬁmldren served. Some may be

»

T, ' acceptabl= to Head Start; some ‘may nét. Once again, policy could be

°

~ set, about’ the level of service that snould be- :upplled by’ Head Start
pzfograms beﬂause dlrectors may opt to redu.e services m ways wmch as

una.,ceptable to staff ‘in the rational office, -if they are glven free
A . Y
. ' cnolce and. t'.nmk they can do” nothing else.

. . Opj:gons F and G involve. donations. Directors in our Sample were
oA >

.l not sangume about increasing reliance on donat1ons of spa"e, supplles
S /

-

ments on sol1,1atmg donations'* were | "Volmtpers can never replace

- staﬁf " "You can‘t depend on volunteers ‘for nunbars .or quality," and

be ot . B

.
“ ¥

) - -"parents are d_ifficul't to get because -tney ara mrkingt -
) - 'Ib aFdirect Question..about the potential of obtaining increased
. 7 donations in tne future — of increasihg laveraging activities -- five’

d1rec&rs said i:here s;as a potential .for loss of donations; eight said

o0 . -, donatlbns could be maintained at tae same level but not increased, and
e T . . ° ‘ o P
S i 'four said tnere was sane . pote,nti-al for. increase) - Unfortunately, each

-

~»

toos ‘ or. .these latter four were. nealtant about tneir reply, statmg that "if

_

o . " or- transportatlon or on findingy additional income sources. -(Not one

dlrector ranxed ring :.easing relian'-e on volunteer staff .) Frequent com-f

j—
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-

oy

the county economy continues to improve'as in tne last five vears, Head
Start ma may get some donatlon; " "We may man&ge more cash through Founda—-

tions," and "We may do some joint work witn two day cara centers and

Montessori.” . Since dlrectors have not actively souwght increased dona-

tions from the private sector, it is difficult to gauge the objective

propability of success. 'But itg is clear that glirector% are pessimis-
tic. 7 . .

Ootion H, increasaed use of tne home-based option, was selected by
tnree directors,.with caveats. No one can operate a2 home-based program

without a center-based program for children o come to periodically,

So, expansion of the home-based option has a 1limit. In addition, most

directors thought that the home-based option‘was appropriate only for a-

certain szlect group of chj,ldfen — for 3-year-6,lds as an imgest:.nent in
the family hefore tne éhilc} comes 2 the center-based program, for
cnildréd so paysically i;olated at the program cannet afford trans=
portation, stc. Diractors 'dia no%. think that tnié option could de-
craase costs sgbsr.antiaily. ‘ . ‘

Similérly',‘ijp;ions I, 3, and 1 could only reali..z‘e smnall savinés.
Most directors said that they had already explored ways to reduc=
ttansnortat:lon, occupancy and fringe benefit charges, and that they had
made these areas as economical and efficient as possfbla The level of
ftmge oeneflts offered staff is not .very high now, and :id.zc;.mn
simPl? did not: seem fnasmle. ‘ L ) )

option K, "Reducing central st:aff or cohsolidating coordinators,
was only ment;loned by three dlrectors:, but thisg sma]/.l nunber is more
lixely the)iult of the fact that we "did not ask , directly; about this

option. ‘Zacn‘of the three directors who mentioned it brought it up

. , %/

e




°

spontaneously wnen askad if there were sther ways to'chamnge stafffing,
: +
5 - arranganents and save mo1ey. Such restructurmg may be 2 suuggestlon

'Q and possnnllcy for otner orogram; as well.

. It is mterest:mg that only one director ranknd Option N, "In-

creasing class size.* When we looked at the class size within the sam-

N

Pled programs, we found generally that attendance on a given day was
well below the /20 4hildren limit racommended by Bead Start, In fact:,.

‘if a policy wa ado.pted'of encouraging 18 at?.ending children in each

-
,

classroom (and allowing overenrollment so that 13 would attend most

days), sampled programs could serve an additional 865 children, an 18 Py

-~ @ L B

percerit increase over planned enrollment. Cartainly tnefe are limie »

IS

N set by space, transportatlon needs and state regulations, but "hanging

°- *  Head Start pollcy to encourage overenrollment and considering increased
3
class size may assist in achieving the goal of increasing the enroll-

ment nationally v;*itnout (at least substantially) Encreasing costs.,
o @ Three items asked of directors w;re éxclu-ded from the tablé be-
'ééuse none endorsed thgm: daﬂreasmg the staif/cnild ratio; hiring
© staéf for fewer nours per day; and recrtntmg more volunteers. Direct-
ors felt strongly t-_nat eacn was maaoroprlate, that tney were at thelr
- ’ limit niow.

A Process for Review of-Costs -’

o

Te faur criteria of program performance, econony, efficiency, and

Recall that we cnose eight performan\.e indlcators»fo’r tlus progectr

many jore may be defined in a tnorough exammatl.'n oF qUaI’J.ty in a pro-

*©

gram’s structural arrangements, intsractions among staff and cmldren,

~ ¢ ° . > .

and outcomes for cnildren and families. In addition, we chose only one

woem e e . , o - o

.0 ‘4 ' . leveragying, have proved e:pec1ally useful in this repartmg of pesults. o
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principal indi'cator for eacn of the other ~r1t°r*a. . For aconomy, we
used annual ACYF wost per child; for effrlen.._ﬂy‘,t ACYF cost per child
and for leveragmg ability, percent of r.ot:al revenue

\ »
Certaml_y in the area of efficiency, many other

hour of service;
from non-ACYF sources.

o 1nd1ces of units of Sefvice could be emmployed.

'I‘aking all four criteria togetﬁer, we can begin to* construct valu-

able plct:ures 0f Head Start programs.

2

_Table 5 and Figure 5 demonstrate

¢

Table S sumnarlzes data on the 1% sampled programs for

tne four ‘key variables.

the' process.
" For econony, efficiency and leveragmg ;t
. Shows the value a551gned each program and a rating of that value desig-

nating 1t 4s very low (VL) , low (L), medium (M), hlgh, (3) , or very h1gh

"Vev'y high"

nighly economical (spendmg relatwely 11t’cle money annually'per

(VH) in comparison ts other s?led programs 1mpl1es

cnild), highly efficient (cost:mg relatively, llttle for each hour of

. serv1ce) or mgn leveragmg (usmg a relar.lvely large amount of non-
" ACYF monies to pay for the progran;) Program perfomance is indexad by

numper Spmems scored at or above a "sansractor " threshold level.
Y

A .

4 *

. Figure 5 organizes thesa ‘data into a chart dividing the sa:nple

into significant jroups. The steps taken to arrive at these groups are

. as follows: ., <y i

(1) All ‘pro.grams Qere 11sted f1rst: in order of. annual cést per,

child (ecgnomy) » then by cost per child hour of service “(effi- .

ciency) and percent of non-aCYF revenue (leveragmg) a
/(é) The pomts at whicn major breaks occurred in the d1str1bu¥;mons
. were determined and groups of programs were rated low, medium

’ or high-on each variable. If an outlier appeared oh the end

of a d1str1but1on, 1: was f-alled "very low" or "very hign." .
(3) A score was’ t:nen attached to the categorzes by assignm:; ny
" to "very low" "2" to "low", "3" to "medium”, "4" to “hign?,
and* "5" to "very hign,", .Two- sums of scores'were then calci-
1ated for each progra.n. In tna first case, the scores fgr

. -
- . \

N

A




- Table S -

. /
Major Cost and Performance Measures

aQ

ACYP Qost' ~ ACYF Cost Per  ~ - % Non-ACYR _ - Progran Per-
Grantee Per Child- Rabing Child Houf  Rating Revenue Rating- formance Index

$2,653 L $3.49' L . L
' 5,0% . +4.60 VL M
3,127 « k. 2.9 L . L
3,911 1.40 i . . M
. I

M

N
-3

—!

T2,815 . 2.45 - M
1,249 4.10

1,305 . '
1,114
1,564
1,184
2,0H
1,933
1,724
2,112
1, 651
2,017
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s Key to.Ratiags: VL ='Very Large; 4 = Loii; M = Medium;- II'= High; Vil = Very lligh.
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| flgure 5 _' . ‘
'm’ ) [
Dlvn.smn of i’rcg“ams by Cost and ‘-De o:mance Indicators

’

»
- “e

a a > a _* Program
Grantee Economy Efficiency Leveraging~ Performance

~

L -

w0

L
L
VB

- =

o

]

¢ /0
- rgm o
R .

Group
III:-
least
Uséful to
Examine .

[
S

|
The ratings: for Economy, Ef ”‘flc‘z.enéiz and I everaglng are as fQ_lows
VL = Ver'y low; L = Low; M = Medium; b = High; VH ‘Very High.

'bbmgraﬁn Performance is a sum of 8 1nci:.:es, egach of which is scored
as "passed at.a satis J.e.ctor'y level” (1, point) or failed (0 points).
: ‘ i) A -

<




r * + .

each variable were weightad equally. In the second, effi- C Y
ciency was given twice the weignt of the others because econ-
any and léveraging were significantly correlated. (Other
weighting schemes are certainly possible.)

«
Y

(4) Figure S was prepared as a listing of programs by their total
scores from lowast to highest, and adding the projram perform-
ance index. ‘Lines wera drawn to separate programs into groups
of differing degrees of potential interest. ‘

- & Figure S, Grogp I has been labeled "most Useful to.Examine.” .
o @ . v .
It contains those three programs which,. relative to the rest of the

-

sample, might benefit the most from a close examination of costs. A3

@

may also have quality issues to be explored. Group II comprises se;'en.
programs tnat scored "low" on one (and in one'case two) cost variables. . .

The programs nere "May Be Examined" when thers is time as they are no::
) o &
, opérating optimally in a financial sénse, but they have fewar .p?tenti?i
problem areas than Group I. One program (82) clearly invit:e\es saruti’v:y ‘ ' )
'as it passed only four of the eight program éerfo;rnaace .i’r‘xdices'-. C?r:oup & Q .
III has the programs "'beast Useful to. Examine" as‘ all scc:ored."\n;e‘éict.lm"° ‘ B 1
N . .

or better on each cost variable. Though program performance 1ssues‘:nay L8
’ s v - ’ .

sServe as an invitation for assessment, these programs look like effe~ SN
e ) . X
“tive mana:_;;rs of cost. It should, of course, be noted that all ratings :

>

of cost v_ariableé are reldtive to other programs:in the sample. If all- '

> ° N -2
Head Start programs were rated, these sample programs might fall into. . .-

LN .

different g@roups. O . ¢ .
It is par'ticuiarly ir‘xteres\‘ting to .not? mﬁat"pérfoﬁnmce ané cost E \

wera not r'élated in this sample. The prograns\with no'pérfor';nénce_,' ‘ .

problems (as we defined tl:igm) appeared \'in,afll three groups; prc»:,u'ams~ s

with pat:ential‘qila.lity problems wer2 members of each group. This ! N

implies that high cost' is not a necessary conditign for high quality, . .

.

.
k4

but does nbt Suggest that additional funds should not e needed to © 4
: ugg 3 & «

L3 N .
. ' . N . s
. .,




°

improve performance in a particular program. Quality and.cost_igsues

Jboth fmay need ‘examination; it iS Useful to'know they do not netessarily

drive|one another. ~ . ) oo~ K

. Such a classification of programs is a first step in the examina-

tion of costs:/ These indices £ill t:he role of diagnostic t:ools, iden-
tifying programs where further assessment is warran‘.od. This thorough
assessment, then, could be in the form of a full-scale examination of
costs tnrough the use of detailed questions about]: progran deSJ.gn and
personnel and operatm; *costs, like those used in the presﬂnt study. -

Cneo conclusion to be drawn from our preliminary investigations of

-
. . . °

cost and performance is thate such a process could be adopted for all
Head Start grantees and delzgates. AGYF currenu.ly has most of the
tools ‘to 1sola1:elthose progréms neé:}mg T&TA to 1ncr=ase th=1r edonomy, ‘
eﬁﬁm:.ency, and leveraging ability. & J:flucally, gnee t."xe,.annual‘cost

'per child, atl'_xe cost: per child hour,/and, if possible, the non-ACYF

t '- . < . ' N £
. Share of total »revenue afe known from the PIR and grants accounting

o} ~

| .‘.orms, ACYE‘ stafr. can target ecnm assistance ,to "tinse programs

mat =how proble'natlc costs’ onfong of all of these'crit'eri’a. Such
:eyhm.cal assistance coul'd'be ry detailed for those progrdms found to

be Most Useful to Eacamme and &n@mat —;ore- constramed for those found™

& oe "low" on onlyoone crlterlon. All t'echmcal assitance 'nust, of

cocmse , conSJ.S'c of a process of negotlatlon with the grantee to ensur°

the greatest \economy, efficiency and leveraging within a context of’ -
. ’ - . -
satisfactory program grformance.
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e is final section we present two recommendations Erom ‘the -

study and discuss the process by which each recommendation could, if ’
- . L9 ~

acceptad, be put into'effect by ACYF. * . :

1. We recommend that ACYF extend its policy guidance to grantees
in tae pProcess of leveraging resources Lrom non—ACYF sourcas.

L -

Tha current policy describing requirements ¥or non-Federal shars

s

- - ‘ b

could be_.clarified in sevéral ways:

rancees could b2 told o (among tneir stafx.) should do addi-
lonal soliciting of funds and service; to whom suéh requests
ould be directad; now miisg.time should be allocated for such.
ctivities; and how mucn y or how high an 1mputed value
“sucn _;ctiw.ti.ee ars' expected togenerate.

: LN
¢ Tne current maxim ’tha¥ ACYF monies should be the dollars of
e last gesort could be explained in mors tnorough detatl so that
. grantees are aware of as many potential opbortunities for non-
ACYF funding as possibla. .

‘

~ percent non-Federal share 5f costs, but;t that ACYF ‘enceuragss
as large a non-Federal share as possible .

R e o penalty should acsrue to a grantee wita an extensive non-.
Federal snare.. That is, it is recommended that ACYF rot cut
the si%ze of its grant because a grantee is able to leverage «
otaer resodrces. In fact, the agency might consider a reward
or incen..ive for sucn penavior.

- .

.

Because tnis, recomendat_ion" mer2ly extends- a policy already in

effact at’ ACYF, tng prcposed extension could probably 2e, introduced

. .

fully ac a national ‘Head Start meer.mg . =‘ollowmg a’thoroug‘x discus-

sion of the reaSons for the policy clarification,,th.. extension 1tself,

_and the advantagcs of encouraging l=veraging, grantees gould engage m_

an excnangeer examples of suCcess‘ul ac tiv'itiee they have amployed.

A}
2. We recompend that ACY" revia’ grantee costs on a <ase by cage
pasis u’ ing tae critsria of 2cotomy, efsficiency, and leverag-

ing, and then provids the necessary tecanical assistance to -
programs tnac ar2 spending agove stated- lsvels, )
‘% 4

i »73.'.
LS B . - o \._.-..

)‘\ -

» .erant..-s should understand that the requirement is for a 20 -

ot
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s Bafore such a process could begin i'1 ear'xe;z/o‘xe part.’xf'ular pol- \(

‘icy Juestion needs t:o-,be addressed. W many hours 33 sen/1<:= are
d . ) -

deemad neces sary and sufficient to "Olbtl ute a program as tead atarp"
-t Plrst, is there a minimum number of hdurs p=r day, days per week, -

or’ 'days per year for a program? A decision* was made fairly early. in
" N -
the 1970's that a s;x- to eignt-waek summer session . (30 to 40 dAys) was

insufficienc. we found "full-yaar" programs that o:f red only 62 days

éer year.- Is the critical amunt of tlme desired any nmnber over 40 u
[

. ;.

days or -is 1t perhaps l:).) days’ Until a mmmum is -set, regmnal tﬁj
' L)

clent

will Emd it difficult to suggest that those sconomical but mefrx

prograns witn few serv1"e hours _per ¢hild s“lould increase servidis.

N “« ¢ : ® ’ 2"’
They need gu1danc... - . o

-
. . P

Second, J.s tnere’ a maximlm nua\ber o: nouts beyond which H.aﬁ Start °

a - .

. g&beId th'hdr/aw suppqrt Erqm a program’* Haad atarb is not off1c1ally

i tﬁe bﬂsmess of'criild’ car= for woqnng garants or prondmg a serz

N q 2 ‘,,r .
- che.zfor.,l:) r" n‘fore houg a. daya Y.g; som= c.-lead Start programs (ot
. “ 8o &
tnose ]udg%d ndn onb-ucaé. bu‘. @Q\nly °Efa."1ant) do offer these ser-
R { e e, o 8 v

vicas, usdally,besause. t:né1r .cl.lan'ﬁ‘ﬁle c:mtag.qs'a high proporuon of

. -

P a

+ working -pareats wao necd _suen l’ong a;murw:y of&%re. A polif'y‘d'-"'i'sion

:-¢~

about n r of nours, c"ompam.ed. by spgge:txpns about al'Eornatlve

- ? L.

ol

e

L

. fundmg urcesfor, those hpurs in exf‘&s of <Bead Start's, would nelp.

. £ llowing tm.s decxsmn, ACYF could’ ‘oegm Egne orocess of °valu- .

&

anirrg gtantee costs and isolat:iﬁ those grantegs m neod of te"bmf'al"’

. L\- " .
assisfance. . . ¢ R .
v -l ~
. »
. 4 . - L. ¢ g
- A . f—— A ’ ’
. ’ \ L DR . . \
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e

‘%s pcoce=s wauld\begm wn'.n establisnmg a national functional unit cost-

ing system for \rLad St:art. Such a system would a551gn costs to func-
\

". "/ tional areas.—uniformly ac:oss programs and would include clear defini-

AR 4

- tions of wnits qf service. It would serve as the me harusn for collec-

‘ r “ting cost data and _ transferring it to regional offeices or to the

’ ‘ \bitional Office for analys‘l's. Caroful management of these data, that

-

- is, sensn:ive analysis of tne r;elatlonsmp of the nunbers to indices of

o- \

orogram performan-e, Eould allow r=gxona1 or Federal staff t:o develop.

Q tandagds for judging the *eaSonablcness of coss.

<

A revised costing’ system. A second fom of 1e proce*s would be,

tq revise currem: Head Start, report:mg fcnns 'So that staff could use
m )

°'tnem to gather’gpstf and service’ mem;ation for eidaluation. At a

minium, this might include changmg questions on

v

, ™ tion package and on the quarterly or year-end éxpenditure reports. The

‘/\ o . Revise the budget lin n:ems so that adequa e
made of :un"tlonal costs P

t
St N

'Grantees.new use four to 19 line ritems in ppoposing thejr cost

'strjictute, " This set could be s:'( ¢d" to provide egioLal and Fedetal
) _ ) _ _, A

d ,;.support: service

[

f ctioq&} costs. .
,.\ T o Include smp e stralgnt: rward qUestions about program ser-
) vices. .
4 'Ihe Program Inform tion Report (PIR) currently prowdes informa-

»

T -

-

A C- - - j
N, information so that decision fakers would have a complete set of data

e
’

N ¢ -

A new nat:lonal functipnal unit costing.system. ‘ne form of l.hls‘

useful estimates would be|thos¢ appearing on the same form as the cost

P

L

FEEES
3

e} A
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. . e
: Y

before them at the time they need to decide about the reasonableness of

costs. ! '
° “&‘ - ' .

"e  Gather cost and service informatjon for a year usind these new
questions and set policy as to “reasonable" costs fo grantees
witn diffecent levels of enrollment in-urban, rural, -or mixed

- areas, with home-based or only center-based programs..

The .process of setting standards or simply maxima for costs in

(.

diffarent categ?ries must be carefully carried, through. Grantees need

to be economical and efficient in their use of resources and léverage

as much additional revenue as pdssible, but they must also deliver high

quality comprenensive services. Any ‘s.tandar'ds or maximum acceptable

N \ Y
Costs must take account of differing grantee circumstances with respect
8 - 3 X C
to the availability of free or low-cost .services. -
. A ) . ), ) “\
} Though tnese revisions can be suggested as straightférward and

simple processes, tney will involve considerable time and require ¢lear

decisions from many interesged parties. Decision makers at all levels

. of oversignt oﬁ,‘the Head Start program ;»:uld have to decide theé ,set of

‘costs that is important to collact — what functions of the program

should be defined and costed -— as well as the units of servica by

wnich functional costs smould be divided. 2ven after a y‘ear .of collec~
« ting: data on the revised fomst&ifficul& aision’s rg\ain to be made
about standards for acceptable costs and. the direction of assistance to

sites for meeting ‘those stargards. ' . . ) . .

L4

-In addition, of course,. any revisions"to‘existing reporting forn$
\ ’ ¢ . i .
(let alone the creation of new forms) mus® receive tne approval of OMB.

The submission and approval process is suffiiently lohg that an esti-
° - . - . PR K
matj of twp years is not unreasonable before a new. systam.could be

! - © A

axpedtdd; to deliver tne full set, of cost information desired. ,

- .

-4 v . s C.

PS)
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An_inicial diagnostit system. ahe third uggaatlon of a process

£

&

. waicn could oe mat'tu‘.ed begins w1tn tde onems= ‘.hat: information is '

Ry -

. needed soon’ on costs. Toagh it would L':ai most uaqful td> have complets

Y . ( ' . - T j g - y . ' "

. Sost data on all grantees, it would be Helpful to have early diagnostic

_data ‘v"nf'h could “isolate tnc:e grantees w“i’lC’l nignt mneflt frorn ¢closar

o ; v o
\ scrutmy. Following diagnosis, a proe=dure of v1s1t1ng grantees and - o

' qexamining books witn carz could be .nst:..uted ‘\
[ IR
Tne collection of diagnostic information could be gone through the

use of program performanca and "OSt\instru'neat’ lJ.Fmg tha: #IR,
. s
§A»/I, the gram: aophcaclon, and a.wpplannn..al grants. \ From the PIR

-

or SAVI, r°g1onal ;taff cquld extrac * per formance” 1nd1\. tors and the

Lore :
nunber of nours of *ontact: per. year with ~h1ldren in cla srooms (this .
» L
nunbe’r vy need to be che ked with the program over th% telephon=),
. ’ ’

from taz fmanual information, staff could s,pn\.:.fy the number of ..ml-
‘: ‘ dren planned for anrollinent and the total amoum: of ;h., ACYF grent,

From tnese/data staff could repeat the 2ffarts of the present project

in calculating a program performance - index .and tne aco nd eff’-

. © ciency of all program:, ‘constructing a rankmg of pro/naf:‘,:j sele:t—
. - R C,

e . ing riose ia the le:s econonical, -fass. affl"rent group (and tnosn with

)

perfonnip,e pzoble:ns) for visits or an in-depth study.

,Such a proc $s would be advantigeous in t}ne speed with wnich alag- ‘ - \
. . oses could b2 made and would point staff toat"xe prime candidates’ fcr

o furtaer evai‘uanon. dut it doss not supply ﬁacrunen ts for follow-up; :
Y 3 ' Ny 7 ‘
RN staff would nave to de;nse their own methdds pf assgssing total costs l""A /1

and leveragmg ablli‘.y, and ¢ ‘recasting. ac:cmta 1nto a standardized

1 - v

\/_\/E;a:neworx uncll som2 set of new forms could be cleared .through OMB,

s
-
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1 L]
I"xia idea of swi'ft diagnosis 1=ad1ng t:o detailed, folloy-up

directly with tnn grantee or delegate is pan:lcularly pleas in that
a2l

e’ progran is 1nvolved in tne orocess eérly on. R....ogﬁ’ﬁmg ﬁat eacn

grantee differs from every other one in t:he spec1f1c ppogram it offers,

it is critical tnat any examination of cost's-be prepared tg respond to

e

such unigueness, thdt tne process. ~contain a dzalogue between program
‘and reg:.onal staff. Each suggestmn about rev:.smns “in progra:p and

cost structure must be rev:.ewed oy all concerned part:.es. ‘Twough pres-

& Es
sure can e a@l:.ed for ~nange, the hest outcome of review is change

Pl »

embraced by all partie?i ‘ P . . ' \

E,\len‘tua}l‘y t_hel process of diangosi§ and in-zdeptn review will have
all necessary . msrunents. “With care:ul use' 1: can resul't in better ‘
fiscal managemen*' of Head St:art, and per"zaps 'm é’ervmg nore cmldran s
for the same cos‘. or _improving tho program perfomance For\ t:hose chil-

dren being served .
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INTERVIEWS :
' .

.

' Géneral Instruétions

et

* “ . 1‘ . .v’ -

. Please*‘note t\‘g eack page of these instructions is numbered and coded

] h

with the letters A, B, C and[or D. Pagesgﬁgded : .o

~ .

. A are approﬁmatg for grantees wh:.ch operate their ovn’ program and

- h,ave delegates, o ’ .

N
»
.

, B, for grantees which do not ,operate their own program, but work
’  solely through delegates . ‘

)

.« C .for grantees'with the:.r own program, but no delegates; and

o 7 [N

A

D for delegate agepc:.es. . " c o

.
L o

- - %

‘Please be sure you have theaappropnate forms for the k:.nd of agency you will

be visiting. .
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~ ' Directdr's Interview ¥
e’ - ) ’ '
Grantee Name: _ ) - - - Respondent: .
. v J
‘Delegate Name: A . Title: .
g\”_ . v Y . )
Address: Phone: “( )
. ) : T : Interviewer: -
: it . -
hES . .
2 Date: ) .
¢ - oy > -

- 5

-
-
[

As“you'know, we aré collecting a considerable amount”of data about the current .
‘ structure and operations of Head Start grantees and delegates. This helps us

understand better the different organizational arrangements that programs have '
found useful and the costs ‘of providing quality services to children and families.
We want to know how and why particular divisions of responsibility have come o
about between grantee and delegate, and among sfaff, and how programs have respong:'
ded to past-increises and decreases*in budgets while maintaining the quality of « '
their programs. Consequently,.we want to spend some time asking you how your
program has evolved and how it has or can cope with changes in federal funding. JEN
First, let's talk about how the current delegate-grép:ee relationship has ewolved.

- 7

1..G: For how many years have you operatad.as a Head Start grantee?

b For, how many years have you operated as a Head Starf_delegate?
" 2. G: Have you always had deleg;tes (a delegate)? )

D: Has this program always operated as a delegate under the -auspices of

° ]
~ B . . ~

: (grantee)?
No _(2a) . . Yes s
> 2a. When did the current arrangémen: come about?
- - ®
. %
. . o
N
« 2b.. Under what kind of arrangement did you operate previously?’
. Lo
N

. .

N .
Y bt -

@

1 b . K ’ v

. ~ . N ~ . . .‘\ . : ‘ ”

35 Are -there -any other aspects of the history &f this project or the Head Start-
program in this community that will help -me in .understanding your’ current
operations or the politicaéﬁandebu&get context ‘#ithin which, vou must operate?

-~ .
. LS “ .

C , ‘ )
- . °
x - . - s
. " e = v -
: ~ . v " - ) . oL . .
. n T . « Director's Interview _ I-ABCD .
=g . .
. A4 L] -
\ o6 . * . N




o 4 N I4 - > R
, -
PN t. . - . {
. Now, T d h.ke te turn to consxderauon of the way in wh:.ch administrative and -
- . operating reSponsxbxhnes aregdivided between grantee and delegate. . “
4. First, 1et s consxder the d:wn.s:.on or admmxstranve respons:.b:.hues ‘and du-
. * tles. . . -, - ) .
:‘ . Gt What role, for example, do you,*as grantee, play m ... and what role does
. 3 your delegar.e play? . . - .
- v .~ ‘ .
— ' —b- nuat.—rvfr-"for exam%le do™ yov**as‘“d?re‘g“tﬁ pI“ay*“in“. .. @nd what role . - ;
R does your grantee play? - N -
& . C e ' e - ¥ Services Provided - S
. . Grantee R klezata‘ (e.e.' bulk purchasing,
; . . automsted sccounting, etc.)
/ * Preparing Grant R ‘ : v R oo~ ’
. © " Apvlication: : - 1 - e e
. ' A “ R .. .
.. : | . SN S ‘
Budget Preparation: ) o ’ . ' .
- ) 4 . - - z 4 R
- 4 ’ ‘ : ) -
" e oL ) 5 3
_ Budget "on.toring - : . " . .
and F‘eedback: S v ,‘:. e ’ Y X
) N " * - ¢ ) . ‘ .T ﬁ‘ g 4 ' - ! ‘ ' Lot
L °  Management Decisiopsi .. T S e o » B
. Day-to-Day: . . . . . - R L
- . . j 4y s L . 'f: , ) L 8, * ¢ N ’
. . .Long-Range: .. . ’ ' - *
L] A ™ by 1 .‘ b4 : “A‘ . . . . . i .
> .t T . o T ) .
' - D ' - ’ 4
) %Cbasing‘: ' -t . . - . ‘
- . - N L4 . 4 M . v, ‘
'D .- .. Ad ‘e ‘ r Q .
- . s
R § i . . i i; , B ‘ ¢ . . .
Personnel: ] s . ’ .
. ‘ _/ - - -\ X . ] . .
- : . .1/‘ { . Yo .
P ; erortina . . ’: - . . . . .- *
: '. \ . ‘\ - .a . ‘ o
¥anaging Cther Federal' =~ > .. , o 1 !
' nles (eg,, CETAYY, - ' . : oo g
’ itle XX, Day Care): C .
R . ' -\\"«' LS '
. Monitoring Federal . . N ¢ ‘ .
: Regulations and ‘ \ ( ‘ L : '
Performance Stds: ’ i . N
- R ’ 57 L]
L . . .
’ - . T , "+ Director's Interview 2-ABCD

-~ . >
° - , ¢ , . . o
P ot e , ‘ T . § + .. - .
€ N . .
B . : - . ' . . ‘. . . B
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- v o s . - *
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. o 3
. . t
oL = - 4 a - . -,
. L.
- ¢ i . - . . .
5. G: Turning to the 5 program'components of Head Starty(Educati’on, Health, Nu-
trition, Social Services, and Parent Involvement),.how <o you, as grantee, '
. divide responsibilities with your delegate(s) ‘for the delivery of: seryi-

) . ces to clients? . » .
N ) . . .

. . . P
. * D: Tirning to the § program components of Head Start (Education, Health, Nu- )

] . trition, Social Services, and ’arent Invd]lvement), how\ do you, as dele- ’
T gate, divide responsibilities with -your grantee for the delivery of '
- services? . N - .
- ) i I3 ________:_‘___.-' “y
. ’ : * . How Services Pre¢ided
e w1808 W e tmamr W v—am——— ° - &

- : - _(eostp tl’ﬂ.'ough a
[ " ,Grantee * © ¢ Delegate - consultant, full-time

) . . - . employee, etc,):
Education: . o, . ) . . .
- ——— " . . v . - » "
: ‘ 4 . >y ¢
. ’
w ) , . \ \
Y .
4 ~
4
. o . i 3 X
' He&}‘tht -~ . . . v.
> ¢ . -~ Y - @ .
i . e v £ ‘ a .
N ¢ EOY ¢
& - - -
s + Nuatrition: ‘ )
hY
' - A
~ * ;a -
' » N . - R
. .
~ . ' . . . . _ ) . .
o * ‘ . ' % . .
Sotial'Services: . . v
’ . ’ . i .~ R K
’ s ( . ; . .
. s N . - N ’
. - R & .
N, N ', e - M P , : ,
Parent Involvement: .. & - e .
ag ¥ ’ N ‘,l'"".;\‘ AN v - ‘
. v ‘ . 1'3‘ %‘fff‘, @ . o - o o _ [ b
- RPN ¢ AN Lo i . R . ; R w
- . e3 " ) ., .,
> ¥, e ( . ’
.:-'. ‘ A . - "' Y . / -
- - - | M - .
. ¢ - Mt
. - i .,'(‘; ‘a l‘ \ ‘
# - . - . . . ‘) -
L4 4 .
. ¥ .
¢ . N ' N
- -
v rS k4 .
' - .
. - * . -
> . ° "— *- N - f} .
. . Director's Interview 3-ABCD :
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One way in which Head Start pragrams vary is in the staffing patterns they,
utilize-—that is; in the relative mix of professionals and paraprofessionals,
. specialists and generalisfs, consultants and employees, volunteers and em~
ployees, and so on. I'd like to explore with you the way the present staffing
"structure has come about, along with the degree of flexibility with.regard
to staifing that you feel you have had for adapting to changing conditions.
First let' me ask you how--in’ terms of professional/paraprofeséional, consul-
tant/employee, specialist/generalist, or other tgrms you may feel appropriate--
you would characterize yoUr present staffing pattern. >

* o
-
1
-
L
£
e
- '
“~ -~
5
o .
CA oA
s i
4
N O

- ERIC

- Ty
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L 3 -~ ‘
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s
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A '
. . Ay e 3 v
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a
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)
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D
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s \ ¢ »
¢ s
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- .
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. . .
0
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»
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- K . @
v ~ * 3 ¢
>
® L '3
DR I ” ~ R
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. ’ . .
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‘ ’ . ’ - b M e

.o : N
Have you implemented or.attempted to implement other stafiing approaches in
the past? ’ . -

. - No: . (8} s Yes: (7a)
7a. ( What were these approaches?. ;
. X . ‘
e .

”

. [y

7b. What_were the results of these staffing’ patterns, or what advantages and
disadvantages did they have relative to your current staffing?

S

-

o BN “ \.\
% \

. ¢ " ) .
il
- . ‘ Director's Interview 4-ABCD,




~-
'Y

. . N ) -
:

7¢. What led you to.adopt your present approach Eb‘staffing?

x

L

» ’ i .h‘
There have been ge;eral ups and dowms in the fund
on the federal level over the years.
how programs have r

ing of Head Start programs
I would like to get a-better picture of
onded to these variations. For example, back in 1978

% J

(=%

Con i gse i the Head Start program. 1'd like
to know whegper you received an incérease then or at another time and if so,
how you used this increase in your, program. For example, did you increase
the numbér of children served, create "(mpre) full-day programs, reduce the

child/staff ratios with the addition of more paid 'staff, imProve your build-
ing, or take other steps? o .

Al o

- . R - - -’ ’ ’ -2 . a0

. ) '-’ , *"" o o * .
this year's budget may provide ‘for an increase in' Head Start funds. 1'd =
like to explore.iin some détail the options to which -you would devote or
are considering devoting addi®egal funds. 1'11 read 4 list of options.
relating mostly to staffing and programmatic changes and ask you to ihdicate
if thé%options are ones you would seriously consider. 'If so, I'd also like
you to indicate whether you codsider this improvement in your’ program a
necessity or simply a valugble way to improve the program. } .

. -

N <
3 . .

» 3
9
. ’
14

L Director's Interview 5-ABCD
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. - Y . -
3 , » : ) v
. Yes/ Essential/ - N
Would you seriously consider... ‘No Nice Rank Comments
da. Increasing the pumber of chil~ e
dren served? . . ,
‘ » \
(STAFFING) _ , - oo, .t
b. Improving the staff/child - N ’ .
* ratio through the addition / L ’
of more paid staff? - E' . Lo
- ] . : ~ <
¢, Reducing class size through | J ' ‘ T .
the addition of more classes [ ) R
and more paid staff? - i | . « e *71
d. Hiring classroom.staff for more } ! ’ . .
hours per day than is now the ; ' L e s
case? ' . " | , e o °
. — . » ‘T": B . ,,\Q .
e. Replaczng some paraprofession- < , Do \ .,
als with professionals? . ' : ) e e
» : 4 : ]
f. Replacing some consultants who J — ,
now only work pgrt-time or B Poe L *h.‘ b 2 -
" as needed, with® full-time em - D | R ‘ ‘e
ployees? ‘ ' (IR - .
7 -
8. Replacing some volunteers with P . . . -
) paid staff? i ; ' . . o
v ! . 3 . T
#h. Increasing staff-salaries? oo ! .. ' - -
. Lo g |- ’ .
- — ; , . ' ] BN
1. Increasing fringeibenefits? N : P
. 3 ; ) ; i ] . o .
j.. Makzng otirer staffzng or ‘pere . ) ) . ¢
‘éﬁg,* sonnel changes--speczfy . * F » !
" = N , M ) ! -
(PROGRAMMATIC) ‘ :
- k% Allowing more children to re- ' . ; ' :
. dain jin the program two or o ' s .
more years? . ; ' , . .
- N "
1. Increasing the number of hours ! )
) Feachiday,thg program operates? | T ! \ ‘
S
m. Increasing the number of weeks ) '
< --per year. the prograq operates? ' 1 il )

2

Director's Interview 6~ABCD
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“ . . 3 . . N . - ¢
® IS . ' \ ’ | -
et * ¥ .

. . . _.e: ‘ ) * / ) “ :
- - » ? i .

iy n. Increasing che number of days. , < : :
=, . per week each child attends? t - .

R “ N : - - -
S o. Increasing the number of, hours R

Lt " per day each child attends? ..
MY . - .
. 7 .

. ‘ ¢
Moving more children from the

. based pfogram? _ -

-home-based option,to the center- : - ' . .

. B
! S

9. Adding -3 home-based option. ' .

_Reducing reliance on state, ’ .
local, or non-Federal funding .

.

‘

sources? =

- s_'

Reducing feliante on donations - » :
(e.g., space, supplées, trang-
portation)--specify: . - ‘ . :

e

o " 14 -

c'

r [
R - :

y N . 7
2

Increasing ‘the availability of . '
-center-provided transportation " K

o

) d

(buses, vans:'etc.)? . .
Y

Changing food procurement .
arrangements? . - P : B

ot w.

Renowi;i:ng or improving the .
building or facilities? . . ‘
Other.programmati¢ changes~- 1 . IE ) -
specify: - | « : .

.
0 A ° R

»
°

*11.

] . Q »

-

You have listed some changes that you would eonsider,making if you had
additional funds .available. 1'd now like you te, take this list and look
‘at’ those changes and rank the top three items you‘vﬁzq;.xld changé.

- 2 Vi ° ®
»

Having discussed the "best ppssibl'e case'-~funding incdreases--1'd like
you. to-consider "worst possible’ cases'--funding decreases. I understand

that in the last few years inflationary’-p:_essurgs have taken their ‘toll
on Head Start. ,Can you tell me what sorts of strategies.you nave used in
the past to deal with shrinking budgets? . PR -

. v . . >
[

- 62 :

-—
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12,
you will do if your program -faces inflationary pressures in the future.
Once again, I'll go through a list of possible staffing and programmatic

+ changes for coping with inflationary pressures, and ask you which you
would seriosusly consider, and what problems would be involved in imple-
menting the, changes in terms of feasibility, pgogram quality, and poten-

. tial cost savings. : .

r
i

. bl -
Pushing tHis scenario just a bit further, I'd like you to:consider whar , * ~

R - ’ . 2
. , T Yes/ | K Impact [ *
- —~ ¥ -Would you seriously consider..., | “No '|° Rank Feasibility; Quality; Cost

é}

a. Serving fewer children?

‘. .

N
(STAFFING) . v
b‘

Increasing the child/staif
ratio? “ -

¢. Increasing class size while
maintaining the desired . | | \
child/staff ratio-through ad N
' the use of-aides? L o r

d. Hiring classzoem staff for . e _ o
" fewer hours per day thaw
. is now the case?

. -
. -

e. Replacing some profession-
als with paraprofession-

;) als? . ‘ i L N

"£. Replacing some smployees
. with consyltants who could
be used on a part-time of

as-needed basis? Kt R ? .
4 .
g. Recruiting more volunteers . o
to replace paid staff? T
' - ke * ’ ,,\ '
. h. Giving no raises? . |
; E ¥ = -
‘ i, Reducing fringe benefits? / ) S
j. Other staffing or person- ' ' . .
nel changes--specify: - ¢ - ¢
1
, .

-~
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\
cont'd)
v

1

¢

=

- \
Iabacc
Feaslblllgy, Qua11Cy, Cost

*

-

NI

ke

Y

(PROGRAMMAIIC) v

<

Cutting back on the number of
hours each day che program
operaces?

.

. ',‘-’A

v
P

¢4
> . .

, "
i

1.

Cutting back on the nuﬁ_g;gpf

<

weeks per year the progrém
operates? . | .

-,

. . .
. ~
o R A >
[

-
’

m.

Reduc1ng Che number of’ &&gr

_ per: week‘each ch11d a:ce
%‘&? ~

'Reduczng the’ number of ‘hours'
| per day each child. aCtends"

T o

\Xitowxhg each child to, attend
for only one year? -

}7

3

_—d e el e
S
>
.

b'n
o
[
¥
-
,..
-

>

Moéihgimore.chfldren.fram the

center-based program.into the

homeobased option?.: .
Y

i

N.,;j v
T

Finding addirional 1nqome from
other Féderal, state, or local"
sourqes--spec1fy.

——
»

‘r,

, Increasing reliance on dona=
tions (e.g., space; supplies,
cransporCatlon)—-spec1fy '

' *

»

S,

Changlng cransporCaC1on plans
(e.g., carpools, parents,

or publzc)--spec1fy P

B i el Supu
.\ »

¥

‘éianging food procurement

-arrangemehts?

Changing fatilities or postponing '

renovations?

Making Yther programeC1c
changes--specify:

b —— —
T‘L
‘
°

.

'-g'-lg

Director's Interview 9-ABCD - .
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13, You have* listed changes that
you to take this list “and
three you .would try. i

14  Although Head Start is noﬁ

L4
s

you would consider mgking.

being cut,-other Federal prograis are

being cut back which mayfﬁffect-your program.

' %

(

!

-

AN

Now I'd like:
filook at those‘cﬁangeg and rank the first

<

/
: ;——4~-§ow-do—you expect the cuts in the CETA program to-effect this proé;Qm?

'{ i .. ‘ ‘

q Yy . . ./ . .l(/'
[ ° . . !
N x
) ’ « / - 4 -
P . s . . ) s .
o L E
15.7 How will your prdgram be affected by‘any'loss of CSA funding?
- - - * P
(G: Will your delegate(s) need. to find a new grantee agengy?)
(% win you ?éed to find a new grantee agency?) -
I ’[ -
‘s / .
( /
. h t
/“ -
.
£, \
»'/. Ad .', v '
) , ' . g " ‘
\ - ' .. \ “
16 How 'do you expect the cuts in USDA funding to affect your program?
' _ ‘ - 4 » B
v T .
. "o ‘ r .
‘% \
. \
P ' Direé;or's Interview 10-ABCD
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. Now I'd like to learn somethipng about. your experience in attempting to
. obtain donated goods and servide

about volunteer staff.-

-
. et

s for the program. Let's talk first

’

LY

~

What has been the experience of
of donations--for instance, spac
. To what extent have you relied on such

-

has it been to obtain them?

e
.. . I 4 . - . »

. "l7.  What has’ been the experience of your program jin obtaining volunteer .
. ,staff--that is, in what kinds of positions ha¥® you used volunteers,’. A
to what extent have you relied on them, and how difficult has it

- $#  been to recruit them? ' . '

rs “‘ ‘ [N §, -
- -+ A « »
¢ * o
- N & -
. - ’ : . ) . N
N " »
. . .
v ‘ . L .
: 18.

your program in obtaining dther types
e, 'transportation, Books, and supplies?

donations and how difficulr -

~

-
N ° r o < o " . e "
. o
2 ! .
] X -
\ ) . . |
. ‘ ‘ “
LY 4 )' ’ -
& .
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* > * 3 ? . '%
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FAR ’ -~ ) LY
- ‘ ,{'\6\
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1

What would you, say is the potential for the contlnued or

increased use
of doqated goods and services by this program?

/

Finally, we are lnterestéd in obtalnxng some 1nformatzon ;gout the
salaries paid to teachers in public schools and local day care
centers in the area we are' studying. |

" -
)

N3 Y

" 20a. What is che name “of the public school system that xncludes ~ .
the area served by this Head Start prdgram? “Who' sHould we
> spgak to there, and what is the telephone number?

‘s

~

kS
L

-

Director's Interview 12-ABCD
.- - A‘ . '
. .

(AUl Toxt Provided by Exic 18




-

.20b. What are the: names of two or three neatby“day care centers that

Aperate programs for children of sxmxlar backgtounds to your"’
Head- Start children?

)

N . ' R .
That concludes my prepared questxons. Is there anything else you would
like to add about Head Start funding needs, cost containmeng strateg1es,
or any of the other toplcs we have discussed today?

-

’ ’

.3




Contact:

Address: . . T TMitle:

% Iy

Phone:

¢

-

1. ‘aegioﬁ:(Check one.): L Tty vII

———————

/
<2, Last fiscal year for which books have Shen closed W 1]
: (All remaining questlons must reflect this fiscal.year.) -

-\

3’, Was there anythzng exceptzonal about the’ program's incdme or expendztures
in this fiscal year? No: ‘Yes (Explain.): - o
[4 s = - 7

.

4. Number of delegate agencies:

Numbgr of * centers admznzstered by: Delegates: - Grantee:
5. Grantee has CYF-paid staff: Nb: . ‘%es (Number):+

’ -~ . ‘ ’ Lo - .

6. Area served: Urban:. ° ¢ Rural: ~ " Both:

’

-

7.' Auspices: Communzty Action Agency > .
- . fnl System ) i AL
Private Non-Brofit - L
aLoéal/Government Agency '

Other (Specify)

L
o

. - ' Grantee + Delegpates.
8. 'Enrollmeng: Total planned in ACYF grant n-. .
Total actual - ~ . ¢

s

]
X =

9. .Total ACYF monies recdived for Head Start in rzscal year:
. ’ - Carry-over balance:

-
h

{
. - \
M . b . N

10, ‘Division of "ACYF monies betweén-Jelegates:

Data:

-

Code: * ABC




crpae o T0 - ) *
A . A ‘ . - 2. * o
e L e ’ ® -
}\ - :@. - ] . .
- . . ) . . ) » N / - )
/2 . Delegate Profile -
- i ~ . . . ‘ :
) Name: . ’ -7 * - Contact: - e
. e . el . R B T“.
“ * Address: . . < & o © . oTitle:
- , ‘ i - . Phone: ( ) . - .,
. \ - s . . & ° . a - .
oo : Grantee: .
K ‘ \
ek _" N . - - - " : *
Q‘ . -\ ¢ . ) ' - - c-
1. Region (Check omer): 1T 1v . VI )
N ' 2. Llast fiscal year for which books have been closed: [ [ -/ [/
T (R (All remaining questions must reflect this fiscal year.) .
* 3.7 Was there anything exceptional about the program's income or expenditures
. ) in this fiscal year? No.: Yes (Explain.): .
-~ A )
4. Number of centers: . ‘ ,
5. Names of centers: 1. B n < 2. .
. —
. R » 3.. N 4. ¢ 5.
. ‘ 6. Area served: Urban: +-Rural: * Both: )
- «7. Auspices: * Community Action Agency .o ) . ’
.o School System
" A3 ‘M' ; . B 3 — = . o ’
- Pgivate Non-Profit S . - oAt -
) 3 R - . . e———— A ) o e
. - - - Local Government Agengy e ' ' :
. & % ‘Other (Specify) . -
. ~ vy - . -
‘ - 8. Eprollmént; Tdtal planned in ACYF grant ’ - )
’ - - ~ v
. . . * Total actual . : .. . e "
A . V -, , . v—— ’ o . .
. . @ 8 . .
- a 9. Total ACYF monies received for Head Start in.fiscal year: & ‘
Lo . R o . C Carry-over. balance: § .
' K , @ oL . -
) T 10. Division-of ACYF monies between centers: 1. § ' g
. 2.8 - 3.8 ) &, &
' ‘ S. $ 2 [ ™~ - ?\.L , 5 )
t ~ . ., -~ , . Vo ~o.
s e % o o
1 N ) - ¢ ’ .7 [y * e . : R
) ‘Completad by: - Date: i v
% 1 N K . v - _—__
¢ o, . Code: D ) R
L g ° Py . i
. . +
T . s it - - , ! e
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Completed By: .

Title:

' Phone:

Date:

A .

- . , i ..
This section of our data collection instruments requests basic information
. about your staffing. In the case of delegates and grantees who operate
. . their own programs, we also request information about hours of service and
the type of services:offered to children and parents. o .o

. s ’

» .- Our experience indicates that this information can most easily be located
and recorded before we arrivé, because it often réquires data that must be .
obtained from your records. The' staffing information typically comes from
payroll or]unemployment insurance records. Program data typically comes
from the SAVI or BIR. ot

N - [ 4 l -

" Please notkg that this information should be provided only for the fiscai year

WA Y / , the last’ fiscal year for which (according to our
. records) you have closed your books. If our records are wrong on this point,
++  PLEASE call Lorie Bydsh or Barbara Kane at-(202) 659-0480. ~ *

. .
' l
A .~
.
. ~ 7

-

11. staff: ' . ‘ ‘ . ot
. Please £ill in the table whiéh begins below for each paid staff member .
© . ~who works for Head Start. Please fill in a last.name, first initial
A . 4. " and,.job title for each employee. .
N N > g . \ ‘ ~— M .

o‘ ¢4 AP S

P -

. bl , - ‘e L4 ~.”
. o A 'Check;theAéélumﬂ:thgtjbdrre;pends top the employee's most' advanced degree
5 ——(CDA/AA or BA/MAle and the column indicating if they have had traifiing
i in Early Childhood’Edugation (E.C.E.). (Training in E.C.E. means having
taken a course (standard 3 credit-hours or more ), gained'a.CDA, a\bache~"
S . lor's degree’ in childhood development, etc. In-service training only
) Coee ©  counts if itiwas in the form of a urse--many sessions long, with re-

. quirements for reading, preparing/lessons, etc.) ) \ .

E Fitally, please indicate the ndmber of hours for which each employee e
i N

. was ;uu% per week, and the actull number of weeks they, ere paid in
. Y | the fiscal ‘year in question. ‘ ‘ ’
s ) . . b ' .

\

. . ) ‘ DS , . }\\ ‘ + No. Hours No. Weeks
_ v N R S gesree Training . Worked ‘s Worked.
. Name Title - CDA/AA BA/MA . in ECE 5 _Per Week In FY .,

v

. v . . . .

! . : N
2- . ¥ ¢ - 7, . ' %,
3

"

-

/0 , ) - 71 _ (Program Description 1-ABCD

A '




L} .

{ ‘ v . No..Hours  No. Weeks -
) ‘ Degree Training Worked - Worked
Name Title CDA/AA BA/MA in ECE _ «Per Week In FY

5.
6. &
7
8

23. : - —— g

. ¢
)0
~j o
.
27
4
/
»
L]
»

. ! 47,

wn

w

te
11
~

e ~ -
e . ¢ 60. . = -~ 5 Pl e
-~ ‘ \‘ - . L4 ’ » *
P . ':‘ . f . -7 ' M 0 . \ ‘
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. A
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y + e

Please provide answers to the following questions about the kinds of~;§rograms
that the Head Start centers which you. operate ‘directly offer, : :

. bt c s
12. Average daily attendance (Percent of, children a’tter’xdi@; -

. Source of Information:

13. “Number of children served, by age and program:
, : .

‘ ’ Cer.xter-baseql Prograp

Cf;i’ldren—‘ linder 3 A .' . .
é-ye’ar-olds Lo E R A R : L~
. S-year-olds - T ‘
,"'&;.,,éhildren Qver 5 . 7 ‘ .
- — . . - -
. 14, 'Numtgér of children on waiting list: -
~ Number of incomé—eligible children in. the area you serve: g ’
15, 'Meals served (Cbeck all that apply.): : Breakfast’ .
’ . ' ' , . M.orning Snack ,
:,‘-. . £ , o ) Afternoon Smack ’ ) a
, " - ‘ T . Dinner * o

16:, .'\Number( of children trénsported tothe center_ (averaée per day:

.. Planned __ Actual : .
17. Transportation: Own bus N ' ° )

) Rented/donated bus .. e
S T Private cars - . SR
. L, - ¢ Other (Specify) , '

ot - . ‘: [ 4 R * *> .
18. Units of Service: ™ . L '

* For ga}:l? center, ea;héc'lifferent kind and.schedule &f program, fill in

the' chart on the next page. .Use enrollment figures* for the one-year

periqd about which cost information is being- collected. If this _ .

spans two operating years, all information must be prorated so that we

can arrive at a reasonably correct figute for number of hours of service.

) . . L AN . . o

Please use a slash to differentiate between :l"e two operating years as
follows: if the full-day program had 18 ¢hildren énrolled in one year
and 20 in the next,'record: - . .

. -0y
* o Enrol_lment‘iS/ZO. C .t .

. . —". ' s
Please be especially careful with .No. days/yr. to inc¢lude only the number-
. of days in Year 1 cove€red by these cost data. For example, if the books.
covered February 1, 1980 to January 31, 1981, and the operating year ended
May 15, 1980 and began again September 20, 1980, you would record (if

correct): : 3 . t oo P
No. days/yr. 70/81. ' ' 4
v - ‘ '-—- . .
“For the.purposes of answering this question, enrollment should reflect

. the average number of children on the roster for the year and NOT the- 3 .
total number of children who passed through each center or who attended . 7°
'Class. e ) . . > ' . . Q -
“ -7 Program Description 3-ABCD L
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(181 cont'd)

Program S .

Center 2  Center 3  Center &4

?ul}-day

1. Enrollment

2. No. classes ,.
3." No. hours/dgy
4. vNo.-days /week
5. No. daysfyear
6.

No. sérvice hrs:-

. (= 1I"x 3 x 5) .
Part-day ?11_.:.;“

*l. Enrollment

. No. classes

. No. days/week
. No. days/year -
. No. servicevhrs.

[< NV BN SR VU S o

s (=1x3x5y *

Part-day\KZ)
1. "Enrollment
2. No, Tlasses
3. No. hours/day
4, No. days/week
* 5. No. days/year
6. No. service hrs..
(=1 x.3%x 5)

1. Enrollment

2. ¥Mo. classes

3. No. Hours/day

4. No. days/week

5. No.'days/year

67 No., service hrs.
('«L.x 3x5)

»
.o,

Home-based (home visits)

1. Enrollment

‘] 2., No. hours/visit (exclude

,“txa!'zal.iimelﬁ

t

. WNo. hours/day.. .

3. VNo. visits/year
4. No. service nrs,
(=1x2x3)

Home-based (center attendance)

1. Barollment
12. No. classes

3. No. hours/day
No. days/month
No. days/year

Q. service hrs.

§

’ - “
. the Fource of.the above informatign; Enrollment

No. days/year

[}

€

“Program Description 4-A3¢D
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Ansvers to the following questions need not coincide with the fiscal year. The
most recent SAVI may be used to answer the following questionms, However, please ..

- indicate the year upon which the datas are ‘based: [/ = |
. 19. Teaching stafi/child ratio: 3-year-olds ° ‘ :
Y ' - . ® . —
. - 4-year-olds :
’ 5~-year-olds T
— ..'." ‘ , ) )
,__~~ 20, ‘Average heg;er-basé@ group size:

———

(Use number of children assigned to the classes displayed in question 18
. . or SAVI.) .
21. Percentage of children completing medical screening'apprOpria;%\for their
age group (= total, screened/total enrolled): -

22. Percentage of children completing dental examinations:
(= total gxamined/total enrolled) . g

st
23. Percentage of children completing all immunizations:
(= total immunized/total enrolled) -

24, Number of~familiés.enrolled in the program:

: - . : - ¢ .
. 25. Percentage of families whose social services needs were met:

) > - D —
(= number servéd/number needing service; please provide ratio: - ) e
- —_—

N A\ ]
‘ %?EB‘Percen:age of families with at least one parent involved in at least one

‘non-required Head Start actiVity (e.g., volunteer work, parent education)
during the last operating year: [

L . L . LProgram DeécriQt' . 5-ABCD .
. 70.8 ’ ptrea W

.
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. .27, Staff‘Time by Activity: .~ ” . ¢ *
E 4 A . - R 'S . [ ‘c » 3 }

! * . M 9 o P ’

B ot e

- e
“For each group of staff members ' the s
" administrative staff me::g!_aé_r ‘and ‘each coordini

percentage of time spent in each set

or

of activitiés in a, typital week. Please not

2

gram components, time should be divided between -supeyrvision and ‘preparation (S/p)
g

&
The

-~

\ .- L
-

/direct services (D'S)"&')c.hildre?;and families. - - .

1]
. ....?

following guidelined may be helpful: .- - R yart
Administration included: o Executive direction; .6 ‘Progrpm,pl-’z_nhning;
> v e -Advegtfsing;* e Legal consultation;
" ‘@ Personnel management; e
S ? © as filing, sorting mail, etc.).

‘.., Accouht
Pur;:hasing{ e Céntra

.

.-

.
‘

Health includes: ‘o -lléalth examip&‘tioﬂs&;

Ces
e Instruction on health is};ges;
services, . ) -

. .

i .

» .
Mitrition includes: e Meal service and eating with children; e Instructio

Occupancy. in¢ludes: * ¢~ Janitorial services; * o Maintenance and repairs; - o

with the samég:,roii'e“‘('e.‘g;,""i’szac-hers',\Aides,,BusDriv.era,.Cooks), each
, please f,ijiv in"the follgwing chart estimating the

- Fund r'aising;

e that within pro-
for activities and
‘@

ing and Bookkeeping; R
1. Office service (such

[l
'

e Arranging for healtlf

-

r.,~l

< .,
n on nutrition,
LY

= . .
Security services. .

¢ . ; . ’
. Supervision/Preparation- inéludes:‘ e Plamning lessons, parent sessions, menus; e JHelping teachers
" . Y - and aides deal with classroom/parental.problems; o Discussing
o ’ - e . . T~ .~ health, h:xtritiori, social services with' coordinators, teachers,
- g ’ \fami!y workers, aides; e In general, pr‘e&aring. for zlirect
. s@vices to parents and children. - o
0? N - ° ] . . - -
-8 Direct Service includes:- o_n}y time spent with parents and/or childrén in the ‘classroom, in the home,
. E. , ° \ ' —making referrals, and other’activities.
\ 1\ *
..‘ g' s " \\.\ \‘ . * ,"\ * - ’
: o r 4 : t ; : = -
z T o . . v ) (Y . ’ . e .
x 1- . S . 4 Percentage Time Spept In: .
N A ‘ Name ’ ' Admin. Occu- Trans- Education Health Nutrition Social Parzntal Other
L 8 * v pancy . portation . +"  Services - Involve. ™
oo f ’ . : *- s/p__Ds s/pDS s/p_'Ds__ s/p DS s/p__ DS
!;’ # 1. . , . ' ’ - . ‘
;,‘::'. . 2. ’ : T . s ° * i . ‘
. . 3. ) N - K - <
kT \ v SRS . ° .
5. , , i o N ; . ’
. S T 2 — s e ~ R N ‘
. 7. R " ' . § N . '
}! 7‘6\ 8'« N , . o v o L4 o ~ 7
. ' 9, - e f . . : ik ‘. .
P mA ~ ‘B i X ] ~ ' ) N P ] % .
5 ) . - . . - . - e 7 v, = I . K3 .
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27. Staff Time by Activity (Continued) . : (
. L . . .
Percentage Time Spént In£ L
N f . Name - Admin.  Occu- Trans- . Education Health . Nutrition Social . Parental Other
pancy  portation Servites Involve.
. \ __S/p D/S s/pb/S S/p D/s s/® _Db/s s/pr b/s
> . - o . - . . . = -
12, > / -
. ].3, ) « \ j
. 14, N | _ !
15.1 - - ) ; y i
1._6_, 4 N »
3 _].._7, . u,\a. ’0 . o . L
18, DI \ -
o 19. ~ \L/;/’ -~
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. COST. INSTRUMENTS T T
- General Instructlons - . . o . A

’ . . -
/ ) "’. ' B 1_’

. * P . . 7
! L - e

. . id
-

e * " The gost, 1nstruments should be comﬁf;ted for each grantee and . X
each delegate agency. Foug,nogksheetq ar€.involved, “coded as follows:

R . e M NP
A. implies the sheet is. designed for g:anté!% operating their
. - -

v

- own program and administering deJegate agencies;

B. s approprlate fbttg;antees not operating their own program

but allottlng pzogymm respon51b111t1es to delegate agencxes, g.;
C. means the sheet 1s appllcable to ggantees without délegates; -
. and ] . g i . ‘ . .
Y D. 'is for delegate agencles themselves. . ) )
The code is marked at the bottdm of edch page. Please be sure you have ’
the correct forms for the kind of agency you will be V151t1ng ’ .
a On many of these 1nstruments, you are asked to allocate costs‘

\_to "functional areas." Fiwe functional areas represent the components
o e v
of Head Start:. Education Services; Health Services; Nutrition Services
(includihg meal service); Social Services; and Parent Imwolvement (pri-

marily parent education). These should be defined to involve the direct

2" service activities-specified in the 1975 Performance Standards, 1If

there ,is a question about allocation among these services, ert on the ’
' { sidetof Education Services. f )
Two functional areas are -support services necessary to the delivery
of the diréct sereiceS' Admlnlstratlon and Oqcupancy. ‘Please use

these categories and the five dareot -service categorles flsted above

whenever po531ble. Only use the category lgbeled "Other" if no reason- .
able allocation is possable or the functional ‘¢ategories do not apply.
- ' ‘ . < ) . N -
- 5 s Y L R L] . N
. {
© ) ' - . ’
‘%‘ - ’ .
& 80 \ L
. ”‘T‘\\ ) Cost Instrument 1-ABCD
' - ‘ .
. ¢ el & . iy ¢ . 4 ‘ ' .
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- 7\ . . : °"Q . . . . .
\.'V\‘ < . . B
v o . - ¢ ®
l" .
. o Y ~ ° s . ’ \ .
ey “ . - b \ ‘
’ v ' ] © .
Y A ) -
. . \ . \ ~
o ] N ' ’
T . Instructions for Worksheet #1 - . »
el * . . 0 2
L T a ) ! : *
: . " come -
N ! - . . " ° ‘I\ y . \\j . . ‘ »
. 4 - ¥ ~ . ‘s, .
._:~ ';;.ﬁ - - .- h . N . ) . .
et T Tt \ i v o . »
[y * - En N LN
. N ‘. Head Start grantees are’ only required to report CYF monles‘hs ‘income ¥ Ce
¢ . and to account for expendltures from these monies. On thi worksheet we - o

..would 11ke.to Collect information on ‘all 1ndome sources which help to fund
aspects of tne Head Start program. The f1rst ingome sources.}xsted on, the'
Worksheet Payments from Government Sources should be stralghtforvard ' L
For Other Income, inquire info such sources as specxal purpose grants from J
Foundations or oéﬁer orgnaizations, cash- contrlbutlons from prIvate donors
or.charitable groups, and grass-ropts fund-ralslng B .. . Ry
< Do not record in-kind contrxbutlons' they\should be recorded on
Worksheet #2. Do not include such supplemental\resources as Title XX -
-sday care funds if children are considered "Head Start children” in the
L mornlng and "T1t1e XX children" in the afternoon we are only concerned
wzth income and costs for that’ part of the day when a Head Start program
! is in’ operation. v | ' o,

’ - AP}

- Workshee: #1~AB° applies to all g_antees thh delegates.’ -If posszble, S .

- « the funds being passed througﬁ to’ delegates shoiild be separated from the - :

) money the grantee keeps 'for its own needs. Wor&sheet&#lc applies to grantees ‘
Y, without delegates. Worksheet #1D applies to defégate agencies only. Probe .
to see if the delegate gets any government or other funds directly rather <,
than through the grantee. ‘ T .
: . L - . -
2 ) > ) ) o ’ ¢ : ° . .
o | o -t - :
=i ] . ..
& ] }_
i ) L ' T4 t, \
" ‘e ' s - b . .
] - ’ o
Y T § * . - )
3 3 . - . 3
) : S ,

. . RN * ‘i e
N - -~ I o i -
*@ Y . t 1
. . ) . .
* . . . > ‘ 3
- - . N,
3 ., .

Lt ' . } Cost Instruments 2-ABCD
Gl ' * : ) ’ 1. :

o b . - NS
<, ?"P > ' - 81 \
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P [ S A 1 a . . e . 0
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Worksheet #1AB
. ‘Income
(Cash O;n'ly, Exclude. I
' L)

£
)
»

'y \ Punds to Delegates

Funds to GRantee

ayments from Governmen &ources.

v
v
~

. ACYF -~ Head 'Start F’unds\ ’3 8 *.

- B

Iz J
« USDA Child, Care Food .Pi'ogram

Pa
A
B. ACYF — Carry-,overxnalance
c
D

. \:Other Fedqral Source (5pe‘%1fy) -

§
$
B,

‘e
" \

State Source (Spe;if;')‘ .

. ) . ]

. »Local ‘Source (Specify)"

.

,Othe? Income,(Specify) ' "
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<7 ~, . R . % . .
\ oo B K Instructions for Worksheet #2 < K . '
) \\ o y ’ , Donated Goods gnd Services o . ) )
" | ] - - ” . > . . . .
o * : 2 Y
§ . . . -~ 9. R . \ o
< te ' . Head‘Start grantees are only required’ to repqrt donations received

up to 20 percent of their total cost of serv:.ce but many grantees act- '
m—l—l‘y- rece:.ve more donat:.oas of t:une and goods. Most grantees keep time

- 1heets .or at:tendance sheets for the:.r classroom volunteers which shou}.d

a L be colgcted for this worksheet, as ~:§hou1d any other records of volun%eer
., K RS serv:.ce or donated goods. Do not stop your-search with 1nfomat1on ;é~ “ 4
'o'.v L ported to ACYF. - C . .
o . ¢ RN Reﬁxgnber throughout that we are only :Lnterested i those goods and T
Lo serv:.ces wilich woufd have been pyrchased, had they not been provided grat:.s. C
e '_ R Do not there;ore "include on th:Ls sheet any donat:Lons of goods that the grantee .

o . or de,le.gate agenc:y wquld nof. have purchased on :Lts bwan.or add:.t:.onal volun-
e teer:.ng of serv:.ces beyond’ th’e requzrement of three adylts per c‘lassroom . ) ‘
: , v - ‘and ‘the fulfi llz.ng of spec:.flo héalth qutr:.t:.on soc:.al 9ser:v:l.c:es,\and ’ .
",‘ cel 5 patent. mvolvement aot:.v:.t:.es. Ask-specifically abdut each item to eonfirm . P
. ‘ . that thig item would ‘have been puerased othemse and’ check tbc last cal- -. . .
S umn on the worksheet to $how the :|.tem has 'been conf:.med e " -
e L Do not forget to get imputed costs for medical ‘and denral screening’ . T
" ’anj,:.mun:.zat:.ons. 'I'hey arg reguired by the 1975 Performance Standqu. e .
8 If &he grantes¢: ;nd delegate ar‘e unsure of. these ;.mputed costs, be sure to K .

. o °.;;.' gec the n\g‘er of -the local Pub}.:.c Heklth De’partment to determ:.ne these costs.

"":,_' - \Worksheet #ZAB should be used foriran&es with deIegate agenc:.es, 5 " .
’ “.:- /\ w'he‘ther or'not they operate the:Lr own’program. . ﬂrksheet #ZCD should .be =used
B ) ‘T for gLnantees “without delegatl:es ahd delegge an:.es.’ e . o é
_ 7 < I Sect:.on I 1&st. the name of each :|.nd:|.v:|.dua1 who w prov:.d,ed,g T
o profeu:.onal"sfv:.ce free) and describe that serv..ee. In Section IIlist- o
- _. e T a11. paraiprofess:.onals and other ‘volunteers who have prom.ded serv:.ces and oy 5 .
L g - 77" the nature of thé. serv:.ces prov:.déd». 'In Sect:.on 3z 1ist ddh”ated suppl:.e‘sJ - \‘ i
" and’ 1’Btiude the:.r guant:.ty;':.n Sec.t:Lon IV L tist the tyée and number of . .rh“ ‘ :
- :, _' pzecés of donat,ed equ:.pment " and" i.n Sect:.on A rec,ord all "othér" donagiows - ‘ & .
- and t(he:.r apphcable quant:.tz»{s. A '.-(_f Lo ¥

'R "" ' ¥ N . . . A




. Nex: de:ermlie :he'lmputed value of each domated good or servxcet‘
If you are using Worksheet #2CD| simply record this* estlma:ed value. /
If you-are u31ng Worksheet #7AB decide -if the goods or serv1ces bene-

- fited the " g were simply passed along td delega:es If the
grantee bgne eﬁé\,recozo the imputed value in the column’ headed
"Grantee Imputed Value." But if the grantee §imply acted as a pass-
:hroﬁgh, record the valye under "Delegate Impu:ed Val‘t " ’
" In the final columm of the worksheet, assxgn a function code :J
- ogll services recotded (it is not necessary to do so for goods")
De:ermxne the’ approprza:e function code which- corresponds to the
activities of each- -professional, paraprofe551onal and other volunteer
listed acc%rdlng to the instructions below.:« If seva:al codes, apply,
recordithem all, along with an approximate breakdown of the percen:ag°
of time spen: in each functlon The D1rec:or can help in this :ask
Use ogf ¢ollow1ng ca:egorles to . defx:jgﬁhe function code'

First d1g t - en:en category of .payrdil as+follows: J
& he . e ’ B
x . .

Delega:e.Agency

-

(works only for a délega:e7
Gran:ee Umbrella »

fworks only for afgramtee is j:g

resoonsxble to only one delega

supplies only an indirect service to t
¢ -
program by working with the'delgga:e

stalf,(does not work dlrec:ly ngh chiidden’

“
Grantee Direct Servlce ’ .
-

‘. and famllxes)'°

Jworks for grantee; is not responsxble
ro; only one delega:e, sﬁpplrgs a dzrec:

‘serv1ce to- programs, by worklng wlth L

‘¢hildren- and families):

-

- Gr@n:ee - °aid Delegate s:aif' . .
.
. &on grantee payroll bu: works for oply

sone delegate): . K

FullToxt Provided by ERIC.
. N
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S€tond,digit + enter component code as follows:. i . : .
.. Education : -
. . \ ) ’
Center-based program: . 1 -
. . ’ . -—-—- e
. ‘ Homg-bas$d. program: . - 2 _ _ . .
. Administration Lt L . ) ) -
‘ - ‘ . b4
(all management 'and executive direction/ - ;
e A% . .
: ° . °su exvision)i. ' e .3
ot P ) % . v - .’"" . *
v . Health Services: ) B N . A
‘. S e La v ¢ -y -
“Nutrition Services: ’ - ‘9_5_g ) ’ ,
‘. . a ° : .
Bocial Services:: ‘ t 6 _ .
"'Parent Involvement; . N ' 7 ,
. } T, . ' - -
Other (gpecify).” . Y _8 _ ‘
' Third digit - enter funcnon code as follows: .
. Direct Services A
4
(mcludes only face-w-face work with / .
. ,é?ﬁldren 4nd families): __0 . )
L Superv:.s:.on f;* ‘ N,
¢ /(mcludes time in-curriculum development, Lt :
‘program plannmg,»superv:.s:.on of other .
' . employees, consultation): o c1 ‘ o
"+ Lastly,. sum the mputed ‘values for all 1te¢ns in all sections o -
. ) -
‘and ‘record dn the roy marked TOTAL IMPU‘I‘ED VALUE .t . e .
- . 4 BN -
. F 4
v * ’ 2 .
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’ + Py . i 1 ° !
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Other Volunteer Services
(List individuals)’
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Instructlons for Worksheet #3

+ Personnel Expenses _

A separate'Persopnel Ekpense form must be completed for!??ch delegate _
agency and each grantee. EXpenses can generally be dxvxded on the bas1s
of where records are kept w1th one exceptzon. If a Grantee staff memberi
—-”(-TEt 13, @ staff member pald by ‘the Grantee) serves only one Delegate
Agency, the” cost of that staff. member should appear on the Delegate Agenoy , °,

“form. LT - S S
.o < . L 3 ) .
First complfte the information at the top of the page:

.
a

’m“ Grantee name .
Name of Delegate Agency, if approprxate
Your ‘hame °3 [

Name and telephpne number of contact'at agency

" for follov-up questions -, .

Date the form is e¢ompleted

Page number for this ferm

1

fl

- 5
From persondfl or unemployment. records optain a list of all paid employees

for the time per1od of one year correSpondxng with, the flSQal .year underf
4
,scudy. Also obtain a list of all consultants pa1d professzonal fees during

this'period. * For each of these 1nd1v1duals, fill {n the follo#xng 1nformat1on.

ﬂolumnih -— Name of employee or professlonal consultantf- .- ‘

Column B,— Job title. - If this changed durirg the per1od “enter the
2 most Yecent title. o ) L .

Column ¢ :7 Source of fundlng fod this position, Enter:one or more*
. £ .of the. following codes as appropriate:

€

-~ -

' Source, Code Source Code .
_ hASALTY . 200 Lo , 88

P4 22 Lo State Source - 07
PA 23 L 02 Local Governmejt 08
PA 26 . 03 _ Public School 09
CETA 04 Private.Funds ~, J10°
USDA . 05 . Other Source . 11
Other queral 06 (%pec1fy) ] .

s A

‘e the staff member. is not a regular employee but is a
professional conspltant place an "F" (for Fee) after .
the two-d1g1£ code. ‘

N -
o
.

. N

%«

gosi Instruments 9-ABCDY -




w_. E

- . ) '
A . 6 Y }
. ) Column D +— Gross salary or expense for the gpe ye

> period..

" Column E =~ Total expense for fringe benefits , or,\if benefits are

ELE determined as ‘a percent of gross salary, “the percentage
used. . .o s

Column F -> Average number of hours Worked per week. *

, " Column G == Number of'weeks worked dt‘xr.:.ng— the perj.?&. _—

o . Columnm ‘B -~ Funcfion code. zom tl)é Dirq:ct_or Interview, determine

cL ‘the appropriate function code which ‘corresponds to the

) ‘activities (not necessarily the job title) performed by

. each employee. If the employeé performs more than one-
. category or function, emter efch function cedé in a

separate column labeled "H". Use the followipng codes.

vy First digit - enter. ;';!g'egory .of payroll as follows: .
R . . N .. ‘ \:, & :A‘ ._‘ o

_ F Delegate -Agency™ - ° ) . )

‘. _ B ..+ (works only for a delegate) - o_ _

. ~

Grantee Umbre@a‘/

- —_
s

‘(wotks only for a grantee; is not responsible
to only one delegate; supplies only ad indirect ..

service ‘o the program

working with the delegate °

. + staff; does not werk diffectly with children ‘and

families):

<

1.,

x » L #
, Grantee Direct Service, » ‘
. '\ (wprlg_for grantee; is not responsible to only one
PR : delegate; supplies a digct service to programs
. -7 7 by working with childre and families): 2 __
) » - _ Grantee - Paid Delegate é_taff ’
' (on, grantee payroll, but works for only one™. :
¢ delegate): . ' : G 3__
‘Second digit -- entér component code as follows: * . - ® !
- ' Education ot :
i Center-based prggram: . _1_
> v "Home-based program: . . . ) . _2_
P , ' N ' °n ~ . o
. /f =R
. s o ) . . ‘ . s .
oA ‘ i 13 F AN B
. ¢ . . . 5. L.
\ o T _ P ‘ ' )
»‘- / ", . 4 N .
. o' . A *
g . - e o » Cost Instruments 10-ABCD ¢
a v -~ . * . q : .
L ‘ % . N~
L - N
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Administration
’ (all management and executive direction/ p
supervision): . .
’

fw

.

~

Health Services:

Nutrition Services:

‘.

Social- Services:

Parent Involvement:

'.
"7

loo 1< o pa~

Other (specify) p

.

Third digit - enter functzon code as follows:’

Direct Servzges.,

(include only face~to-face work with
children and families)?

Supervxszon . LI
. (inciudes time in currzculum develé% ,
program planning, supervision of ot SR
employees, consultatzon) o 1
. e === ~
. Column I - Enter the pereent of time 3pent in this function durzng
an averagegyeek taken from the Director Interview,
\ . N Y

Column J - Record any comments of note.

.

L4

.
.
.

Column K -~ Total percentage Total the pe‘centages of time for *
each ' function Speczfzed in- the Column I's, making sure
' that the total corresponds -to the percent af full time

F that each employee spends in the program. ’ i |

“~ - -

When all employeek “nave been\accounted for, total Column D and enter

the ?hm on Lide L, TOTAL. 1If the Fringe Benéfzts are given as costs, total
A

these entries and enter on Line L under Column. E, ‘1f Fringe Benefits‘are

\?
reported as a percentage of salaty, calculate the¢approprzate cost and

.

[y

.ente; on LGe L, Column E.

.
-

Lastly, obtain a figure for cos:-of-lzvzng/salary 1ncreases for 1989/ -
1981 over 1979/1980 and enter it in' the: space provzded at the bottom of
_the form. ] . 3
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. \ Instructions for Worksheet #4

¢ Program Operating Expenses
P N ° ’

<&

A separate Program 0perat1ng Expenses form must be completed for each
delegate agency and each grantee that Operates its own program. ‘All grantees
~with delegates mudt £ill out an addit1onal operat1ng expenses worksheet (4G)

to summarize grantee administrative expenses. All expenses should be' taken

‘from the financial records of the delegate agency or grantee. ‘That is, we
are flrst making the assumption that grantees do not pay bills for items to
be used by only one delegate agency, that the delegate agency would ,pay those .
. Bills. Second, we are requiring that ali‘grantee expenses be separated into
, program-related expenses (to be recorded on Worksheet #4) and administrative

‘ expenses (Worksheet #4G). 1In a later analyt1c worksheet grantee administra- ,

t1ve expenses will be divided among their programs.

First complete the information at the.top of the page: o \

N

Grantee Name '

' | = Name of Delegate Agency, if appropriate ‘ to
. xd? ) Your Name . '
5* . Name ‘and telephone number of Contact at agency ) ‘ )
.. v s for follow-up questions . . ’ :
. : . > Daqz the form is completed -° - .
t' o Rag number .

Frcm records of expenses .

xgrteréthe follow1ng figures:

L1ne A = ente? the total amount . of non-personnel expenses in
a -Ce@umn 1. ° bt ) .

il

Line: B =~ occupancy costs need to be entered only in Golumns 1 and 8.
Only 1nd1v1dual 1§em costs over $500 need e spec1£1%d .
¢ * 3 3
Line C — the program,s costs for transport1ng ch1ldren to and from
the’ center ~should be entered in Columns 1 and 8 ™~

ce ® - v . .

+ Line D -- any staff travel and per diem costs {e.g.

meetings, to'Head Start-related Jct1v1t1es~
by the program should be éntered in Column 1,

to professional
etc.) paid for
If its pur-

pose‘was administrative, it should be entered in’'Columm 2,
Only if the trrvel 1nvolved training or technical assistance
5 ) should 1t be allacated to other programmatic are.as.~°
Line E = enter the cost of food 1n‘Columns 1 andﬁS. - . .

. -

K . : . . .
e ' . : ° ’ Cost Instruments 14
- o J Al "3 .o- . _
’ »
. ! . s - e .




.

. \ . .
' LGeé% -~ enter the'total cost of purchasing and repa1r1ng furniture
- and equipment in Column 1. Expenses over $500 should be
specified and allocated appropriately to Columns 2 througﬁ o
8. . If expenses cannot clearly be allocated, ask thé Director
to deczde on the placement of amounts 1@;0 functxonal categorxes.

°
.

o Line G — exter the total spent for supplies’ in Column 1; label b
specify, and allocate expenses over $500 as in Line F.

-

“m

. N Line H -~ enter the total spent for other contracted servxces in’

. ) Column 1; label, specify, and allocate expenses over $500
. T . as in LGe F. :

¢ . B a.

* Line I -~ eq{er the total spent for “"other" expenses in Column 1;
~ . label spetxfy, and allocate expenses over $>00 as lp . ‘
. o , Line F

Add Colugn l Lines B to I " Subtract this total fxom Column 1 Line A,
and record in Column 8 Line-A. Then add Columns 2 through 8 and record
B the totaljf}n Line J. Add Line J totals from Columns 2‘through 8 and
° ‘o

record on/Line K This number Should match the Total Operating ;xpenses

s in Coluﬁg 1 Line A.° ) 3 : :
2N \ <o “
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- ’ . ?nstguctxons for Worksheet #4G -

Grantee Administrative Expenses

LAY

o~ -

- . ~

This separate expense form must be filled out for all grantees with =

delegate agencies. It complements Worksheet #A in that, it summarizes those - ,

- - i

. grantee expenses whxch will be shared among delegates Worksheet #4 .
" gummarizes program-related expenses £or those grantees who operate their’
own pragrams (and for delegate: agenéxes) Take great care in separating
o these tﬁgzsets of grantee expenses. Though these "ingtructions make the
) . assumption that you can separate a-grantee's Total Non-Personnel Expenses '
' into administrative and program expenses, it may be the cdse that you meed
to separate éach other line item, est1mate the’ separatlon for "other"
expenses and then sum to achieve the ndmber in Llne A.
First complete the informations at the top of the pageg )

* B

. Grantee Name e .
. Your Name - - N4 .
7 N Name and telephone number of Contact at agency for ¢

‘ follow-up questlons .
¢ . - ‘ "Date the form is completed’ . ‘
5 . Page number . . . '

’ ° ° ~
- . .o

-
°

From records of expenses, enter the followxng figuzes:

Liné A «- enter the total amount of non-personnel eXpenses attrxbutabl\
to grantee administration in-Column 1, - =
. . Line B ~-- occupancy ‘costs should be entered in Columns 1 and 8 Only .
. individual item costs over $500 need be spec1f1ed If.you
* are having some trquble separating pccupancy costs attribut-
oy - - able to the program and thosé attrlbutpble to administrative
. ’ roles,, try to estimate the percentage bf space in the facility ot
- . allotted to administration as your base for spliting occupdncy
. . . : costs, N R » .-
' (: :
T, ' Line C -~ any staff travel and pef diem costs should be -entered in .
Column 1, and allocated as appropriate’ to Columns 2 to 8. -

e+

v °

. tLlne D --‘enter the total cost of purchasingand éepalrlng furniture and
Cot . equipment,in Column 1. Expenses over $500 should be specified
. © ’ 7 . and allocated appropriately to Columns 2 to 8. If expenses
T T ) cannot “clearly be allocated, ask the Diréktor to decide on -
~ e’ the placement of amounts into ‘functional categories. :

» . . r - v s f - . -

~ .

- . .

N .. .

A .e . N

- . -~ . ’ . . Q‘ 2 . . . .
: P N . .

e 2 . . - Cost Instruments l8<§£ ~

. \ R . ‘ . -,
° . . \ .




{

L1ne E -~ enter the total spent for supplzes in Column 1; label,
Speclfy and allocate expenses over $500 as in L1ne D.

Line F -~ enter the total spent for other contracted services in
Column 1; label, spec1fy, and allocate expenses over $500

as in L1ne D.

S

Lihe G — enter the total Spent for "other" expenses in Column 1;
label, specify, and allocate expenses over $500 as in ﬁlne D.
< - ¢

h .

Add Column 1, L1nes B tov¢F.

and record ‘the remainder in Column 8 Line A,
Add Line’H totals from Columns 2 to

Subtract thzs tota l from Column 1, L1ne A°
Then add Columns 2 to 8 |

and record the totals in Line H,

8 ‘and record on Line I. Thzs number should match the Total Operating

Expenses in Column 1 Liné A, andreflect all admznlstratlve operating

expenses for the grantee,

N b .
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. . " ANALYTIC INSTRUMENTS - .

-General Instructions

.
-
< N e . . «

\.3;fore filling out eﬁ§ of'the ahaly;ic instruments,\check all N
- cost 1nstruments for completeness. Compare all of your angwers with
. :hose ‘of the other date collectors at ‘each sxte. Ouly begin the .analysis :
: when you are sure the data are correot. . te
' Four;:worksheets are 1nc1uded in these 1nstruments, coded in the same
. manner as previous data collection instruments. " Everyone must fill out
Worksheet #5‘(Personne1 Cost Summary). Worksheet %6 (Computatlon of
Cepte'-Based Costs Attributable to Home-Based Services) need only be
o f111ed out for those grantees and delegates that operate a home-based
' program. Worksheet #7 (Dlstrlbutlon of’ Grantee Management Costs) need

‘only be filled out for grartees with delegate agenc1es Worksheet #8

(Symmary of Program Functlonel Costs) should be filled out for all
’ . agrantees and delegates and is the sheet' that culminates in all of the unit
. costs: for vhich we are searching. -
. .
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L S : . . Instructions for Worksheet #5
. ’ . A - Personnel Cost Stmmary ‘ ‘ ) - i‘ ?_
~ o | ‘ . c.\ »
s ) _ This wor}sheet.summar{zes sll%o‘ the . personrmel cost§ and allots them ° i : V
. . to the appropriate functions: One form should be leled out for each ' '.‘k’
. | grantee, and one for each delegate agency. ’ ‘
E 1, Record each employee's name and fundzng code, taken from w0rksheet . )
#3., From that Worksheet, add Colimn D (Grass Expense) and Column E (Fringe .
Expense), and -enter the “total on Worksheet #5, Column 3. If frznge benefit . '

costs are cnmputed on a percentage basis, multiply the amount 1n Column D

a (Gross Expense) by the fringe benefzt percentage given in Column E, add !
the resulting cost of frznge benefzts to the Gross Expense #n Column D and

> . I

record on Worksheet #5 in Column 3. o

! 4

- )

2. To calculate personnel costs within each fﬂictzonar area, multzply
» ‘ the.total personnel expense in Column 3 by the p&rcentage of time listed

under each function code on Worksheet #3 @%lumn I. Entér the resulting

¢

costs in the appropriate columns on Worksheet #5, that i{s, in the columns .

N labeled 010 to 381, e W T '
When all personnel costs have been allocated to .the approprlate functéons,

total the costs in. Columns 010 through 381 total the cost in Column 3-and

=, check that these totals match each other and the total of Gross Expense

(Column D) and Fringe Expense ¢Column E) on Worksheet #3.

L 24
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Be
o

o ' T Analytic Instruments 1-ABCD

. * ‘ ’




[} N <
4 - . (4 . H
. .
* ' * B . - B4
. . .
! . . - . )
N [ * - .y .
- . » .
’ L J
P’ N . é
. . . ¢
'.)"" - - e 4 q . .
A TS . . ~ o ¢ ' “
] . Worksheet” #5 - .
= ." . o . e, -
. . i . . v

’ . . : Y Personnel Cost Summary T . ‘ /

4 - w \' ¢ T - 5 .
Grantee Name: .° : ‘ o ' N . > ‘ ] . .
¢ s ) N S —~ O Date: " ' - N ) '
Delegate Agency: = = o ’ - ’
. - . o Page 4 of . ’
Person Completing Form: . -7 ’ R I —— ) )
® ~ o . . . 3 ¢

¢

. « 1.1 .. 2 3t .

. . . Y -
. \ . s .
. > 4 s . - ‘ -

l.‘ * > " » v
o7 | Funding ,Tétal ’ : . ' T
Employbe Name ‘(‘ode~ . EX; ) ~ . * . . . .
,o lame -odex pense: <[ 010 020 030 040 050 :
R : . - s - - - 050 ".060 o070

\ 2 . . s
. - Y ¢ h !
~ k-1
/ 11. . ) /3 Z ’ hd \
120 . . \ .o 'n N - : . r £ . o . *
[y - - . ,
3.1 | . . . te
14, s — <. R '
;y . . ' " -
P . >, —

I5; .
16. - : - — -

SOIT ) ; =

18 ' .
.
. .
.

20. ’ A ‘ « ®

o 21. . . M Ty, ‘. « -
S22, ) . T N 7 — . %

24, - -

X — .
4 mTAL . ~ - . 3 T 3 4-

R [ o s ' : v
u'.“ ’ 'g ] ’ PR . . Analytic ‘[nstruments 2—A9cp L4
~ERIC AL 7 - N : 112




041

051 -

-~

06]

Worksheet -#5 (Cont.)

_ 08].

110

120

3

-

ST

e

N

ol oA EN A= (W R o (SO X} 2

s
1=

o
[
.

.
r—
N
-

[
(]

14,

15'

‘e

16,

17:

138,

at

19.

‘ 20,

21,

¢

Analytic Instrumerts 3-ABCD
S 2

b




140

150

170

180

Al

Worksheet #5 (Cont.)

* 111

-

.

!

121

T

160

e

22, -

23,

24,

25,

26,

_JJk

>

.

’

. 1
vy

~

,\Aﬁﬁf

.

+

"’_ﬁ;aly!:ic’ Instruments 4-ABCD

116




A2

o .

_‘ ; - | . | PR ' . 'f‘alytic;lmi.trur?en:&s 5-ABcDb - 1'18

1
'

s




. L I N \ . N ~
Foa ’ . ; - ) = - &
i ] . ~ . * '
' . ; s "t
. \ * K Lo ) o o L v
) ‘ .- Worksheet #5 (Cont.) ) : ) ey
J . . 4 . .L\ . . v J ' . . o '

=241 253 261 2™ aa1. . ‘310 - 320 ‘
e _ , 281 ., 310 207 3% 30 350 360- * 370

17. . ) T ' - : ] L
18, , - - _
19. . T ; - r ~
20, . . : : j A . -
71, : » : L -
22, . . 4 s, 7 ; = - i

2 - — — : —e -

23,17 Y V- P T : s
Al - =
2% . - : : - = '
‘ N .
75. . *y - - . o - > N Ll 2
b v ‘ - N
" N = 4 '
26. . ~ _ ,— 5 e B " ‘:.':;%"» . . ’ - . hd ot \ *
. N »
¥

i L) ) - «
~
- Elan v - . * v
3 .
- <,
. * - :
~ * .
A ’ - r
A} d .
- - % .
» <
o3 } -
X . - -
’ l ‘
o '
- . =
b Iy P
. ”
- -
- P s d
i

TOTAL N - ' :
: \ : -
A N ; P N ’

119 R ‘ ?
. . . Analytic! Instruments 6~ABCD

, . L C 120 -




vﬁ—
- ’ . * ‘
/ . . c ! ’ T ‘
e A |

.

- . SR wbrksheet\ #s (Cont.) .
- ) ) ‘

- 380 ° ' |
' 311 . 321 371 %1 - 351 T 361 ‘371 38 : ]
v s ' 1 . . »

A 2
5. Y ) & -
5. ) Y 7 7 . ‘ Y
7. ' T .
L2

5 . : ’
'9, . - = , " : 1 :

. : —e——

) B iy | ‘¢ - / .. * -
II l : . 4 1Y
%, |3 T ‘ : SN - — |
15. : - ' — : =
16, ' ' AN ; , - S . = SR N
7 : ‘ ‘ —
3 . 01

~N—
¥

14
Ps

7. [ : ;
X el — :

21, [ ~ ——

22. L :
) v - - \. (]
. D

%, ' '
5" = : - ' ' ' . .

<
N

+*

& © .
< ' 4 = -
.
. - - -
. ~
- - :
. B - L
—
_
- ) .
CEY 4 ) - .
(el i h
- , ] - -~ ' by
‘ l : oy
. N - Tanegh
- 3 = -
, . N LJ -v‘h
_ ' \ : ¥, &
- o
© ",, ” £

.~ TOTAL S - ) '
o . ; _ v . " . 0 ’

x - -
, -




,’:‘(‘ ‘-‘ . .

9

.

°

Instructions for Worksheet #6

.

Computation of Center~Based Costs Attributable to Home~Based Services

This Worksheet is only necessary for programs with hcme-based services.”
Two sets of information are required' ‘WorKsheet #5 and Questlon #18 from the
"~ Program Descripticn, the calculatzon of units of service.

From Worksheet #3, add the amounts in columns 010, 011, 310, and

L4

311 to obtain the core personnel costs assoczated with center-based educatzonal
servzces. Enter this total on Worksheet #6 in Golumn A, Line 1,

ifom Worksheet #5, add the amounts in Columns 020, 021 320, and ‘321 to
obtamn the .core personnel costs asaoczated with home-based educational services.

s Enter- these costq on Worksheet #6 in Column B, Line 1. . i
_j'

Determzne the number of child hours of service in the center-based program
* from Questzon #18 of th% Program Description by: © T

.

1, Kuitzplyzng the enrollment in each program type (rull-day,
part-day (1), part-day (2), and part-day (3) by the ‘number of
hours per day of -the program by the number of days per year of

~ % operatzon. .Be especzally‘careful in these calculations if they

. . require-taking pieces' of two different operating years to cal-’
" e culate the number of service hours in one budget year.

(=4

- v

2. Then sum the service hours derived from’each program type,
and enter the sum on WOrksheet #6 1n Column A, Line 2,

To determine the number of child hours of‘servzce in the home—based program
that ari?spent in t;: Eenter, determine the hourswof service as above for’ _
thatvpart~of Question #18 of the Prégram Descriptzon headed "Home-based (center
-attendance)", Enter the number of service hours on Worksheet #6 in Column B,
‘Line 2. ' . .
o . To determine costs>per unit of center-based service, divide Column A,
\LGe 1 by Column A, Line 2 and enter 1n Column 4, LGe 3. Then to determine
» ' "the part of center-based costs attributable to the home-based program, mubzzply
/- the number of home-based units of service (Column B, Line 2) by the unit cost
; of center-based service (Column A, Line 3)., Entér the total in Column B,
Line 4, = . ‘

t . <
L
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p ' Instructions for Worksheet #6 (Cont.) _ _

Lt . " To correct the center-based service costs, 'subtract the amount in

Column B, Line 4 from the total center-based personnel costs in Column

A, Line 1 and enter the result in Column A, Line 5. Finally, to ascertain

‘the correct amount of ccnter-based costs attrlbutable to the home-based

. program, total Column B, Line 1 and Column B, Line & and enter the result
C in Column B, L1ne 5. : ) ,
» [y - . @
RS R .
A
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L. ) o Worksheet #6 )
* . C?mpuiation of Center-Based Costs ‘Attributable to Home-Based Services '
. . - )
[y
- ~ Grantee Name: __ |\ Date: o
’ \ & o .
N Delegate Agency _ . . )
——— e Person comple:mg Form: . .
% ': ) - -
/ -_‘- _- ~ * .
e ) Center-Based | Home-Based ,
. : . ' ¢s Column-A Column B
- ' ° ‘ ¢ -
° . R - “ N
1. Personnel Costs . :
- N i
. . 2. Units of Service o .
« %
> 3 >
v 3. Cost per Unit of Center- . . ! .
s ‘ oBased Service : L
__\ - \ — - - . ] . ]
4. Attributable Costs -
. 5 - ’ ) -
5. Corrected Costs . . ]
. : . !
& . N ° . ° '
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- The purpose of this worksheet

"

to allow the analyst to divide the
BN grintee management costs among the del ate\\\enc1es (and the grantee's
own program, if it has one).

The assumptio . this sheet is that the

d13tr1but1on can. be based on the relative costs of the delegate agenc1es

programs. .
. Frlom Worksheet #5 (Grantee Personnel Cost Summary) ter: ;
\ the Total of cost 111 oh Line 1,.Column B; ‘

5 . s
- . the Total of cost 131 on Line 1, Column C; '

T the Total of costs 141+4151+161+171 on L1ne 1, Column D;
the Total of cost 181 on Line 1, Column E.

To find the total grantee management personnel costs, total the amounts

. on Line 1, Columns B to E, and enter on Line 1, Column F.
From Worksheet #4G_(Grantee Administrative Expenses), L1ne H, enter

corresponding costs dh Line 2, Columns B to E. Total Columns B to E and
. ' ¢

enter/on Line 2, .Column F, . .

-
- .

. Total lMnes 1°and Y3 w1th1n each column to arrive at the total func-

-

. tional costs for grantee management. &

¢ Then, from the Grantee Profoe Questzons 9 and 10, retr1eve ‘the total

Budgets for each delegate agency,:and the total for the grantee (1nclud1ng

its delegate costs). Determine the percentage of the grantee s funds which

goes to each delegaté and record these percentages in LColumn A for each* of
Lo the 1dent1f1ed delegates. Don t forget the, grantee's own program. For each
b, delegate, multiply the percentage in Column. A by the costs on Line 3, Coluzmns
B to F, and enter the rosults on the approprlate delegate's line, Columns B

. to F. These are the costs which should be added to each delegate s costs ‘

to account for the grantee 3 adm1n13trat1ve reSpons1b;11t1es. T

~ . E

P ~ .
. .

., +
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) Worksheet # '
, .
. . Distribution of Grantee Management Costs ° ,
. - .
i , Grantee Name: - Date:
AR a“r
3 Person Completing Form: ° .
.?‘_._. \
A YA B c D E F
- ' Percent Educ. Admin. -Direct . Other Total ° -
{ 0 % v
: 1. Personnel 100 . R
2. Operating . 100 N ‘ . .
3. Total - 100 .l
2 3 3 .
Distribution to.DelE&ates:
. 4, 1 Lo
5. \ l . .
. , .
: A
6.
ks . - 7. )
. | - ‘
: «© ’ . / v
- [y - ) J
A : \ . ’ . L4
b [ . ’ -
r . , . . . ¢
¢ , - g ' . . \
1 - Il R \
- 1 , . )
\. 8 A d
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N Instructions for Worksheet #5’ ¢ R
: Sumnary of Program Functional Costs ",
. - - -y ) [ )
~ . . - i . ) ,
. i} . This last worksheet should be filled out for all grantees who run
o their own programs and for all delegates. It is the place where grantee

management costs are allotted to délegates and we arrive at functlonal)un1t

costs. It also brings together the information on center’ggsed and home-\

o based costs. Rowever, if the program under consideration does not have a

-home-based cOmponent, please note that Columns B and C on the worksheet way

-

be left blank o ’ ,

-

The first step is to allocate costs to center- and home-based components

bd .
7 e ‘o - i N

through the use of Education costs, as begun on Worksheet #6 (Computation

of Center-Based Costs Attributable to Home-B#bed Services). From Worksheet

3

.

#6, take the ‘corrected costs for center-based services (Line 5 Columd A)

and’ enter on Worksheet #8, Line 1_Column B, “Then take the corrected costs
) >

| . ' for home-baseg services from Worksheet #6 (Line S Column B) and enter on =

¢ Worksheet #8, Line 1 €olumm C. Total Line 1 Columns B and C and enter total
~

on Line 1 Column A. . .

i Then transfer the information oofz:i;s’of center-based service from -
. ' Worksheet #6 to Worksheet #8. Enter the number of center-based units from

‘Worksheet #6 Line 2 Column A on Worksheet #8 Lihe 2 Column B, To- obta1n

- .

a rhasonable estimate of units of home-bBased serv1ce,éreturn to the Program
Descr1pt1on, Question #18, and calculate the total number of hours of service
: _ N ;

in the home; multiply this number by two (since Both parent and child are

-

.

= . Being served); add this number to the total number of hours of servile for

‘ .

s % home-based children in the center *(Worksheet #6, Line 2 Column B); and enter

this total oh Worksheet #8 Line 2 Colomo (o8 "Total Line 2 Columns B ar¥ C,
. A -

L
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- ) P .o oot

he o, Instractions qu Worksheet #8 (Cont.) -

)
3
. ’ [

- - =

R | . , ‘ \ -

i, , Lot . -
and’enter on Line 2 Column A, Please note that we are assuming that each hour

N A Y
* . ’ L

* the home' visitor spends in the home is two hours of service since both mother

v -

. y . ’ . . - hd ‘ . [J ‘e -
. and child are being served. This is soméwhat conservative since siblings
- < A , . . .

., may also be involved, tﬂough it.may also be liberal in that home visits

° . o’

are often cancelled. ‘ ‘
. ¥ ' =
. ' Unit Cost Step. To determine the unit cost of these.Education Services,
1 * 1 .
{ : . .
divide the cost in Line 1 Colymn, A by thé units of service in Line 2 Column .

;1/ *

A and record the result in Line 3 Column A. epeat the procesé for Columns

) -

-.B 3nd C, This step will be repeated later and referred to as the Unit Cost

Step. . . ‘ '

. i

- .- To estqﬁlish the division of moniés between center- and home-based

-

. .
’
K

services, divide Line 1 Column B by Line 1 Column 4 and-enter the resulting .

\

percentage on Line 4 Column B. Jhen divide Line 1 Column C by Line 1

Column A and enter the resulting percentage on Line 4 Column C.° Make sure . .
Y .

. '~ that Line 4 Colummns B and C\sum to 100. ~ - . : '

* Temporarily skip Lines 5 to 7. o ,

..
- = -

. ‘ From Worksheet #5 (Personnel'CostkSqﬁmary), add Columns 030 and 330;

o SRR - 4 ) .
T enter- the total of these administrative pegsoqpel}cosns on Line & Column A.

. . : ) / . .
Allocatim. To allocate these costs

between center~ and
’

—- ™ home~based servildsg, 1ply Line 8 Column A by the percentage in Line 4

. . . . .
- * Column B and enter the resulting cenpter-based cost on Line 8 Column B.

.

Multiply Line 8 Column A by the perc

* .

- « .

('“ N : . . - - . -
resulting home-based cogt on Line 8 Columw C. This is called_the allocation

step and is repeated often later. ' . .

L . .
- £ ] N
PR M .
. o
. . -
. .
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' Instructions for Worksheet, #8 (Cont.)l ~ . ° .o,
- s H - . e X3
(i ) Next, " total all personnel expenses within each service category, using
the Column Totals from WOrksﬁget #5 as foilows: o °

- o Add’ 040, 041, 240, 241, 349, and 3%}; enter this total on Lia€313,
} Column A. . - ) e . .

o Add 050, 051, 250, 251, 350, and 351; enter this total on Line

. ) 16 .Column -A. | . <o :
D& o add 060, 061, 260, 261, 36D, and 361; enter this total b’ Liné 19
¢ . o " Colimm A. T L o ‘
; , o Add 070, 071, 270, 271, 370, and 371; enter total on Line 22
" Column A. ' ; ) . a . '
\ \ ' o Add 080, 081, 780, 281, 380, and 3817 enter this total on Line 28,
Column A. ’ v ™ ’

-~

- For each of these personnel totals, reépat the allocation step.
4 . , *
" From Worksheet #4 (qugram Operating Expenses), enter the totals for

the corresponding functions in Column A:

N .

. o Line 5 Education- : . 1
C - -~
o Line 9 Administration ., /
' N . \ . . ¢ .
o o Line l4 Health | ) .
Vi 4 ~ ¢
o Line 17 Nutrition .

L | Line . | . Y,

. o Lline 20 Social Seryices

o Line 23 ' Parent Involvement
* . . . 2 >

-

~

F

. Soeline—~29e-Other g

. : For each of these operating expense totals, repeat allocation step. ~

[N . i
h 3 >e - . -
/

Total’ the personnel and .operating costs in Columns A,-3 and C for

. . -
) each function as follows:
s i N . ’ pr . ‘.ﬁ'.’

. gﬂ\ ’ : . \>', s i

, o _ : " Analytic Instruments 15 -ACD -

- -

[}




-
-
.
- \]
L
[
*
: ) ¢
A4 .‘
5
.
.
1
L 4
~
A
'} '
-
.

. -

* f

)

va . ) - , e 2
Instructions for Worksheet #8 _(,Q\ont ) T _\ ' .
[ ! .' ~
o Line.;;-’S“?and 9, Administration ‘. - | ' .‘ - .
o Lines 13 and 14, Health ‘ \ .n
o Lines 16 and 17,!Nutrition - ’ . \_ N ’_ .
0 L:‘i.ne; 19 and 20, So:cial Services'.' ) \ 'é ‘ ) .
" o Lines 22 and 23, Parent Involvement n o :’.‘ ’ R
- o L.ige‘s '28",_and 29, 'Q‘tf‘—ef"- g S o

. S : ) ) &-
Then create the appropriate totals for*all direct services. Add Lines 15,
3 £ prop: .
.o . %

18,21 and 24 ‘znd enter the column totals on Line Zi, b@.ng sure teo ‘fill

: Step.

{
these codts on Line 33.

-

Columis A, B and C. . .

~

-

Now, for Lines 6,

- -

» ~

3
simply need to be copied from Line 2, - -

.

The units of service remain constant throughout this worksheet,

,

o,
v
-0

- ot
10, 257and 30 (Total Costs), repeat the Unit Cost
Y ’ -

a .S

.

[} -

W
”Bﬁ Ke costs»on Lines 6, 10,.25, and 30 and - enter the botals‘cor

Repea_t the Unit Cost Step.

-

From Woi‘ksheet #7.

and -

« »

(D:Lstr_z.but:.on of \Grantee: Management Costs) take this delegate s share.

.

. .
as reported in Column F and enter that amount on Worksheet #8 Line 36 Column

Grand 'Total on Line 37.

cost for the delegate.

A. Repeat Allocations Step. !‘rotal cckts .en ;ines 33 and 36, and enter this

-

@

- - N - © - -
Repeat Unit Cost Step to _arrive at a summary unit

(1f d.esired, Grantee Management Costs Eor éach func=

& - . ' N
tion can be taken from Coluums,B\to Eyon Worksheet #7 and added to the costs

. . N
of each function on Worksheet #8.)

® . -
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Worksheet #8 . <

, Summary of Program FunctionZl Costs \
¢ St . - . :
. Grantee hamf: L s —t ' . Dgt.e:' ‘ .
-~ e ¢ . -
Delegate Agency: ' : ) . . R , . . ;
. R . : . . # te > Lo ‘
Person Completing Form: * - . - L ‘
. ) * - Cg N ] ) e
° ‘? . T
4, . .
7 ) o I L BNt c
) :Function\ - Tpta} *y Center-Based ' Home-Based I
) . L Cost ‘ Cost --  Cost ) .
Lo . » /* R - . . R . -
1. Education Cost \, . o Co, , . 4o .
R S — -
,2.#, Units of service - > 2 L
3.  Cost/Unit . . ! L , .
.c , ¢ . L R " : ’ & ’ P )
4.  Percent of Total . ' . . {100 - . .
5. Operating Costs , . ‘ L )
v B ¢ [} )
6. ° Tétal Education - , , ™= - i . )
7. Cost/Unit | ’ U , . 1 > ]
) | N - e ——— J ‘ N - ) >
Administration .. L e { . ) "
R R . . - ' S .
8., Persomnel ' . B
. . N . . D — ) ' .
9. . Operating . : - . / o
. a ¢, e— . [
. . . b , - . b
= 10. “Total Administration . -~ . T
:-# - . b;. " K ‘ - ° ,‘7 e . - i
C . 1l. Units of Service - . / ‘ .
- -, . . e, P . ; 3 ' . .
¢ &0 .~ 12, Cost/Unit - : T e. ) o )
’. . s -
ke © , . . L. ’ « s )
- . * ~ eDirect-Services . . - : -
- . 0 ’. . ' 'y _
A -~ = N e ot
T Health . . .
L e . ———— . Y - 4
’ 13. .Personnel . ‘ : ._, - . .
+ - M ’ . :‘ ‘# : '
SRR api TS - 3 =
SO ‘ 14, oOperating -~ . , - s N .
S 15, Total Health ; - ' -
;e ’ * ! S hd -
-‘.' -
-3 ‘ . -
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"',A. R . . * - . .
\l& £ ~ - P © . )
: ‘., R . ) a‘“. =,
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. . ¢ <0 T
: s N . Worksheet #8 (Cont.) )
1‘. - - . w y e \ ’ R
( Nutrition b . *
* . 16, Personnel . - .
. [ .. . - -
e 17.  Operating . B )
.18. Total Nutrition '
P Socia?Sewices . ' . .
. . ” . . ‘ .
- 19. Personnel . . _ |
20. Operating R : .
A ' y . . e
' . . 21. Togal Soecial Service / _ 4 .
3 . . . . D - .
% "+ Parent Involvement . h ° . .
22. Personnel / . ) o . ;
o = * ° : ° ¢ 4
.. 237 Opgerating_ -
26. Total Parent Inv. : : . .
'25. Tqtal Direct Service =~ _, .
“ - '26. Units of Service . :
IR R N : —_— ' *
b 27. Cost/Unit sl . ) n ’
n . AN Co. ST
'S Other - . : : ‘
“. ‘ ! ° ’ > ! .
Lo M 28. Personnel ¢
5&3“\3 . . . ————————— N q
LA 29." Operating ' v ,
. : 30. Total Other S - . : ", .
- o . —.o - ~ .
.. 3l.. Units of Service e e , ‘
R cy . ) o °
MU 32, ‘Qos,t:(/Uni;“;_ te ST L. S g - ’
" M o . . A . .~. .
s .
33.  Total All \ _— .
. & 4
34, Units of Service®  +- . o ) N
35.°% Cost/Unit S " o
'3" . -« % ) '
36% Grantee Management N - -~
n °
‘ 7 7; R
N "Analytic Instruments 18-ACD
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. Worksheet #8 (Contup ) —

. . P
37. Grand Total

- . - -
.38, Units of Service . o - i ‘
k)
-~

_ ..39. _Cost/Unit
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APPENDIX 8

" SUMMARY DATA TASLZES

Grantese ACYF
al 4,439,743
g (81.3) -
- A2 334,383
(69.9)
A3 225,158
: (78.1)
Ad 186,485
(72.8)
B8l . 7690
{ ’ (83.9)
32 785,899
72.7)
83 , 9,597
(61.1)
Cl 556,994
(63.9)
c2 399,314
L (68.7)
g 118,445
. (5002) L'
D _ 173,746
(71.9)
2 - 383,536 °
. 7 (61.2)
- \. 425,423,
‘ N (64.3)
g 348,479
. (73.9) .
A 195,142 .
¥ . (69.1)
I 389,197
- (72.8)
Medidn 341424
. Medn ~ 612,535
. . 474.4)
“ang? 118,445
‘ « 40434,743-

—

USDA .
—

133,935
(2.5)
33,49
(6.9)
16,390
(5.5)
19,189

(7.5), &

22,734
(2.8),
43,937"
(4 5) 4
14,240 "
(3.1),
132, 32
(15.2),
35,965
(8.5),
12,913
(5.5)
24,244

53,541
(3 9)
66,61k
(9.7)
128,523
(6“@)
23,541

- (8.4)
32 3l1
(6.4)

32,667
43;597
(5%3)

© 12,913

133 995q

B

(9

(;0 9) .

*Table 8.1"

t 4 . ‘
Total Revenua

csa

P %
59,798
21,519
(4.5)

*
5,213
(6.5),
’2’821
e
1
(i

iz*
3,31

L] ’ *
19,789
{1.8)

*
4,794
(1.7,
N, 358
(8.3)¥

1,234
7,326
 (.9)

. @

-

-

rd

other Othar s
- CEPANYETP © Cash  In~Kind Total
— -— 793,027 5,413,471
{14.6)
—_ -— ° 95,036 434,521
. (19.5) ;
—_ 19,045 28,139 233,333
e @Qij) (9.8)
— 1M45 48,972 255,583
(8.5) {19.1) :
-— 94 193,283 812,721
(3.9) (13.3)
-— === 245,957 1,982,793
> (22.8)
— -— 153,793 457,637
(35.3) j
-— --- 176,885 371,847 -
. (20.3) ,
5,332 — 91,411 435,843
(1.2) (29.9)
-— -— 191,071 233,538
L .7 (43.3)
Vet m— 3,263 43,531 241,549
(1.3)  "(16.3) .
- == [ === 185,744 - . 534,593
.k Y (29.4)
59,432 .=, ©119,943 | 433,193
(8.3) * : (17.5) '
-— 1,497 88,185 472,515
‘ « (1.8 (18.5) - =~
326 49352 54,294 ° 282,475
(8.1) (1.5 (19.2) :
- . . 14,579 "93,304 a,za?
¢ pop (2.9).  (17.8) -, -Ei;’

‘ §-7 4 .98,954 473,513
" 4,130 3,125 152,082 822,317
"~ (.5) (.4)  (18.5) . .
'j %] ) ‘ﬂ 2&;133 2331333
59,432 l9 045 793 327 5,413, 471

54,795

A

Theae mdnlés 3o not cane tp the programa in ché form of cash, but as services °
paid for by a caird parcy. . ‘

Y

Y

¢

£




‘Grantee*

Al
A2
A3
. Ad
dl
B

B3

oy

i

&

- Table B.2

»

. Prof.,  Paraprof.
- Serv, Serv.
8
106,168 106,250
(12.4) (12.5) -
235954 8,201
(24.5) (7.0)
2,922 ‘13,826
(16.4) - (49.1) -
;16,127 5,345
(32.9 (13.9)
'3,279 11,289
©(2.5) (8.6)
. S,021 0 16,934
" (5.1) (5:7
14,274 %, 6,667
N € Y ) Y & )
T4,y 752,953
(4.5) (1'6.3)
3,05 42,315
(2.2) T (3L.0).
2,202 15,439
(i.9) - (13.4)
656 5,891
(1.5}, (14.5)
- 14,893 4,312
(7.6 (2.2)
14,884 145,520
(5.7 (55.2)
15,720 3u,516
(17.8)  (34.8)
4,937 31,23
(8.4) (52.6)
2,74% 10,839
(3.9) " (44.5)

&

L) -

» 3

. ' * . : . . .
Donated Goods and Services : ,Line Item Breakdown

cone to Head Start, but are services paid to a third party for Head Start.

B4 Fuirext provided by R

. Qo .

-~

2

. i35-'

\Space/ ) Suppﬂes/ . ) USDA .
Utll:tl_e_lg Equigment . /Food Frans.,  ~Other
~ 598,847 16,136 -—= 18,295 . " 8,175
(76.1) (1.9) (2.1)  aptle) "
- 34,500 b - ommt T e
. (72.5) ' )
11,022 269 - 180 -
(39.2) (b.9) (B.4) - ’
26,499 160 —- -—- ---
(53.9) (0.2) .
89,692 3,982 22,734 - S
(68.5) (3.0)  (17.4)
291,032 13,979 48,937 2 ---
(68.0) < (4.7) (16.5) o
112,113 14,085 14,240 -—- 29,561 .
(63.9) (5.7) (8.0) - "(11.6) -
76,446 . == 132,845 38,400 -
- (24.3) . (42.2) (12.2)
© 50,376 . 3,816 35,965 -— -—-
(35.9) (2.3) (27.1)- ,°
53,347 — 12,913 17,950 \ 8,242
(56.7) . (11.2) (fs.6) - (71.2)
34,449 2,456 - T 1,979 7 ——-
£ (75.1) 16.1) (2.7
174,091 2,260 - --- ~2-
(89.9) (1.2) =« v
60,953 12,213 - 432 1,107
Y &) - ) I (6.4) ’ (6.2) (8.6)
‘//)39,079 2,695, 5 Zam .-
*- (44.3) (3.1)
© 21,871 | 1,160 T “-- t ek
) (37.1) *(1.9)
< 4,857 - 7,226 - - -—-
(44.6) (7.9) 4

Total
853,323
114,655

23,130
48,972
130,;37
262,894
177,948

314,943

©136,929

115,493
49,531
195,556
191, 164
-_legus
53,993

91,662

! o 8 . . . < .
fhese ‘include Ycontributions® Fcon Federal sources. like TSA, CETA and USDA which are not cash in-




"

- , , \\rable 8.3
; . Donated Goods and Services: ,Bugxctﬁ;nal Breakdown
- % . 4 ‘ -
Grantee  Adinin, Occup.  Tranms. educ. flealth  Nutri. S.S. P.I. .
Tl 65,684  6U8,734 15,928 81,752 46,286 26,683 . 13,556  3;200
. A7) L (78.3) (1.9) (9.6) (5.4) (3.1) (1.6) (9.4)
A2 19,619 - 84,589 -— 5,698 6,647 191, --- -
(1628) (12.4y - "(4.9) - (5.7 (9:2)
A3 < 1,868 11,822 3,519 9,119 896 1,795 » - -
~ w7 (6.5) (39.2) . (12.5)  (32.4) (3.2) (6.1)
© A4 16,127 - 28,241 Y 4,559 -— 45 -—- -—
L (32.9) © (57.7) v (9.3) (8.1),
8l -, -—" 39,692 --- 15,397 3,114 22,734 - —-—
: ] (5&‘ 5. ~ . ALY - (2.9)  (17.4),
B2 108,678 241,392 -— 29,324 1,815 54,523 2,162 -—
(3.6),  “(k8.1) (9.9) (6.6) ° (17.1),  (8.7)
837 25,163 112,173 +  -— 13,029 9,419 17,585 548 23
: (14.1) . & (63.1) £ L (1.3) (5.3) 9:9), © (8.3) )
U 5,213 884,646 38,400 43,263 5,785 132,845 —-— 791
- (1.7)  .428.1) . (12.2)  (13.7) +(1.8) (42.2), (9.3),
ooe2 3,292 55,614 12,046 9,326 5,567 ~ 58,213 471 -
YT (244), 0 L (40.T7) . (8.8) (6.8) (4.1) --°(36.8), . (8.4)
c3 T, 35{”‘* 59,824 17,959 12,048 = 1,093 14,875 -— Yo
St (3.1 (52.1) ° (15.6)  (18.4) © (8.9). ' (12.9) -
D - 73 38,449 554 7,19 . 356 791 -— 525
S (1.8) 2 (75.1) (1.4) _ (17.5) "(3.9) (2.0) ~ (1.3)
oee s 8,812 174,146 5 - 5,412 6,426 - 840 -
- . bt . bt -y Yoy ‘
: - 4.5 . (33.9) < (278) (3.3) . (8.4 -~
SO 5,¥21 .. 66,650 1,632 198,033 5,712 1,893 2,113 -
RN P P ) (34.9). (4.5 - (56.5) (3.9) * (1.9) (L.4)
—6 o T, 150 307y 5 .33,296 - 15,723 -—- R -—
B B ¢ L I I . (37.9)  (17.8) . X
i 4,784 21,871 1,025 29,893 198 - 2,197 - -
" 3.9) (37.1)a (1.7) . (49.3) (8.3) (3.6) .
g 21,523 44,857 <~ -—- 47,315 1,914 -— ' 53 -—
s (D) (4d.8) -, (51,6) (2.1) (g 1)
= —e e .
¥ meludes UsDA funding,” ¢ - o g’
> —y e -
Kl

o
3

Total
353,823
116,555
28,131
48,972

134,937 °

295,894

177,949
314,943
135,529
115,093
40,531
195,556

191, 1 A

38,4.}‘5 .
(M
58,993

91,662




. Table B4

Cash-Expenditures per Funded Child: Line Item Breakd#g .

, Chiltd staff
Grantee Persomnel _Fringes uccup. Travel Travel Food Equip. Supplies
Al 1,402 283 235 133 13 178 35 7
_ (51.3) {ie.9) - (16.9y. (4.9) (8:4) (6.5) (1.3) (2.6)
A2 1,965 331 273 3y 18 223 4 135
(57.3) (9.7) (8.9) (1.1) (8.5) (6.6) (6.1) . (4.9)
Al 1,949 394 © 348 153 . 25 243 4 55
(54.9) (11.9) (9.8), . (4.2) (8.7) T (6.7) (8.1) (1.5)
M 2,308 457 139 112 15 © 12 15 139
(59.9) (12.9) (3.6) (2.9) 7(0.4) (7.9) (4.4) (3.6)
Bi-Ctr 1,592 245 267 231 55 4~ = 80 g
. {56,5) - (8.7) (7.4) (18.9) (2.9) (6.9) (2.9) . (2.5)
B2 735 118 12 143 16 20 "t 42 45
(62.7) (11.9) (1.9) (11.9) (1.3)° (1.6) (3,3) (3.8)
B3 1,182 167 . 63 . 188 20 85 <, 15 43
(63.3) (5.8) " (3.9) (18.1) (1.1) (4.5) (9.8) (2.3)
cl 139 X 14 28 45 3 55 50 .
_— (65.5) '(8.3) (1.3) (2.5) | ‘(4.9)". (0.3) . (4.9) '(4.5)
e 95 3 137 46 145 47 21 43 42-
~ (61.7) * (8.8) (3.9) " (9.3) (3.9) . (1.3) (3.1) (2.7)
€3 749 192 3l 43 62 35 36 35
(63,3) (8.6) (2.6) (3.6) - (5.2) (3.9) . (3.0), (3.9)
) 1,565 235 52. 27 26 19t 52 © 140
(66.2) (9.9) (2.2) (L.1) (1.1) (8+1) (2.2) (5.9)
B 1,185 218 119 87 18 206 129 118
« (53753y (9.8) (5.3) (3.9) (8.3) (9.2) (5.8)- (5.3)
UTer L2 185 s ;s ay’, 254 18 51
. (66.2) (9.1) (6.6) (3.9) (2.0) (12.5)  "(0.9) 2.5)
G 1,195 139 183 254 65 3123 157 . 175*
(51.1) (5.8) (7.9). (16.7) (2.8) (5.3) (6.7) (7.5)
“d “ 976 123 97°- 191 50 187 52 151
, (594.3) (6.4) (5.9) (9.9) (3.1) (9.7) (2.7) (7.8)
£ T 1,343 . )t 125 142 34 o121 148 195
. . (57.9) (3.4) ¢ ASeS)rmerf602)urr ] 5) (5.3)°  .(6.1) (4.6)
dl-tone 714 1197 —— - 149 — --- 32
(67.9) (14.3): L ; (12.8) ‘ (2.8)
F-lone 787 119 « 51 19 162 63 6 49 41.
(58.9) _  (8.9) . (4.9) (3.6) (12.2) (5.1) (8.5) (3.5) ",
v s ‘

Other

N

Sgrv. " Other- Total
‘ A
6L 272 2,733
(2.3) (9.9) ™
.99 323 3,485
(2.6) (9.6) -
. 62 389 3,614
(1.7) (18.5) o
67 368 3,902 .
(1.7) (9.4)
©237 4 . 2,812
(8.4) (1.5)
32 1 1249
(2.6) (8.1)
75 85 1,864
(4.1) (4.5)
> 8l 15 1,114
(7.3) (1.4)
91 20 1,560
(5.8) (1.3) -
74 17 1,184
{6.3) (1.4) °
53 14 2,365
2., (0.6) . \
143 ¢ 2,233
. (6.4) - (B.5) -
43 -4 2,030
A(231) L (9.2)
.39 15 2,333
(1.7) (8.7) _
85 13 £,935
(4,9) (8.7) CT
32 82 2,275
(1.4) (3.5)
67 15 1,156
'(5.8) (1.3)-
1 1,336
"(3.1) ((8.1)
)
).‘.D‘ ];‘3 L

~




Grantee Adnin,

Table B.S*

CashdExpenditures per ‘Funded Child: Functional Breakdown
. 14 7 ) :

-

Occup.

‘frans.

Nutri. 5.S.

P.i.

. AL

. (16.7)
‘546
(16.4)

Al
A3
(19.9)
135
{18.8)
670

¢ (23.8)
12¢
-(9:0)
339
(17.7)
113
(19.2)
. 115
(7,4)

. 186
(15.7)
+ 416
) (17.6)
g 341
‘ (15.3)
211
(1i3.4)
G " 254
o (10.9)

1] w 198

) (14.2)

T q <. 282
o (12.4)
Bl-tane . 135
< (1r.8)
57
(4.3)
“’ A

T LAY

" 81-Cer

-

t .

. -P-Cer

F—ane

\

457

686 °

338
{12.4)

- 382
(11.2)

P 449
(12.4)
334
(8.5)

. 250

(3.9).

63

s (5;“) .

158

. (8.5)
. 28
(2.5)

129

(8.3)

s 55
(4.6)

.- 148
- (3.9)
. 129
.- (5.8)
. 218
(19.7)
193

¢ B.3)
©136
(7.8)

162

(7.1) .

T
(9.7)
- 12

Y

-

- 212
~(7.8)
144
T 4.2)
s 160
" (4.4)
- 116
.(3.9)
.. 582
(17.9) "
. 240
119.2)
=215
(11.5)
. 135
t12.1)
<433

(21.7)

161
{13 6)
66
£(2.8)
- 266
(11.9)
- 164
P(B ° !')
> 496
(17.9)
* 345
(17.8)
"o 441
(19.4)
149
(12.3)
. 221

> (5:4) " 2" (16:5)
* . ? L

(

¢ Educ.*:. N

644
(23.6)

832 -

1,006
(27.8)
1,241
(31.8y
629
(22.4)
- 369
(29.5)
. 47
(25.3}
+ 368

T (3340)
_(33.

189 °

(16.9)
922

(39.0) "

653
(29.3)
584

(28.8) -

651
(23.4)
438

(22.6) .

588
(25.8)
. 32
(28.2)
507
37.9)

(17.2)

Health

279
A18.2)
317
(9.3)

. 210
(5.8)

251

(6.5)
229
(8.1)
167
(13.4)
320

249
(18.8)
. 198

(12.7) .

213
(18.9)

.9

- (3.8)

245°
(11.9) .
202 -

(9.9)
T, 132
{5.6)
177
*(9.1)
202
(8.9)
191
(16.5)
116

8:7) ~ (3.8) (17.2). (1.0)",

- (17.8)
(9.§).
. (13)

———

e 363

. 488
(17.8)

(7:.3)
' 683

322
(9.4)
632 249
1(17.5)  *(6.9)
" 812 196,
(24.8) (5.1)
271 121
(4.3)
60
(4.8)
63
(3.4)
93
(8.3)
44,
(2.8)
195
(9.9)
113
(4.8)

237
(12.7) .
7
(6.4)
59
(3.8)
154"
(13.9)
Na23 -
. (¥1.9)
(21.5)
493
(24.3)
444
(19.9) (3.6)
398 121
- (20.6) . (6.3)
96"
(4.2)

+(2.6)
81
(4.9)
83

(15.9)
4 4

" (4.4)

118

(21.2)
229

"'

. 208,

(7.6)

_(5.5)

.. 481 . 597

233 .

-4

. 115
(4.2)
258 °

222
(6.2)
217

120
(4.3)
138
(11.1)
64
(3.4)
© 86,
(7.7)
51°
(3.3)
109
(9.2)

184 .

(7.8)
- 59
(2.5)
(3.7

169
(7.2)
., 118

"(6.1)

135
(5.9)
128
(9.3)
13

»

g
. Total

.Other

20
(6.7)
1
(9.1)

" 6
v (8.3)

11
+(1.0)
15
(3.9)
11
(3.9)
10
'6.4)

1
(9.1)
|
6
(4.3)
6
(0.3)

-

t3

(9.2)

’ 2,733
3,446
3,614
3,902

'2,812
1,249

1,864

1,114

1,560

1,184
2,365
2,233
* 2,830

2,333

1,937.

2,275
1,156

1,336

r
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Total Cost of Program per Funded Child: Line Item Breakdwm/

0 - v - -
> Child  Staff « , - Other
vrantee  Personnel Fringes Jceup. ‘fravel Travel Food Byuip. Supplies Serv. Other ‘Potal
Al 1,529 283 644 133 7 13 178 46 81 .6 271 3,245
(47.2) (8.7) (19.8) 14.1) . (0.4) (5.5) (1.4) (2.5) (L.9)- . (8.5) ~ &
A2 2,22 331 1,056 39 18 223 4 135 9% 328 1,485
: (54.4) " (7.4) (23.5) (8.3) (¥.4) _(5.9) (8.1) (3.9) “(2.9) (7.3)
: A3 T} 394 ' 581 155 26 243 A 59 62 389 4,005
. : (54.5)"°  (9.8) (12.5) (3.9) (6.5) (6.1)  -(8.1) . (1.5) (1.5) (9.5)
: a4 2,132 467 637 . 112 15 2712, 15 141 67 358 4,826
- (56.3) (9.7) €13.2) (a.3) (8.3) (5.7) (8.3) (2.9) (1.4) (7.6)
. .Bl-Ctr 1,655 245 547 28, -, S5 99 8y 88 237 44~ 3,37
(49.1) (7-3) (17.4) (8.3) (1.6) (2.9) (2.4) (2.6) (7.1) (1.3)
B2 836 149 331 148 15 139 12 64 F32 ., .1 1,719
(48.5) (8.7) - (19.3) (8.6) (9.9) (5.8) (2.4) . (3.7) (1.9) (9.1) . :
. B3 o) , 321 147 814 168 Pl 180 15 - 111 75 223 3,050
2 ‘ (43.3) (3.5)  (26.5) ‘(3\&) ® (8.7) (5.9) - (8.5) (3.6) + (2.5) (7.3)
.l 954 93, 2167 35 - 45 269 5 50 81 15 1,744
SN (49.5) (5.3) (9.6) (6.8) - (2.96). (15.4) (3.2) . (2.9 (4.5) (9.9) '
‘ c2 1,0, 137 39, L E RN v A 213 68 . ! 42 91 2 2,272
; " (52.3) (6.9) (13.6)°  (6.4) ™ ~. (2.1) (9:4) (3.2) . (1.9) (4.3) (9.9) O~
c3 +925 184 614 223 ) 155 36 35 iz 17 2,335 -
. (39.5) (7.9) (26.3) 9.5) “« (2.7) (7.1) (1.5) (1.5) (3.2) (0.7) .
) 1,642 235 411 - 33 .32 191 | 52 . 18y 63 14 2,842
(57.8) . (8.3) _ (14.5) (132) (1.1) (6.7). (1.8) (5.9) (2.2) (8.5)
P . 1,283 218 1,007 87. 18 206 . 13 129 143 v 3,231
, S (39.7) ¢ (6.7) (31.2) (2.7, (4%) (6.4)"14.0) (4.9) (4.4) . .:(8.3)
F-Cer 1,745 - 185 413 .. .40 . 254 18 - 98" © 43 9 2,886
S e T (61.5) (6.4) (14.3)  * (2.8) °  (1.4) (8.8) (9.5) (3.4) *  (1.5) (6.3) '
. § 1,476 130 429 259 65 123 157 191~ S.39 15 2,867
5 (51.5Y (4.5) (14,6)" (8.7)-° (2.3) (4.3) (5.5) ~ (6.7 (1.4) (8.5)
il . 1,289 - 123 87 191 © 6 195 52 © 154 85 13 2,45
S (52.6) « (5.6) (£1.7) . (7.8) = (2.5)  (8.0) (2.1) (6.3) (3.5) (4.5)
" I 1,541 191, 343 142 34 B V3 110 144 32 82 2,775
. (55.5) (6.9). (12.5) ~45:1) (1.2) (4.1) (5.9 (5.2) "(1.2) - (3.9) X
< ¢ Blatone 774 1y 75 - 149 . 32 67 157 1,232
. : (62.8) ~ “(9.7) . (6.2) * s (1221 (2.6) - (5.4) . (1.2)
. Fedone 924 119 129 w152 68 - 6 94 .41 - 1 1,552
. (53.9) (7.6) . A6.5) ~ ¢« (3.1) (14.4) (4.4) (9.4) (6.0) (2.6) ®.1)y .
142 - - T T . : : '
, - JEEEEN Lt . ~ 143

3
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, . . Table B.7 .«
Total Cost of Program per Funded Child: ‘Functional Breakdown
. . »

Grantee Adanin, _Jccup, ‘frans. _ Educ, Health Hutri. 5.S.
Al 496 - 698 222 . .893 - .307- 504 , 208
(15.3) (21.5) (6.8) (21.4) (9.5) (15.5) ~(6.4)
S A2 728 i,164 114 . 885 378 605 322
(16%54 (25.9) (3.2) (19.7) (3.4) (13.5) (7.2)

-A3 . 642 28 ., 1,133 ‘223 656 1249 .
(17.8) (15.4) (5.2) (28.2) (5.6) ,(16.4) (5.2)
Ad . 1,039 " 866 117 1,327 25Y 813~ 19§
*(21.5) 0 (18.9) (2.4) (27.4) (5.2) (16.9) (4.1)
BL-Ctr 679 - 636 502 696G 242 379 121
(19.9) (18.7) (14.9) (20.6) (7.2) (11.9) (3.6)
82 137 382 249 415 179 . 172 64
(3.0) (22.2) (14.9) - (24.2) {9.9) (18.0) (3.7
83 497 996 215 . 558 383 354 * 47
C(16.3) T (29.7) (7.1)  -(18.3) (12.5) (11.8)  (2.2)
cL .. 123 206 212 455 229 337" 93
] )T (1L8) (12.2) - (2630) (12.6) (19.3)  (5.4)
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APPENDIX C SRANTES: RESPONSES

T0

‘  DRAFT FINAL REPORT - . . '
. All participatiny grantees were sent tne draft Final REBqre: and

~ -

asked to comment. Tnree grantee diractors and one director of a dela-’

’

gate ageaCy took.advaatage of tnis offer. 1In this Appendix we have

sumarized first tre points made by* those directors byltelephone, iden-

-tifying programs by the same codes used in the body of the report.

- g
‘Then we have i‘ncluded the written response from Grantee A and our re-

. buttal, ¢ Please note that this final report is substantially different -

- .

from the draft and that many criticisms (we trust, most) are no longer

1

applicable. S . . o
Grantee A .

e . The most significant proble with tnis report is ..hat: 1t: im-
4 ° | plies tnhat programs like
Neitner Hignly Economical nor Highly Efficient are "oad“ pro-
Jrams. That is simply not .the case; we are a good high -
: quality program. You need to make very clear in. the report
that your categorization scheme snould not allow fhis
s ' implication to be made, that your classification ta&es account .
only of costs, not of program quallty. .

B -

wYou do not spend sufficient time explaining that’ this area of
ne country-is a high-cdst area in which to live. "The problem
is not tnat we are excassive spenders, but that anyons .
operating in this ar2a wuld be more expensive s:.mplv bevause
of tne cost of livihg: - }

e Qur costs #pear to bjjnigh relative to other programs, and

‘e You' do not spend sufficient time or emphasize enough that t:"xa '
. categorization 3f programs by Zconomy and Efficiency is simply
an index for re&‘mal staff | use, that the negotlatlon pro-
cess, betwean th2"® Regidn * ther grantee is the critical
A Eeature of your recommendations: It sounds now as tnough we
may be declared too expensive by fiat“and that no neﬂotl.atlon Ve
or jusgificaticn will be pem:..tad. .
We question yoar diatnbut’ion of grantee administratiwe costs
across tne delegates.. wien’ we calculate their.cost per cnlld,
we arrive at mych lower fyigures. Pernaps it is.too much of a
burden to, place on deiegat:es, this division of all cezntral
‘ : . admj 1=trat1ve costs, all =xp;ense= for the'magnet training

N

. . c¢eptar for nandicapped ch,lldren and the overiead cnaryed by’
‘ the grantae 'to Head Start. . we would like to tnink more about .
tne approprigte codts to be distridutad. ) -

- \ ~ L]

.‘ -, \J . 14-8/. -~ . ’

“‘ . L)

X
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Grantee 8 e .

¢ 'we feel tnhat you ha

Grantee H , :

o~
L]
’!."( .
L]
A )
L

-

Delegate A3

-

- the longevity of staff in tne-program.

. ” L N ‘w »
w2 do not ajree with your comments about possible changes ia
staffing arrangementsate achieve cost savings. We hire staff
as full-time. workers *and cannot-change tham to part-time.
They earn so little money. now that such a change may result in
their leaving tne projram. “We need these good staff to stay.
The suggested option of double sessions is also impractical.
Staff cannot.manage this load and retdin their creativity and
energy dealing with the °children.
operating with a minimal set of coordinators and administra-
tive staff. Combining roles further isn't possible.-

9 P L

iy ‘ ’
You nave assijned too high & grantee administrative cdst to
our projgram. We are very economical and-efficient, and do not
féel tnac our placement in the Neither #iignly Economical nor
Highly Efficient category is fair.

»

-

-
«

ot allogated 5 sufficient amount’sf our’
grantee admirfistrative costs to tne delegates. We recognize
that you as%d,us about the time and resources we expend on
benalf of the delegates and that it did not translate into-a
sizeable dolliar amount, but this allocation doas not .reguire
the delegates to assume: their’ ‘fdir share and should be
revised.,’

]

e . -
-~ .

s s . ! v . . s : s ’
we have been classifisd as Economical But Mot Efficient, and
its seems to me the yeason is that our program operates for
sfour nours a day. But some of our childr2n’have to ride tns

bus. for up to two hours, and we cannot ‘their day any
.~ mOre. Pernaps.your index of service Yurs should Change to

incorporate time in. transit as well a
witn center staff in the classroom.
aconomical and efficienc wnicn seems true of this program.

time in direct contact

Your £finding  about the relationsnip of, economy and staff
training is not always true. We are economical and have a
hignly crained staffe, ' .
Cost per cnild or cost per cnild hour would seen related to
Was this not measured?
Qur staff has been with tne’ program for many yaars and that
may og the reason we are not ‘classed as efficient. 7

, , , ' ,
we stronjly’ suipport your suggestion that Head Start set a
minimum number Sf hours .per day and days ‘par year for the
program, and that they s2t imaximda numbers as well. Ten hours
Pef day may not reflect tile philosopny of Head Start.

we follow a policy of*over—enroilment'and'suppart\tnis ides as
<& fzel it makes us more 2fficisnt. .

e - -

T ,/1,4.9‘

-~ [ "
<

-
- >

In. addition, We are -now,

We would then become both,

{
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Aurora/Westat R2sponse to Grantes A:

” 8 - . ‘ -

‘ Aurdra/Westat éppreciate the concern expressed by your
comaents to' tine draft final report. -Unfortunately, we be-"
liaved thac you misunderstood ‘the purpose of the study, the
particular- fletnodology eanployed, and tha basis dpon wnich
conclusions and recomnendations were made. ‘'Had phis study
been one of national szope, attempting to rageficile cogts’
‘anony a rapresentative samnple.of grantees, many of ydur com-

* ménts wouldy have Deeén valid. Our study, however,s was a
short-tepm°%xgloratgry evaluation designed to identify

Y

Tr uypotential todls and sfrat#jies for analyzing cost variations

among a purposive sapple of grantees., Throughout the report
we ‘have taken care to gavedt those areas wnich‘mii/yend”to

-

+ -lead readers to draw erroneous comclusions.  These/caveats;,
. Must be x2pt in mind 'sthroughout~the r re. -
’ . N . .
- In the followfﬁg paragraphs we respond to your Eomments

by more fully:'discussing tns purPose of\ the study and, in
particular, what. it ‘was not intepded to do. Specifically,
it was not intended to be and will not serve as an ‘evalua-
tion of any of the' programs we visited. We chose to visit
only programs of satisfactery quality which showad a mixture
of 'levels of service .and orojram optiodd (e.3j., home-based
> garsus center-based) to 3ive us a picture ofp costs and to*
. help us deyelop a tool. for examining program ‘costs, not to
v mé&ke racomaendations on how each program should be required
to contain its’‘costs. Let me expand on thisj;hst a big.
First, as you discussed, the' i'ssue of program quality
~*ls a critical one' for the study. We faced the 1issu¢ of
defining quality in planning for the study, and decided to
make "satisfactory" projram quality a prersguisite for  ali’ =~
This approach, however, does-not rule.out -
“variationdg in quality within the satisfactory ‘range. - We
essentially established a’minimum level ' of :guality that
could be defined as_satisfactory before we would look at”:
costs. (Presumably programs Sf lower quality could argus °
that they -needed more monéy to achieve thig minijnun level,
and our findings abput their distribution of costs would not
meaningfully'repgesent the costs of operating a atisfactory
Head‘Starg‘program.) This strate3jy for defining/quality was
reasonable for our purpose; we did ndt intend o conduet a.
cost-ben2fit analysis or a cost-effectiveness study. In
- fact, our appPdach reflects a traditional federal managemnant
perspecsivé,’ though not,tnat adopted by Héad Start. We .
could not take- a careful look at program quality on site
"because a proper examination would  take weeks, if not
montns, per 'site, So, we worked with a.group of programs -
which wmet standards stated in the report to examine costs,
As you said’in your response, we did not explicitly meet the
objective of optimizinI performance githin st constraints.,
. More exactly, we souant to develSp recommendations for
optimizing costs within-performance constraints, .

"
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\_,;_,// ‘ It should bs notel that’ the Head sStart Pﬂrforman.e
* Standards define guality in ‘terms of‘a ce111ng (in2zeting all
of the Performance Standards) rather than a floor (as, we
d1d§ that tne projram continues to °n¢ourage grantees to
p improve the juality and level of services provided. Cler-

ftainly tn=r='w=r= differencss iIn servic?s among the programa
we visitad, witn some prograas oroviding more extensive ser-
vices than ouhers. " For example, You zhave R«N.s on your
,staff and Pha. D.s in-mental health fareas; many progrags Have

"neigher. We could not take accoynt, ,of suthrdifferences in

our data gathering, but readlly ackfiowladge they are there.
* A

Second, our goal 1in maxln; pollcy re»ommondatlons was

to provide decision makers witn a- tpor ﬁ*a at. of instru-

ments -- for‘examlnzﬂg .Program costs 1n ‘conjunchion wieh—Tne
SAVI\ measures of performance. The calculationg of annual

and %ou'ly costs per cnild wnich we derived.sarvd as an end

product from using this tool. - dtr economy/efficiency matrix

was simply a way to adrray these two.aspects of cost which ‘we

identified as. critical. 3y splitting the 16 sgmpled pro-

atteapring to supply decision makers wWith an example of how
the. tpol may be used. - We ate not making a statement about
the adeguacy of ‘tne samﬁ}ﬂd prograas, but simply using tngm

. as exaamples. - . K ‘\y

-y Jnfortunately, by mizing into the dxscusﬁron the rhe-.

ateéd eacn of the sampled programs 'and that “you and. ot
. came ‘out wanting. We do not mean to make that statement
Your projram met our .mininum standard for guality.. 1In
addition, we recognxze that in another sampxlng of pfograms,
" yours =might appear in any otner gjuadrant.’ The d1v151on into
.4 groups is a useful device, but can only be used °for deci-

is suff:.c:.en..lyx‘arga to reflect all of Head Start. <

e

o Your argunent aoout regional cost-differences .ist cer-
¥ talnly Vallg and’ Such adjustments should be made when this
“tool is used on a national basis. . In fact, as we mentianed

in the.r2port, we adjgsted all ‘programs' costs, using 1§§a1

The mesult was that the relative rankings of- ‘the programs on
‘économy and efficiency were almost idenctical to the rankings
on unadjlat°d 'costs. The minor differences were exchanges
of posigion of orograms in the middle of ths distribution;
your ‘projrams’ remained in the same quadrants. We chose to
! lisew unadjusted costs in the body of the report ‘because,
" those dollar f;gure; matcned what ACYF staff knew to be the
COit: of. hfe ,0r03rans. . o3 .

'

Third, in maxing suggastions abdboyt" atrat=31es for con-

Y. taining cAsts or increasing inBome, we weras no: su3g2 ' ing
o ‘that =2acda program we, visited,should be raguiredsto follow
¢ ’ - * P2 . s '
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. grams inco 4 g;oup= based on these measures, we were

toric of "good" and "badqw it may seem that we have avi1Ud_

"t2achers' salaries as 'the proxy for regional diffdrendes.
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. .sion making about individual programs wnan the saﬂpled gfoup‘
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these strategies o:\ISsr p?o;ramé had not ‘made legitigate
attempts to” contain costs in the past. To the contrary,
Head Start staff have managed to leverage a f.aorassive
volune of donations and have derived many useful strategies
for providing seryices at.lgw’cost. We gﬁbuld perhaps have

" expanded upon these past efforts rather than focusing.on a
effort to secure more cash donations. ' Not spend fng time on\J

° programs’ efforts to Secure donations was due to our assump-
tion that our ,audiencé knew about - such efquts, applauded

them, and wanted to .know more about the possibilities of. '

"new"- directions -- soliciting cdsh dénations from the pri-
vate Sector and changing samehs&affing patterns or mode® of

service §§livery: . v < -

5, f -

, Our sujzgestions about changing staffing patterns, for -

example, may not be applicable to, your program, <-<If the”
process wnich we are recommending is adopted, you would be
asked to discuss the inappropriateness or apprgpriatengss of
any' potential avenues of change w;th.regionalgbfiice staff.

Any <nanjes would presunably use your input from  gsuch a dis-
cussion on effective strategies. (We made the sujgestions we
did from viewing all 16 programs and then. stepping back to
ask apout thsoretical possibilities, ' Nane or - few' that we
- .Suggested may be appropriate for- you.. With the suggested
process for regional office review,. you wduld have a forum
in wnich to presasnt your views. - . )

. ]
” 4 )

.. One reason any specific-suggestion may Dot be appli-
cable is that state rsguirements do not pgermik. sush a move.
It is becduse of diffaring stace requirgnents that a flex—
ible procéss-offtevieﬁing'coét/perfdrqancé‘data is so,neces-:
sary for Head- Start. Noncgmpliance with state regulations

is not an option fof any pProgram; wiethery Sucli noncompliance

- occurs in sgaffing patterns, policies ,0f overenrollaent or
_other area. .We did not wmean to imply that such noncom-

was to be encourajed. - .

“,

-4 & N i .
The fact: the matter is that by your selection for-
participation in this.study we<Bave judged that you, operate
. @ satisfactory Head SES?ETp{Qgggm. In ay personal opinion,
© its quality is much more ghan satisfactory. 1In no way do we
mean to iaply that that is not the casSe., In revising  the
draft repbrt we-have trbed to ensure thati\any negative im-
plications aRout progigm quality are eraséd and that all-
sanpled projrams are saen as gkamples and not as reprasepta-
:§tivg§'of all ‘Head Starct or of projrams ‘needing cuts-.
. L . , .
~In summary, we stand firmly by the methodology 2nd re-
sults presented, recognizing- the limitations of short-term
_exploratory evaluations. We .believe that we haves proposed
an approach 'which 2npances one's ability to sort -out the
. variation of costs and identify. appropriate policiss "and
" .stratejiss -for enhancing. -projram efficiency witlhout' nega-
‘tively affecting program performance.
¢ - . AN
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