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. ABSTRfrCT
This report provides a summary of and recommendations

from a study which.-investigated the cost structure of 16 Head Start
grantees and.delegate agencies. The study came about when the Office
'of EVallpation and Technical Analysis, Office of the Assistant
Secretary fbr Planning and Evaluation, Department of H th and Human

' -Services (DHHS) issued a bi4lc ordering"lagreement toAurora
''AsspciaXes, Inc., and Weseit, Inc. to conduct a series of short -term,
managementoriented studies ,of DHHS programs. (The taskorder

.

discussed in this final report is thie second resulting from the
-*:he..',-.1881-82 basic orderinqagreement.) Following" an executive summary ot

the. study, its conceptual fraMework, and its plan (including
`description of 'site'selectio*and visits, the sample, aid
instruments used)* e detailed discussion of the study's results,

:organized around six'sfudy gUestions, is presented,'and the potential
use of such information in a natiodal exeminntion of Head Start
grantee and delegate costs is discOssed.Finally, means' oU
'facilitating an examination ,of program.'costs.across all:.Head Start-

. grantees are recoMmended...A 'copy of the studysoe instruments,gstimmery
° tables of the data gathered, and,responses to.thedraft of the final

report from programs
.
in the sampleai*appended. (MP)
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The Office. of Evaluation and Technical Analysis in the Office of

tne Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation; Departnent .of

Health and Hunan Services (MS), issued a basic ordering agreement to

Aurora ASSottiateS, Inc., and Westat, Inc., to conduct a series of,

snort - tern, manegenent-oriented stedies of MRS. prbgrams. In geniral,

such studies cln be caaracterized as quiak-turnaround projects using a

snall.sample of programs to generate insights. into, an issue rather than

generalizable results. The primary deliverables are a set of briefings

to tne Assistant Secretary for lancing and Evaluation and the

Assistant Seok-etary for Hunan Development tervices. The task order

.'4
in 'this final report is the second resultng-from the 1981-32

basic ordering agreement. As is tne case Afor all final reports, it

'provides a summary and extensign of the material presented in the final

Axis second tisg order requested an.exploratorysihort-term evalua-

tion of Head Start costpprformance data....Ite specific objectives were:

to docunent, reasons for variations in revenue 'and costs across
grantees,

,

to identify grantee-praCtices-which realize Cost efficiencies,

to develop policy recommendations anion will help to optGiZ...
program performance and cost expenditures, and

td,suggest information,to'be contained in Head Start grant
,Application pacxages and ways in aTich tnis information should
be evaluated by regional and Natiolial Office staff.

Ihe purpose oftnis final repqrt for the second task order is to
. .

,.
..

sulWarize 'study findings in a.maany 4nicn saiis?les the four oojec-

tives listed above. In .order .t.q oe as 'useful as possible and
, e
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, consistent witn tne intent of tine snort-term evalgation approach, we

will not rephilmetnodolgical details of earlipr dgliverables, but

_ratnerwill_adopt ene style_of a sumnay,report. Tnus, we will present

and discuss cong;Tly the significant findangs and their implications .
.

in a manner easily usaole by policy makecs. In Appendix A we provide a

copy of tne instruments; in Appendix B sunnary tables of the data

'gathered; and in Appendix G responaes to tne draft final report from

prograns in the sanple,.and in one instance, our rebuttal.,
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a This investigation of the cost structure 04 16 Head Staii grant-:. .

,
. \. .

.

ees\and dalegate'agencies yielded two levels of results: The first is

- a description of program costs emanating from an intensive review of
4

prograti practices, revenue and expenditures. the second is a-proposals,

extrapolated frail the description, for a franeworx for evaluating cost

41,

.

. and performance daca-across all Head Start Programs. In tnis summary

we pregent first out descriptive results, organized by the study ques-
C.

tions cney add ressed. Then we discuss v)2 proposed method for exanin-

ing all program costs in codlunction with performance infOrmation.
%. .

1(1) What aia the total'revenuet of the grantees for Head Star_
°programs?' . , .

.

r

,t'.

. ACYF funds were ,tne primary source of revenue for all programs,
lb

followed by in-kind contrinutions. All programs received 'USDA &yid

monies; son received additional assistance from Community Service
h

)qe.Acy funds and Canprehensive Enployment and, Training Act funds.
.. -

About )elf collected case contributions, generally of small 'amounts of
,

-.money. , . .
.'

I -. . "
.(2) 4 To milt degree are programs

I

levetaging resources from
.

sources otnertnan Head S*T't .(ACYF)?
s1 1

A, range of 16 to,49percent of total 'Wources brought into tivk--

program (mean, 33.4% cane from non-ACYF sources, suggesting that a

6&lsiderable amount of leveraging was occuerIng.

(3) Jiow ate!graftees spending their monies? 'Whet is the distri-
., =ion of costS across diffaren,t llne,itams in the budget

and acrosIditterent program components..
. -

line-it6 _analysis of accounts snowed tht-appro'Cinletely 70,

. e

A
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percent of pcogran1expeaditares were staff costs (salaries and fringe

nenefits. A functional analysis of cast costs denonstrited that the

most eApansiva area was. Education f011ared by Nutrition, Administration

and tnen all others. Wnen total costs. werl displayed; Occupancy ranked

second to Education, followed by Nutrition, Administration and others.

Fran a summary perspective, as costs for all Direct Services (Educe- ,

I.

tion, dealtn, Nutrition, Social Services and Parent Involvenant) con-,

agnal-.65 percent of tne average budget with a range from 49 to 75

percent.

.

(4) ro what degree are programs "economical" and "efficient" in
their use of resources?

Using annual ACYF cost, per child. as tn'e measure of paconany', 4a

found that our 16 sampled prograAs 'varied from $1,114 per child to

$3,551. Offering ACYF cost per chill nour of service ,as a proxy for

"efficient" use of funding, we saw tnat costs varied from $1.16 per. .

our to $4.50. Some prograas were both highly lefficient.and highly

economical; sane were neither highly efficient norhighly adonomical;

otners ranked nitjhly on only one or tne-otnar of t2:iese neasures.

(

(5) .What kinds of staffing issues are ,relatad to program costs?

Hadd Start staff earned lower annual.salaries than staff in day

care centers'and teachers in.Fablic elementary,schnols4,1argely because

tne'Head Start progra!ns nad a shorte working day and year- of opera- ,

tion.

4

How are granter realizing.econo-nies or efficiencies? 'herep)
are tne flexibilities in program costs ttatican ansorn the
future effects of inflation?

Programs nava chosen a di diversity of Ne.ys to raali,te econamies and

l'Noefficiencies'. If a largie: amaun f .none tad to be reoovered,-direc-t,..z. .-.,
.

tors often.reduqed tne puner of children served. Other optiont whiCn

2 ri r
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. more man one director had considered and would consider again in res-

ponsa to bLidgetary pressures included:giving no raises, cutting level

of aervize (nunoer of weeks oar year, days par week, hours per dap,

increasing reliant: on donations of supplies and. sarvices, finding"

additional income, mqving children to a home-based option, changing,

transportation plans, changing facilities or postponing renovations,

reducing central staff or consolidating coordinators, and. reducing

fringe benefits.

An in-depcn discussion'eof tnase results leads' to recommendations

Aa'ad Start nay facilitate an eAaninatibn of,progeam

costs across all. grantees. =First, it is reco.anended that dead Start

eof-tways

evaluate four dinehsions of grantee and delegate programs: performance

or quality, leveraging ability, economy and efficiency. Secondit is

noted tnat Head Start regional offices and grantees require policy
- 0

guidance on now leverag,ing,'econany and efficiency snould be .increased

wnile maintaining program performance. Specifically, guidance is
.0

needed about

appropriate leve raging activities in terms of goals for amount
of funds, sources to be 'tapped, staff to be involved, and
level of commit:lent of resources to the effort;

f service for the progran. Are there
numbers of..hours,. dayZ and weeks of

dined as eqnstituting a "Head Start

appropriate levels
minimum and paxinun
service natl. ai
prod ran ?" and

.

any otner practioes4pich AZYF staff feel sndul3 or should hot
be followed in,reducing costs, reducing the number of
tnildren served.

'Third, it is recommended that a cost review Process be instituted to

exanine cost and performance data for all- 'grantees and delegate.
Itft

Taree,forAs of aucn a process are presented varying in goals,

tine for developnent,ard implementation, and zOst.

gr.
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CaNICEPV.IAL FRAMEWORK
A

.4

Head Scart is one of very few governnent social service prograns

to earn an
/
increas5 .in funding in the 1932 fisbal ,year. Sy allocating

additional resources to Head Start, Congress hes expressed its confi-

dence in tha value of' this. comprehensive services progran for children.

Menbers /of Congress and Federal offitials at many government levels's

nave given' tne piogram the mandate tnat it snould continue to serve as

many children as today -- or increate the nunber of children served --:
- N,

wnile maintaining progran

° In order to meet tais, mandate under significant ,inflationary

sure, tne Hei.d Start prdgram needs tomanage its resources .with great-

care. Federal officials' in particular, need information on pro4raa

duality and on the details of Het Start grantee budgets so -that. they

I

-----

can sec appropriate guidelines,. Many policy makers tre asked ;ues-

r

tioni about tne wide cost varietiqn_anong grantees wno are delivering

satis4.,ctor'y services, suggesting that an investigation of these dif-

gerences would provide critical information.

.

Policy makers enter an exdmination .of program costs with a set.of
,

assumptions about an appropriate cost structure and ea acceptable level

of program performance. Head Start's Performance Standards nave set 2
,

- '---j
,

programnatic .goals : for all grantees; the Self-ti Assessment Validation
I

,

strunent. (3AVI) has measured the degree to wica grantees and their

delegate' agent es have let these goals; performance indicators on the

Pr as inforu tion Report (PIR) supply such information to Fe;deral

officials Eden in times of serious nflation and strong pressure to

reduce expenditures, policy makers do'not wish sea program quality



/ safer in order to save money. Ratner, their presthption is that

quality snould oe mainlained even thou;'( there may be cnanges in tne

structure of costs.- Programs must-provide effective services.

At tne sane tine, policy,-AQ*rSi do bevel financial 'goals for

program. Grantees are encouraged to use- tna minimum anount of. Head

Sta rt dollars -per child to pay for services to be economical) ,

to leverage the maximum revenue,pos'sible for eceir provision of quality

services to supplenenv-PCYF dbllars to the greatest extent .

possible), and, to spend every dollar in, the most efficient manner

poisible (i.e., to purchase the greatest numoer of units of service

possible per dollar) .

.1

dead Start's monitoring of progress toward meeting, tnese financial

goals is accomplished prinarily by regional office staff who have the

>

r.esponsibility for an, annual review of grantee expenditures and nego-

, tiations for tne subsequent year's'ACYF grant. In general, sucn finan-

cial monitoring is less sophisticated than tne monitoring,of program

-performance. rhe only instruments on wnich cost detal.kis are reported

are the grant application, and trie 'yearly audit report. *The former

insrunent nes .oily seven line itans, too few to allow a detailed .

analysis of costs. The latter offers more line items, but audits do

not f511o:v a standArdized format, so they:are-not optimal vehicles for

comparing.cbses across orograms and evaluating the-'reassInableness" of

line itams. Sinilarly, since the required.yeaqx audit captures
,

non-ACYF revenue only up to tne requirement that 20 percent of costs

covered by non-Federal dollars, information on the, wounE of ley raged

resourcet ,is intampte. Taus:- is is not p:ossible.for regi 1 (or

national) -scan to evaluate thorougnly tne econany,, effi-ianty, or

o

6
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leveraging of grantees.

N

in order to make informed polity decisidns abOut the allocation of. ,

resource's, Federal staff need further information on progran costs.

Specifically, tneY nave asked the following six, financial questions:

1.,Wpat are the total revenues of the grantees,for Head,Start pro-
, graMs (e.g., from the Aininistration for Gnildren, Youth and

Families (ACYF) ,4tne Department,of Agriculture (USDA, 'Compre-
- hensive Enpl6ymeht and Training Act (Cr.),E Early. Periodic

Screening and Developmental Tasting (EPSOT), estate sources,

8 local sources, donated goods and servic ei.
_

A. 2. lb wnat degree are grantees leveraging ?esources from sources
-other tnan Head, Start (A21f)'? .

. - ,

It-___,
/3, H3W are grantees spending their monies? Whht ig the distribu-

tion of costs across different line itanikqh the'b4get and
across different program components?

r

4. To what degree are programs iconomical and efficient in their
use of resources?,

5. 'gnat kinds. of staffing issues are related to progran costs?

G tbel are grantees realizing economies or efficiencies? Where
are the flexibilities in program costs tnat can absorb the
future effects of inflation?

=. .

Answers to mesa six questions can'be extremely useful to Federal
.

...'
_ .

and regional policy'-makers by 'informing them of the complexities

_,./' .traSe-offs 'in ecisio'ns about the distrioution of.Head Staret- monies..-\

If irancee.s nave opi.ions for using further donated and services,;4 . ow
s

-4 such, cbuld be encouraged.
.,f"

If.certaim staffing patterns are

very-expensive, .one might argue, that they should be. avoided and that

other less expensive patterns could.just as effective: If oertauA n
\.

_grantees show- excessively high costs, and changis -mould jeopardize

neitner tne. .luality of service _delivery nor

.

served, suon cnanges might be suggested. The

4
effiFienc 'and econonial practices can

staff 'oectilse grantee

ttie numbers. of childien

answer to ,tiestio45 on

oe of patticular use co local

and delegate agency .staff are trying to find9

fip

gr.
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STU& PLAN

Our approacn to addressing the evaluation questions was to s lect

sites, develop in.*.oments, and visit those sites to gather at ex en-

_sivej.nformation ai;possible on Head Start Program operagiOns, econo

efficiency and leveraging. The sites ,had .to be sufficiently differs t

in order to provide us with a useful picture of the range of programs

and cost structures l'et. all had to meet four critical standards: (1)

,

.

a willingness to participate in the study, (2) a financial managanent
11
1.0

system tnat was in good order foi easy access in a snort time period,

(3) a director and financial manager w'no had been with the grantee

throughout t!...)e last year for 4ich closed books existedj.and (4) a

program which met a satisfactory standard of quality.

Assessing Quality

r'
This last 'issue of quality or program p4rformance was of, key

4
importance to the study.. Policy makers clearly-wish.to see all I.2ad

Start programs maintain a satisfactory level of quality -^and seek, the

high level of quality 'ape8ified 'in the Perfopance StodarOs,. Unfor-
'

tunatelyt quality is'difficult,ts,define, let alone to measure. Cur

requirement was that the ,sample contain only those grantees. that
'

< offeie3,etbleast a "satisfactory" gitalkty of service. In this group

Alone sold examine costs. Such a requiranent is,necessary because

one way of achieving savings is tp reduce the quality of service deliv-

erY". Similarly, "low quality" programs could argue, that ,they-need more

money to meet Head Start's standards. 'AO would not know"how to compare

.4keir costs with others. So, we chose to define program performance

indicators, cnec availaole sources to ensure that sampled proFams net
V

13'
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. ,

tne standards, and then recheck all indicators 4.1n...,s;ite to be certain we

understood tie level of quality of the program (as well as its finan-

cial structure) .

.

Theoretically, a definition of Head,Start program quality could'

isolate three factors: -quality in structure, that the program oflefed

a sufficient number of-hoursand days of service, employed a.sufficient.

°number of staff to deal with the number of, enrolled children, employed

a sufficient number of staff trained in early childhood education, and

set a low enough ceiling-'onthe nUmber of children in a classroom to

ensure its effectiveness; quality in process, that the interaction of

staff and children .in classroom activities and staff and families in

outside acti 'ties met high standards; and quality W1 outcomes, that

children showed nificant cognitive gt4n9Vacross their time in the

program, that they re rived the required medical and dental care, that

41.
tae social service needs families -were metes, and that all parents

become involved in the program took significant responsibility for

tnelr children's learning and developm

Fetk of these quality indicators 1-iave universally accepted mea-

sures. For example, we do not know how many hours per day, dells per

w5ek,or weeKs per year constitute a "sufficiint" leyel of service

provlsiqn to ensure tHe effectiveness of the program. The Westiiighouse
. .

study (1969)1 wnicn focused on Head Start as a six- to eight-week sum-

mer program suggestedithat this service level was insufficient to_pro-

e

1 WeStinhouse Learning Corporation, The Impact of Head Start, "An
Evaluation of the Effects of Head Start on Children's Cognitive and
Affective Cevelopment," Onio University, June, 1969.

9 14
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'

duce latting.gains. We know from, the Home Start Cemonstration.Progran 2

that two years of contact yielded no additional gin over one 'year,.
. . .t.

.

.
..But W me. do not know how any 41ours'Of contact over how many days,and

months, are necessary, acid sufficient to produce the desired results.

Similarly, there are no agreed-dpon standards. for interpersonal.

interactions in the classroom or between staff and-. parefts., The

, e

hsive observatiOns of classrobm

interactions and showed that ,certain' behaviors (e.g., athigher number .

of social interactions among children, less aimless wandering) occurred

in classrooms with greater cognitiVe gains, but tip study did.. not
. ,

'National.Day Care Scudy3 included

attempt to define how many or how few of theSe interactions were 'e-

quired foe substantial gains. There simply is not ao exact threshOT-%
!

%
A

below Which only minimal outcomes will occur and above which all desir-

. able outcomes occur,'

In fact,' it is difficult to specify the precise' level of an out-
,.

Come which is ":sufficieng". Defiri4-cognitive gains to everyone's

satisfaction' may be impossibl'e: achieving consensus among most of the

involved- parties is 0 serious problem. Head Start's Performance Stand-
,

ards provide some assistance in defining levels of non-cognitive pro-
.

'gram outcomes. The Standards state, for example that 100 percent of

enrolled, children snould be,madically screened, implying that "suffi-

.4r,ciencyl is only achieved when every child has been screenede2 However,

4!f Love, 3.M.,.',Nauta, Coelen
_r National Home Start Evaluation:

ions. High/Scope Educational
,,-'ages, 'Inc., March, 1976.

3
Ruopp, R., Travers, 3., 'Glantz, F.', and C3elen, C. Final Report of

. the National Day Care Study. Volume 1: Children at the Center. Abt
Associates, march, 1979.

, C.G., Hewett, K., and Ruopp, R.R.
Final Report. Findings and Implica-
Research,Foundation and Abt Associ-

4
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because of the practicer difficult in'achieving 100 percent, it

seems unduly harsn to penalize or call "inadequate" a program which is

only slightly below the ideal. ..

/
, Since many researchers and program' staff me hers hive wrestled

with defining U sable standards.of quality, we do have some guidelines

for our own definition. In terms of,the quality of program'structure,

we knoi* that Head Start has defined appropriate staff/child ratios and

group sizes for enrolled children. For the definitionoof quality'111

interactions, we can use the results of the National Day Care StudyA

tn't better interactions are associatl-with our structural variables

of smaller group sizes, higher staff/child ratios, and more teachers

trained in early childhood education/ and infer the level of qual ity in

interpersonal interactions indirectly through these.measures.' TO de-

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

.fine* on the Program Informationleport (Pm) and establish a satis-

factory level,of achievement in, the deliVey of services to children

and families.

For this study, -tnen, adequate quality was de1ined by' the

following eight indicators:

Staff/child ratio: Bich program's staff/child ratio for
enrolled 4-year-olds ,gad to be 1:10 or above.

Group size: no group could exceed 20 enrolled children.

Teacher training in early childhood educatiohl A feast one ot.,
the two paid staff in a classroom must have had the-equivalent
of at least'one 3-hour course, in early childhood education,

medical screening: at least 80 Qercent ofthe enrdlled chil-
dren must have been fulWscreened.

Dental screening: at least 80 percent of the enrolled childr
must have regeived a dental screening.

t."

- 11
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.,. ,

-,Immanizations: at least 80 percent of the enrolled children
mdst have received all ,immunizations.,

, . . _
.

,

SoCial.service needs: at least 80 percent of familids with
social service needs must have had those needs satisfied to.the
best.bf:the ability' of toe dead Start progrt(e.g., if Head
StartSta connected the.famil9 to the service; bu, the family was
found to,be'ineligible, Head Start hasstill'served this family
to, the fill.)'':

,

Parent involvement: at least.80 percent of families must have
had at least'ene parent participate in one voluntary Head Start
activity during' the year.

Befofeathnittinggfantees into tte sample, we checked to make sure

. they met the seven of these quality criteria that are listed on the

PIR. The, eighth criterion, teacher training, is not reporttd--natioh-

ally, so' all data had to-te--collected on site. After reviewing avail-
.7

.able information,, we talked with regional office staff ,to ascertain

tneir opinions of program quality based on their perscinai knowledge of

,the grantees.- Each rantee that met theseven criteria scored froM the

PIR and was judged a satisfactory program by regional staff was in-
t

'cluded in the sample. lb complete our review of quality, we gathered
7

precise data on site to recneck each of the eight quality criteria as a

verification that our sample selection was appropriate.

,

Sample Description

Table 1 contains a despription of the sample which included nine

grantees: two (Grantees A and B) operate their,ownirograms and have

at least one delegate; one (Grantee d) operates none of its own pro-

grams, but delegates program authority to seven other agencies; i

Grantees D to I) ,operate only their own programs. All of the ele-9.
1/4.

gates of Grantda'A and B were visited; only three of the delegates of

- Grantee .0 were included. 'Where%,:. discuss findings about' "grantees ",

tnen, we are,able to sumnarize data frOM a sample of nine. 14nen we

17
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Table\I

Sample Descrlption

.4.

o . e

Number of Number of Enroll- = "Ronne-Mased
A Planned

0

Nell'on Delegates ' Centers cent °Arca. Atnelees , Ors/Day Da y.010,

b.

Ao-.Grantee
Alot - Oao Progca\n
A2 - Do'loojele
Al - neleiale
A4 - Oelelaie
ni- Grantee V11

Ul - Own Prol4am
d2 - delegate
03 - Dilejate
C - Grantee. IV

CI - Dole4ate
C2 - Delegate
CI - delegate
O IV

IV

- Center-dased IV
VII
Vii

r. vii

..
36
32 11::1;11a4 Urban Ir!JrA.

Urban
13-6 :2:5 No

3

2 108 Urban CAA 4 . 5 No

1 72 Urban Private 6' 5. 4.. No

1 Urban Private '10- No

2 16 1,0:i:nb Mixed Private ,

9 230
b 4 Mixed Private 04-,10.5 .4-5 Yea

drban6 630b School 6.5 2
0'

No

7 44
1,j50

CAA - ,
1 Urban School 4'. 4 No

23 2rr:11 School 6 5 No ',

6 192 Rural School 5.5 5 No

4 10(1 Rural I School 4-6 5 No

O 1 (35 Urban / Private 6 5 No

e 3 196c Miged ChA 6 5 No

0 7 210 Mixed CAA 4 5'

Rural.

Ye:l'
7 165 Rural CAA 4 4

O -5 115
b CAA 4 .4 No

Mbed.0 8 103 CAA 4

:,

4 No

131 - uome-nased . ., . JO
F - Nome ;based, - 50

4%15 children in the del°. ate's program paid fees and were subsidized by Title XX. They axe not counted in these

charts as,ilead Start children, although the jrantee does count them.
.

r
.

1) Planned enrollment was at least 51 lower than average daily earo11fient.. .
,

41 ',tanned enrollment was at-least 5% higher than average daily enrolliatInt.
i

-

40!

411

,

18°
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4 k
ratings for each of the eiwnt variables In the bottom row of the

table are tne minimumfracceptable leyels of performance defined for the

mention the nunlberof "sites" we visited, we are describing 17 loca-
..

,

tic:ins. HoWever, when we discuss the costs of running a " program",' we

are concerned with a data set of 15, since Granted C did not run its

owh program (and all of its costs were allocated to its delegates), but

%

all other "sites" had programs and kept their own books.

These 17 sites represented a useful mix of the organizational and

prbgrammatic cnaracteristics Alich follow:
T.

Region: Four are from Region I; seven from Region IV; and six
from Region VII.

.

Number-of centers: This-ranges to 44 per program.

Planned enrollment: Olis ranges" f om ,85 to L.,1:903 at the\
grantee level'ad from 53 to 1,670 at tne program level (or,
.zne level at Whicn books were kept and our analyses were
Conductgd)4 ,

.
-,

Area: Seven programs are ire, an urban area, four in mixed
areas, andliqe in rural ares.

-
Auspices: Seven programs,operate under the auspices of com-\
munity action, agencies, five under school systems, and four
under private nop-profit agdncies.

.
.

(

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

, ..

'Clays per week: Program operation4varies from two to five days.
1 .4 -

,

Program options: Two programs offer a home-based option-.

Table 2 summarizes tae results frail on-site eta gathering of

information on program performance. In,, the colunns opposite the

identifier for each ,antee or delegate are e program performance

study. Nunbers wnich are underlined are those that are -below this

minimum. The final column of tne table holds the 'total number of

indites "passed"- by each program.

14. 19
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- Staff/
Osild :Grow

aan ee Oaclo Slio

Al 1:9 111'

A2 1:7 , iti .

e

10 18'A3

/ 0 1:*'. 17

01 ' i:10 \ 20

. S2 : 1:9. 19

113 .t 1:0%5 17

Cl 1:10' 20

2 1:9 18

$ C 1:10 2:1

6 1:10 17

1:9.5 18

F 1:10 15

G 1:8.5 17
..

d 1:10 20

1 1 8.5 17

_
Table .2 ;

Proiram Perform:ince Indices

% Trafna
"'Classroom,

b Staff

90.5

1
,

1 Medical
8c:reel-a:a

' 92

95.2 100

911.0
4

92

72.7 100
,

35.7 u '84

71.9 '77

52.9 97
.

48
-
Oa

....... 07

68.2 ap

50.0 0.1

'01.8 100 t

' 40.9 90b

i9.2 90

38.1 100

69.2 14'100

63.6 09

1 Social % Parent
1 Dental 1 harms- Service Involve-

Screenin nized Needs Net went_

BS 100 92 ___ 7/7

82 190 4g 0

61
11:;

,
97(g, 660

b

.i89 100' 100' 7
h

7

91 02 100 0

93 76 51 4A
4.93 96 100 6S 7

100 99 100 50 6

90 100 . 92 81 a

1110

:. 704 51 94

94 90 8

5 '"*"."*"."64/6/44-93 , 1::b "'.. 1101

100 94 illi; 6/7

94 88 2 100 90 7

100 ' 90 , 98 78' 7

89 100 ' .95 la ,

.0

Standard 1 10 20 501 00% 801 80% 801 001 \. r

mpl_es pr.:qr.:in does not meet the set standard of quaeleipy on that indicato4 41/4
012terlInin 1 &

b These filmes arAslimated; accurate data were not available.
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,

Six programs met-all of the Criteria for which data !dere, available

(Al, A2, .81, C2; D, I) . An additional Seven achieved' 4- satis,factory

level on 411 but one of tne indicatore, (A4, B3, C3, E, F, G, B) and

ttrugh one. should strive for perfection, still .appear, to be reasonable

Cho ices.. for ine --sample . \Two programs scored, slightly lower in this

-schema (A3, C1) , passing six of the eight criteria.. One program (B2)

was definitely problemkic, having met only four of our eight minlatm

standards.

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

good view of the varied set of Head Start grantees and delegate ag0-

saw

cies. Because of the vaiiaCion in program performance, we had to pay f '
r

..- 4
close attention to the TelatIonship of

y
performance and financiak i:ndi-

$ ,

. . cators, recognizing the limitations 'inherent in our chosen measures-and

small sample size.
.
Most of the sampled programs are of satisfactory

., .

quality, but there is sufficient variation Ehat.ve :tlannot consider term

a sinkne group and dismiss differences.

%

1 .
Instruments ,

rwo ands of instrume,its were required f5i tnl`s study: forms to

.1

1

describe Key features of the tieadR.Stare program and catalog granteeand

delegate agency revenues and expenditures; and a discussion guic% for

use with regional staff , directors and other mica staff : Tnie...Lormer

.nad to provide a standardized format for displaying costAnd define

questions about 'the program and its cost structure which wvulcf allov5AS

to determine the economy, efficiency and leveraging dbility'of the pro.--

grail. The standardized Cost format was patter* atter similar mate=:

gals developed by WRI/REAP for. use in day-care centers: In its turn,'

1 vo

. .

o
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:

'

tne discussion gadelleermitCed us; to explore directors' priorlties for.
-

.

explitiareS and Ithods`for realizing cost4ficiencies. .

The cnief challenge in developing tIleZ cost insprument wash one

-

. . .
of definition of our four major viriablei. The operational definition'

/' -,' .

' .).
;,

. of proirala quality has already been disCissd; The otner key con-
. -. ,I.,.. ...__ ____, ..

structs structi were defined' as follows: ;
3!

;7, .

'Ale economy a a programs' is its annual cosier child in ACYF
&liars, total:Federal dollars,and,total revenue.

child
the

primary focus of the study is orb the ACV d011'ar7tit Is impos--4,
tent to pave the, full perspect:ive';,on -casts proilided:by,,,all
three measures: ,,.

..- 6 - . 0

,

4
.

The
b

efficiency of a program is indiceted,by itS cost per
4
child ,

nour in tree classy n, -Calculted,usingAICYF dollerg', -total'(
Federal] dollars or total revenue as tne numerator and trie hours,
pei' year tnat,chil&en ire' scheduled to belliqolled in Head

o Start as the denominatr.
A 444.-

10
4%

The leveraging 'ability -of a prog'r -at indexed,by,the percent
of total revenue--that comprises poni:ACYF"dqllars, .

This notion of efficiency is narrower than tkp iceal. That is, an
. r

"efficient " program should be.broadly definei:as one Which demonstrat s

a low unit cost per service. Head Start, of course is a.Comprehdhsiv

child development program focusing on they whole and,nis/her'fam

ily. It provides assistance in the areas 'of child cognitive'de elop-

melt, psycno-social development, nutrition, and health, and 'family

social services and.parent idVolvaint. The service unit measured,

,therefore, could include .hoirse visit hours; lealthiexamitetions,
.
meals

^1'

served, social service deAds satisfied, and hours of parent involvement

as well as child contact, burs id the classroot. nfortunately, the

measurement of "any_dervices above and beyond, child, contact hourt is

very problematicead ,Start staff are not required to\ keep records'

wnich'would provide most of these facts.' The "9/iits':.of these,'services4.

- --
.

:1'.

at* not additive; we do not Know how to eqUete/a unit of immunizations

.47P

17
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r- :

,
. ,

with a unit of parent involvement. So, we limited ourselves to aproxy

for sevices defined as planned Child classroom hours over the Arse

of tne program year. ,

It snould be ,noted.tnat tnese limitations on measuring units of

service and -program perfOrmance do not flaw the study. Ttiey must

simply be-Kept in mind by policy makers Considerin)actions based on

tite resultsgfeaned from the measures.

kAil instruments used in'tne study appear in Appendix A.
.

r
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A

AF.SULT§

The Study Quest ions -t:
q ...,,

A ,
.),

In this section we.present our findings on each of the six study
t d,

.
-.

questionsr and then discuss the potential Ute for such information in d

national examination of Head Start grantee and delegate costs. Please

note throughout the presentation that we are dealing :with only 6 pro-
.

. .

grams, not/the universe of Head Strrt grantees and delegates. Our pur-
.

.. poses are to describe programs by using financial indicators in con-
.

junction with perfonnance data and to recommend jhaicator4 which -40-:

eras staff can use in future examinations of program information.
I

.1. What are the total revenues of the grantees for Head Start pro-
. qrams? r ,

i ..
- Figuie'l shows theAistribution-of income for the, 16 programs we

.

sampled.' The follo;ing conclusions are evident from the data:

AGYF was the primary 'source of revenue for programs, supplying
51 to 84 percent of the monies for Head Start. .-

In-Kind contrioutions (donated space, supplies, and serviees;
volunteers; costs'absorted by another party, oft the grantee,
and not cha'rged to Head Start) were the next.major sourie of
revenue, accounting for 10 to 43' percent of total revenue.

, . 4..
All programs' received United' States Department ,,of Agriculture
(USDA food monies.; which comprised 3 to 15 percent of revenue.

.
,

Community Service Agency (CSA) monies helped pay for admini-
strative space, utilities,and some services in most programs,
under Community Action Agengy (CAA) auspices, accounting .for

. .
0.3 to 4 percent of program revenue,

.
*

It should be noted that our definition of in -kind contributions is

not equivalent to"non-federal share." rose included the valve of ser-
, -vices supplied by the grantee and' other agencieS for the progremi'

without cnarge, and excluded any recorded. donations which dick -not
rigpiously meet Head Start g4delines, e.g., parent time in meetings,
food and parent time..foc-partieS*and graduations, time spent on pro-
grams for Head 'Start graduates now in elementary school.

19 .24
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.

Comprehensive Employment and Traiaing Act' (CETA) funds were
used infrequently -- by qnly 3 of the 16 programs sampled
and were over one percent !of revenue in'only one program.

Other.cesh income from p rivate groups or individuals was col-
. 'lacteal by only 7 of the 16 programs,'averaging about $7,000 n

those programs and supplying one .to. nearly 7 perAnt_of to 1
revenue. 4

I

These data and, additional information supplied by the directors

viewed -suggest that" ederal

-excenditures-are not expected to

HeacOStatt in the short term.

efforts to control USDA, CSA and CETA

have a profound debilitating effect on

For these particular programs, CSA and

. CETA'reductions,will have no impact or will have a relatively small

impact. In general, CSA funds are now expended by CAA grantees to pay

for rent or other

under the, CAA aegis

expenses:\'However,

administrative expenses of the Head Start program
1

. Head Start may-now be charged for some of these

most CAAs have prepared-freconomizing without CSA

funding by finding additional monies.fot,their endeavors, and do not.

expect the -CSA reductions to harm their programs. seriously. CETA

funds, in their turn, were gentrelly used to bring additional aides

into tat program to assist teachers, the direct4r, cooks, secretaries,

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

erallyerally will not be replaced. Downgraded funds in USDA!s
a

Child Care

Food
Program, from, reiinbursemenc for a maximum of five meals a day' to

three, will affect 'few programs since most serve only three meals;

reductions' in the Milk Program may affect some programs as well.

Program contractions tnat may affect the'program over the don e

term are those' projected in Department of Education programs. School-

systems are often generous suppliers of services to Head.Start; they

;nay be unable to afford'continuation of the'se services if their funding

more_limited. Ln, addition, curtailed funds in EPSDT services may

21
27
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influence dead Start program budgets. We-were unable in this study to
4Ibg-

capture heal= expenditures fully, so cannot comment on the ympact of

changss in this agency's screening program.

2. To what degree are grantees leveraging resources from sources
other than tread' Start (ACYF)?

because ACYF requires that 20 percent of program costs be paid for

by non-Federal monies

citing donations and

successful in these

signal volunteers 'to

, all grantees and delegates are involved in soli-

in-kind contributions. Most directors are very

endeavors, finding professional and paraprofes-

supply needed services; free or partially subsi-

dized space;,agencies that will cover utility costs; free equipment,

food, and supplies; and sometimes sources for cash donations. Appendix

Tables 3.1, 8.2'and 3.3, show the value of in-kind goods and services

tnat sampled programs leveraged. Figure 1 (page 20).diagrams tne total

reve h program and allows,a further examination of leveraging
.

activities.

To answer this study question we. would like to assess the degree

to whim programs use non-ACYF sources to-pay for their activities.

Recognizing the limitations of the study that we were unable to

gatnar complete information on health costs paid for by non-ACYF funds

and were not able to substantiate all estimates of the value of other

services paid focby such sources (e.g., subsidized life insurance for

staff) 'o-- tne following finding may be reported:

A range of 16 to 49 percent of total resources brought ko these
programs came from non -ACYF sources (mea\\ n, 30.4%). /6

In many cases a significant amount of leveraging is occurring, cer-

tainly more than is repotted to ACYF under the current system.

22
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N
, Two conclusions follow. from these'results. First, Head Start.

directori-must be very involved With the network of social service

agenci0 and °providers in their neighborhoods in order to manage this

degreeof leveraging. They deserve commendation for their resource-
.",

fulneSs.' It Might eyed be useful to facilitate an exchange among

directors'of suggestions of sources so that IndividUals can build their

own°netwtirks further. For example, several programs we -visited were

very interested in ,a, leveraging activity reported by a grange we
n

visited early on. This director had placed a local judge on :ier Board.
0

The judge new wnen Head Start needed volunteer labor and would watch

for an appropriate person in, his courtroom. When sUbh a person was

' found guilty (generally of a driving offense, or other minor crime), the

judge would' suggest 'an alternative sentence to jail, e.g., building

playgrotiod equipment or-cubbies, fixing plumbing in a Head Start*cen-
.

ter.

A second conclusion is that there may'be additional sources for
.

revenue that directors have not yet tapped. Cash dOnations to most
.s'

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

seel themselves as direct fund raisers. rbst programs ,in our sample

have not successfully approached private sources (e.g., business and'

AllaustrY), and most directors were unenthusiastic about-the prospect..

4 Some .directors reported that community members had told them 'that the

taxes paid for the program were a sufficien t' contribution', Or that Head

Start was fortunate' to be spared budget cuts, so it behooved potential

donators to take their money to programs under stress, Many directors

.se44 tnere simply4was hotienough staff time to spend on this sort Of

endeavor.. Thus, there may be untapped sources of revenue for ,Haad,

23 29-



Start and solicitation of fund's---zould be encouraged, but caution is

"--required 'n building expectation's for the degree of its success.

3. How are programs spending tneir monies? What is the distribu-
tion of costs across Jine items, in,the4udget and 'across<Ko-

,

gram components?
0

Figure 2 presents a summary-of the cash expenditures for different

line items in the b let. All sampled programs were combined into one

k

bar chart which -shows the following results:

Total staff costs (saraties and fringe benefits) average about
70 percentof total. expenditures. Salaries account for about

6
60 percent (with a range across programs from 050 to 66 per-e
cent) , and fringe benefits 'requirg another 10 percent of the
budget (a range from 6 tg.12 percent across programs).

All other line items combined account for only about 30 percent
of the prograhl budgets. n .

Figura 3 summarizes tne breakdown `of cash end total expenditures

into eight functional areas., The first five (beginning at left of the

chart) are the five program components known collectively as the

"Direct SeXice Functions" of Head Start. Each of these areas was

defined to cover those services _described in Head Start's Performance

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

..
Functions", those areas encompassing aopvities rich must be performed,

in order for the program to exist, but'which only indirectly serve

cnildren or parents., "Administration" includes' executive direction of

the program, planning, fund raising, advertising, legal consultation,

accounting, and bookkeepipg, personnel management, purchasing and cen-
>

tral office services. "Ctcupancyf comprises janitorial services, main-
-

tenance and repairs, security services, building insurance, rent and

utilities. "Transportation" subsumes both the travel ofi children to

tne program and ,the travel of staff mile on program business. -Costs

for handicapped' services are ribt separated, but' rather have been

2f 30
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divided Among these five funbtions.. Separation of such costs would

nave made the data-gathering process too t i me-oonsuming'since few pro-
.

grams isolate .these expenditurelcin taeir accounting records.

Them vertical bars on the chart represent the range of costs for
. *

r
0

earn function. The minimum amount expended. by a sampled program is
, ..

shown as the base of the bar; the Maximum as the top of the bar. Sym-

. bols,within the bar represent the mead cost across all 16 programa.
.

Those' bars with horizontal lines shog the range of cash costs; those

with vertical lines show total costs (cash costs plus in-kind contribu-

A

tions) .

First, let us summarize the findings from this figure on the cash
6

costs of the various functilonal areas:

The moot expensive functional area is Education, requiring an
average cash outlay of $631 per child per year.
.

.

The next dghest cash cost is Nutrition with a mean cost. per
. .child of $376.

. .

Administcativg costs rank third with an ahnual.per child cost
of $354. . 1
All other functiods have mean cash costs unde0$250.

From a financial point of view.vtnen, it woued seem that any sub-

ttantial cost savings-must cOme from the areas -of .highest costs

Education, Nutrition and Administration. From a pragmatic view, hot,,:j.

ever, these areas might not be, amenable to change. For example; most

of the, cost of 'the Education component stems from staff salaries-for

one teacher and ore paid aide. in each classroom. 'b one would opt to

reduce the number of paid staff from two'to one, though this may seem

the most obvious avenue fvf reducing Education costs. Rather, even in

this component, we must look for savings at the margin. It may be pos-
.

.sible, for example, 'to reduce le cost of the Education Coordinator by
.

27
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combining his/her jOb.with anotner coordinating or administrativeole.

One might wish .6 ask about the number of hours education staff work,

and look at this area for savings. And so on. Great care must be

taken in making suggestions for change and in imprementing them. 'Only
p

wneh tne exact circumstances of a particular progfaril are taken

account can satisfactory decisions be made about alterations 4% ex-

penditures.
z

.

Next, let us look at the costs of the combination of Direct Sere.
v

vices compared to.phe Support Service functiond.' From Such 'an anal:7:-

ydis, we see the following:

Oasn, costs for Direct' Services average $1,486 per child or15
percent of the average budget. terange is from $782 to
$2,717 or from 49 to 75 percent of the budget.'

`

Administrative costs average $154 per child or 15 percentof
the Head Start budget. the ran9e of costs is from $113 pp$735

- 0610.chrd, or from 7 to almot 14 percent of the budget.

.

Other Support Services (Occupancy and Transportation) average
$448, ranging. from $.163 to $752, ot from 11 to almost 27 per-

. cent of the budget.
t

One suggestion resulting tom-this'breakdown is that a comparison

Of, tne percentage of cash costOrexpended .for Direct and Suppott Ser-
a

vices could yield an indicator of the "reasonableness" of dosts.

5.

SPe-

cifically, the program that expebds only 49 percent of its resourceson

Direct Services may be didtributing resources unwisely. Technical

assistance may be directed\toward analyzing the distribution in order
or

to.discern .whYdo muoh money is spent do the support components.

/

The law regulhting -Head Start stipulates that-no mpre than 15 percent
of a grantee's budgetmay'fund "administrative" activities, but it
defines nonelpf tnese activities. ,For this project-we constructed a
clear definiaon by which only 7 programs are in 9ompillAnce. Witnout
a Federal definition,thowever, it is impossible to state

,

- -Wm does or does not exceed the 15 percent limit.

.,.. -
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°the- findings from Figure I are the following:

Non-7;05h in-kind contributions ofsignifiCant scale are made
. chiefly in the areas of Occupancy and Administation. For

- example, /space is ,dana ed 'by churches, schools and housing
. erojectst ant other social Service agencies donate

Taministrative.time.
.

,

A ,
. ...,,

I The relativerpositions or functidns raniin fairly canstaht.vbeno
one considers cash and total4Osts, wits die exception o; the

° placement of costs for Occupanliye 'Because of `sizeable, space
donations, the total cost of Ocou0ancy places. it seCand'only to
-Education, and ahead of both Nutrl.tidn and Administra4on.

P '

0 ,

C
o

4. To what degree afg prograhs economical' and efficient in their
use of resources? .

,

. "Table 3 summarizes tne annual ACYFcost per IhildAeconomy) and
,

tne Acyp 'cost pet-child hour. of service (efficiency) for all 15 pro-.

f.grams in' the sample.

The range in economy is from $1;114 to $3,5Y1 in the
programs, with a mean of '$2,110. The two home-based

-.programs had annual per child costs of 4,156 (program Bp, and
$1,268 (pro ;rain F), considerably lower ihail,their center-based
counterparts.

The, range in efficiency is, tr6m0$1.16 per ho\ir to .$4.50 per
hours among center-lbased.programs, with 'a mean of $2.66. The
home-based,xograms were less effihent per hour of direct con-
tact with costs of $17.11 (Bi) and $5.73 (F)4, though it is dir-

. fIcult to equate:one home-based end one ,center-ba contact.
hour.

,

Thus, tnefa.was considerable variation i4 these tw iamortant indices

of cost, even witnin thksmall sample of this study.

d
In addition, economical programs were not necessarily effrcient

and vice versa. The correltiOn between program's rankingsgAh these

two measures was only .30 ,(non-significant). Though some programs were

above the median.on both economy and efhoVency (C1, C2, C3;vE, F),
1

otters were above tne median only on economy (82, 33, H) or only on

efficiericy (A4, 81, 0), and still .others were above the median ors nei-,

tner measure (Al, 'A2, A3, G, I).

ti
I
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Table 3

Program Economy anid Efficiency
41.

0

Program . Annual Ranking of Hourly Ranking of
Cost Econo Cost Efficiency

Cl

C3

B2
C2

.

B3

E

I

.D

G

Al
B1

A2
. A3-

A4

(moo.

0 $1,114 1

1,184 2

1,249 3

1,564 4
1,697 . 5

1,7;4 °6

1,865 7

1,983 %. 8

2,017 9

2,044 10,

.2,112 /11
2,653 12

2,813 .13

1,096 14

3,127 15
3,511 *-16

$1.16 1

1.54
,

3.

3.10 \
i

10

. .

(1.78 4

3.18 11

c
2.51 8

3.70 V
2.04 6
3.19 12. :

1.91 5

3.67 14

3.49 ...- 13

2.45 7

4.60 16

2.90 9'

1.40 2

V.

f

°

3a
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5. Wnat are.the levels of staff salaries in ctomparison with sala-
ries of other lbcal staff working witn children?

//

( Because staff salaries are such a significant part of'the budget,

we need' to examine then fgr "reasonableness".

pare with 'other local 'salaries for people

Figure 4 presents these comparisons.

-First, how do theycom-

rrking with children?

Schools pay teachers higher annual salaries than day care.cen-
ers which pay higher salaries than Head Start. This is
largely because Head Start has a shorter working day and year
of operation. i-ad Start'pays somewhat nigher'hourly wages
than day care; on are''constrained-by minimum wage.

?Iasi gead Start staff receive relatively low annual salaries and

directors wism-not to xeduce these salaries. Some directors even told

"us tnat if tneY reduced 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 could be achieved

tprough this line ,item. That simply-may not be the case.

6. How are grantees realizing economies? How dohey expect to do
. so .in the future?

Table 4 summarizes the actions- that directors said tney would

seriously consider in response to budget pressures. Following the name

of the option, we .present the; number of directors ,(out-ct'17 ipter-

viewed) who said this option would be one oflthe first three they would

try. The. option tnat was mentioned most oft4n is "Serving fewer chil-

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

xather, that they think this is the onlywmy to save a substantial

amunt.of money. In fact, this 'action has alreadybeen taken in some

programs. Just witnin our sample, five programs were serving at least

five Percent fewer children than tne nuni6er'planned in their AC??

,grant. The critical implication of this high ranking of the option.is

31
8.



Figure 4 '

HOW DO HEAD START ANNUAL SALARIES
COMPARE WITH PUBLIC SC)*OOL. AND DAY CARE?30, eee
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Table 4..

Actions Directors Would Seriouily ider
in Response_to Budget Pressur.

i

Name of Option

Is It
!Ranked

Highly?

Ad $erving fewer children.

a: Giving no raises.

*
/

C. Cutting back on number of. weeks per year of program
. ,

. operation..
,

D. Reducing the number of days per week each child attends.
A.* " .

9

7

5.

S

E. Reducing the numbei of hours per day the child attends.
. 4

.,
s

I
F. Increasing reliance on donations (space, supplies, trans

fportation). *

° G. .) ,"
Firiding additional income from federal, state and local
sources. .

3

H,* moving Tore children fy center -based to a home-based
option. 3

.

I. Changing transportation plans. . 3

J. Changing facilities or postponing tenovations. 3' :
.0

K. Reducing central staff or consolidating coordinators. 3

I

1- SAtting number of hours of daily operation. 2
VA,

it.. Reducing fringe6benefits. 2

N. Increasingsclass size: 1

.0. Replacing em6loye.e-kwitn consultants. 1

"4.

.6

These questions ware asked of, only 10 directors.

32 '40
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direct7ors.seid Pere was a potential.for loss of donations; eight said
awl!.

.

donatibns could be maintained at tie same level but not increased, and
4

four Said tnere Was sane _potential for. increased Unfortunately, each

'-of ,these latter four were. hesitant aoqut their reply, stating that "If

.1

tnat if policy ma4eks wish to avoid red2ng the number of children,

trey must clearly say io. If'directors bre- given the discretion of

chodsing.theway they will reduce costs,- they may 'well select this
,
option without a National Office warning to the contrary.

Option 8, "Giving no raises," is straightforward. I. there is no

money for cost-of-living increases, the directors will not take money

I'rOrnother line items for tnis pUrpose.
. ,

CptiorisC, D, E, and L are all ways of reducing services, and are

trad'e-offs to redUcing tae number of children served. Some may be
a

acceptable to Head Start; sane 'may not. Once aiain, policy could be

set, about' the level of service that should be'supplied by-Head Start

.piOgrams because directors may opt to reduce services in' ways which erre

onasceptable to ,staff in the rational office,-if they are given free

cnoice and. think they.can denathing else.
,

, Options F and G involve. donations. Cirectors in our Sample were

not sanguine about increasing reliance on donationi of space, supplies

or.transportatidh or on finding additional income sources. -(Not one.

director ranKed,inFseasing reliance on volunteer staff.) Frequent can-

meats on soliciting donations-were ,"VOluntoers can never replace

staff," You can't depend on volunteers-fo numbeis.or quality," and

."Parents are difficult to get because-they are working."'

To- a'direct question_ about the potential of obtaining increased

donations in.tne future -- of increasing leveraging activities -- five'
0



tne county economy continues to improve'as in tne last five years, Head

Start my:get some donations," "We may manage more cast through founda-

tions," and "We ma z do some joint work witn two day care centers and
..

Montessori." Since directors have not actively sought increased dona-

tions from tne Private sector, it is difficult to gauge the objective

probability of success. But it is clear that directors are pessimis-
'

tic.

Option H, increased use of toe hoMe-based option, was selected by

three directors,with caveats., No one can operate 'a home-based program

without a center-based program for children to come to periodically.

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

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

certain select group of chp.dien -- for 3-year-olds as an investment in

We family before the child comes the center-based program, for

cnildreA sa pnysically isolated ate the program cannot afford trans.

portation, etc. Directors did no think that tnis option could de-
.,

crease :costs substantially.

Similarly, 00tions I, J, and M could ,only realize small savings.

.most directors said that they had already explored ways to reduce

transportation, occupancy and fringe benefit charges, and that they had

made these areas as economical and efficient as possible. The level of

fringe oenefits offered staff is not very high now, and reduction

simply did not seem feasible.

Option K, "Reducing central staff or consolidating coordinators,".%

was only mentioned by three directors, but this' small number is More

likely the result of the fact that we'did not ask.,directlyabout this

option. Each of the three directors who".mentioned it brought it up

. 5 4a



spontaneously wnen asked if there were other ways to'change stafffing,

arrangements and save money. Such restructuring may be a suuggestion

and possibility for other programs'as well.

It is interesting that only one director ranked (*ion N, "In-4

creasing class size." When we looked at the class size within the sam--1,

pled programs4 we found generally that attendance on a given day was

well below the 20 Children limit recommended by Head Start. In fact,

if a policy was adopted of encouraging 18 attending children in each

classroom (and allowing overenrollment so that 18 would attend most

days) , sampled programs could serve an additiOnal 865 children, an 18

percedt increase over planned enrollment: Certainly tneie are limiVO

set by space, transportition needs, and'state regulations, but changing

Head Start policy to encourage oVerenrollment and considering increased

class size may assist in achieving tt)e goal of increasing the enroll-

ment nationally without (at least substantially) increasing costs.

Three items asked of ,directors were excluded from the table be-

Cause none endorsed them: decreasing the staff /cniid ratio; hiring

staff for fewer hours per def.; and recruiting more volunteers. Direct-

ors felt strongly that each was inappropriate, that they were at their

limit nOw.

A Process for Review of Costs -'

Thefour criteria of program perfortance, economy, efficiency, and

levetaginghave Priwed especially useful in this reporting of resultt.

Recall that we cnose eight iderfotma=e.indicatorst4ot this project;

many more may be defined in a thoroughexaminatifn OVcitiarity in a pro -

grain's structural arrangements, interactions among staff and children,'

and outcomes for cnildren and tamilies. In addition, we chose only one
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principal indicator for eacn of: the other criteria.
. For economy, we

used annual ACYF -cost per child; for efficiency/ AJCYF cost per child

hour of service; and for leveraging ability, percent of total revenue
\

from non-ACYF sources.' Certainly in the area of efficiency, many other

ladices'of units of 'service could be employed.

Taking all four criteria together, we can begin tooconstruct valu-

able pictures .of 1.ad Start programs. Table 5 and Figure 5 demonstrate

the process. Table 5 summarizes data on the 16 sampled programs for

the .four. variables., 'For'economy, efficiency and leveraging it

snows the value assigned each program and a rating of that value desig-

nating it es very low (VL), low (L), medium (M), high, (H), or very high

(VH) in comparison tdrother piled programs. "Very high" implies
7r

highly. economical (spending, relatively little money annually'per
, .

cnild) , highly efficient (costing 'relatively, little for each' hotir' of

service) or high leveraaing'(using a relatively large amount of non-

?CYF monies to pay for

number oitems scored

Figure 5 organize

the progtam).. Program performance is indexed by

at or above a ':satisfactory" thresholl level.

s these data into a chart dividing the sample

Tile steps taken to arrive at these groups areinto significant groups

as follows:

(1) All aprograma.Wera fisted first in order of_anntial-coat Per
child (economy),.: then by cost per child hour of service 7(effi-
ciency)and percent of non-ACYF revenue (leveraging).

"(2) The points,at whicn majoir breaks occurred in the distributiOns
. were determined and groups of programs were_ rated low, medium

or highon each variable. If an .outlier appeared oh the end
of a distribution, it was called "very low" or "very high." ,

(3) A
to

was then attaceld to
to "very lowm, "2" to "lbw",
and. "5" to "very INK),

lated for each program. In

37r

the categories by assigning "1"
"3" to "medium", "4" to "high:,
sums of scores' were then calcu-
tne first case, the scores 5R,r

44



Table 5

Major Cost and Performance Measures

Grantee
ACY? Cost
Per Child= Rating

L
L

- .6

VL
L

. a
M
H
il,

11

M
M
r4

14

M ,.

M'

ACYF .Cost Per

Child HouF Rating
Hon-ACYR
Revenue

Al

A2

A3
'A4

131

B2
B5
CI

C2
CS
D ,

1!;

G
ii ,

i .

V2,655
' 5,096

3,1271
3,511

2,d11,5

1,249
1,i.65

1,114

1,564
1,104
2,0t4
1,983

1,724
2,112
b ,697

2,017

$3.49'
4.60
2.90
1.40
2.45
3.10

3.70_
1.16
1.78

1.54
1.91

2.04
2.51.

3.6?

3
. '3.19

L
VL
L
II

K
L
L
m
11

II

H
U
M
L
L
It

'

18.2
31.0
21.9
27:2
16.1

27.3
38.9

. _36..1

31.3
49.3
28.1

38.8
37.7

26.3

30.9
27.4

,

Proaam Per-
Rating: formance Index

L 1/7 Awo
M 8
L 6
M .

7
L 8
M 4
II 7
a 6
M 'a

VU 7
M 8
II 7
H 6/7
m 7
M .

M 8

Key to,Ratio4s: VG ='Very Large; Loti; M = Medipm;H'.= High; VII = Very High.

4
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Group
I: Most
Useful

to
Examine

3
4

figure 5 eN.

Division of Programs by Cost and Performance Indicators

, Program
Grantee Economya Efficiency

a
Leveraging- Performance-

A3 L L '''' L. 6 .

Al
1 L.

J L L 7/7
. .

'A2 L Via M 8

ap

r.

B1 , L
-

M L / 8y
G M L M 7

,

Gioup H NI,

.
.

'I, M 7
II: May be
Examined

.

I. M L M 8

A4 VL.
.0

.H M 7

a
$2 H L M .7---- 4

.
1 . .

B3 M % Li H . 7
... .. .. :-

I

F
114

M H 6/71
. ,

C2 M o H M_ ,

8
Group

,
,. .

III:'
, 6

.m a.ii M 8
Least v ,

Useful to E M H- H 7
Examine .

... .
. -.

Cl H' H t- H 6

C3 H -H , NH 7

1

aThe ratings. for Economy, Efficient' Ind Leveraging are as follows':
VL = Very, how; .L = Low; M = MediUm; H16.-. High; VH = Very High.

.bPrograin Performance is a sum of 8 indices, each of which is scored
as "passed at-a satisfactory level (1.point) or failed (0 points).

. 39,
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a

each variable were weighted equally. In the second, effi-
ciency was, given twice the weight of the others because econ-
omy and leveraging were significantly correlated. (Other
weighting schemes are certainly possible.)

(4) Figure -5 was prepared as a listing of programs by their total
scores from lowest to highest, arid adding the program perform-
ance index. tines were drawn to separate programs into groups
of differing degrees of potential interest.

'Cri Figure 5, Group, I hat been labeled "Moat Useful to.Examine."
O

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 coiprises seven.

programs that scored "low" on one (and in one'case two) cost variables.
.

The programs nere "May Be Examined" when there is time as they are not
ft%

operating optimally in a financial sense, but they have fewer zotential

problem areas than Group I. One program (82) clearly invites scrutiny

as it passed only four of the eight program performance indices% Gioup /0*

III has the programs "least Useful to Examine" as all scored "medium "

or better'on eacn cost Variable. Thoilgh program performance iasueemay
4 .

ifik4a .

Serve as an invitation for assessment, these prog;ams look like effeC-
,

0

tiye managIrs of cost. It should, of course, be noted that all ratings

of cost variables are relative to other programs'in the sample. If.all'

Head'start programs were rated, these sample programs might fall

differeht groups.

It is particularly interesting to note that,performance ar coat

were not related in this sample. The programs with no'perfoeMince:

problems (as we defined them) appeared,in,all three groups; programs

with potential, quality problems were ,members of each group. This

implies that high cost is not a necessary condition for high quality,

but does not suggest that additional funds should not be needed. to

1

,
.
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improve performance in a particular program. Quality and.-costipues

both may need examination; it is useful to'know they do not necessarily

drive one another.

Sucn a classification of programs is a _first. step in the examine-

iion of costs. These indices fill the'role of diagnostic tools,,iden-

tifyIng.Programs where further assessment is warranted. This thorough

assessment; then; could be in the form of a full-scale examination of

costs through tne use of detailed questions about program design and

-
personnel and operatingcosts, like those used in the present study.

,che:conclusiOn to be drawn from our preliminary investigations of

cost and performance is thatesubh a process could be adopted for all

Head Start grantees and delegates. ACYF currently has most of the

. tools to isolate-those pro4rims needing T&TA to increase their anomy,

efficiency, and leveraging ability. ifically, vice the annual 'colt

'per thi;d,
0
the cost. per child hour, and, if possible,, the non-AC/F

snare of total..revenue are known from the PIR and grants accounting

,.forms, ACYF sta ff cads target echni assiStance.to"those programs
-4

taat show problematic costs' or j ong of all of these criteria. Such4

techhicarassistance could "be cry detailed for those programs found to

be most Useful to Examine and somewhAt'morenstrained for tnoselounS.

be "lcihr" on onlyaohe Criterion. All technical assitance must/ of

course,
.

consist of a process ok negotiation with the grantee to ensure

the greatest \economy,. efficiency and leveraging within a context of:
. 0

satisfactory program Arformance.,

.
I

,,
4.1 48-

. ..
.
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RECUCFNDATIONS

.: -.,r, ..

.0,00

is final section we present two recommendations from the

'00

study and diScuss tne process by which each recommendation could, if.

accepted, oe put into effect by ACYF.'

1. We recommend that ACYF extend lts policy guidance to grantees.
in tne process of leveraging resources Trom non-ACYF sources.

The current policy describing reqdirements for non-Federal share

4

could be clarified in several ways;

e." rancees could be told no (aMong their Staff) should do addi-
. 'onel soliciting of funds and services; to whgm sudh requests

ould be directed; now millifilme should be allocated for such.
ctivities; and how mucn MOREY or how high an imputed value

'sucn,pctivitiss are' expected to-generate.

The current maxim'thae ACYF monies should be the dollars of
last, Fesort could be explained in more thorough detail so that
grantees are aware of as many potential opportunities for non-
ACYF funding as possible.

..

,Grantees should understand that the requirement Is for i 20
Percent non-Federal share of costs,- b9;that_AC4F 'encourages
as large anon- Federal share as possible.

No penalty should accrue to a grantee with an extensive non-,
Federal snare. That is, it is recommended that ACYF not cut
the site of its grant because a grantee is able 'to leverage
other resoQrces. In fact, the agency might consider a. reward...,
or incentive for sucn behavior.

Because tnis, recommendation' merely extends a policy already in

effect at'ACYF, tne proposed extension could probably be, introduced
404-

fully' at a national Head Start melting., Following a-thorough. discus-

sign of the reasons for the policy clarification, the extginSion

and the advantages of encouraging leveraging, grantees could engage- in

an exchangeet examples of, successful activities they have employed.

2. We recompend that AC YF review grantee costs on a case by cafe
oasis using tne criteria of ecoAomy, efficiency, and leverag-
ing', and then provide the necessary tecnnical assistance to
programs that are spending above stated-levels,

A.-;
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Before such a process could begin in carne one parAFular pal-.
.

'icy question needs to-,te addressed: .7 many! ours Of. serVrica are

deemed necessary and sufficient,to consti ute a program as dead.Sterp

,First, is there a minimum number Of urs per day,' days per week,

or days per year for a program? A dedision,was made fairly early, in .

the 19704s that a six- to eight -week summer session-(30 to 40 dlys)

insufficient. We found "full:year" programs that offered only 62 days

Arper year.- Is the critical amount of time desired any number over 40

days or-is it perhaps 100 days? Until a-minimum istet,, tegiong f

will find it difficult to suggest that tpse economical but neffic nt

,programs with fewc service hours. per child should increase servidis.

They need guidance: '

Second; is tnere.a maximum naber of routs beyond which Head .Start

withdraw supput fr9m-a' prograM?, Head Start is not' officiallyd

' f, . , -
.,.

%iiri the..btsinest ofichildcare for working parents or providing a ser%.
. 4*. '6 4 ,. .? ',:r 2
'vice.-,i6r.0,0-re.houTs a-day...4 ,Xaip sale <Mad Start programs (often

.t. :°. 3. .4 ''. .1.,, .1"sek9.9

those judgid?ri6.h...econ*C4,-but Ni*lt,dgicient) do offer these ser-
f,. . 2°: . *7 4 4., , * D Cf s', %

usgaily,b4cause enair'ggripkiq cohta0S'a -Nigh proporti5nof
'0.,.: ..,"° .`'.

,work ing rents-wao need' suer /ong.hburifore: A policy' decision
_

... .4 O.
r of nours, acccmpanied:',* suggestions about alternative

- ' 4 k 4
,.'.

urces°fore those nours in 464g.s.,0f.Head Start's, would help.
. 0 ri. ,-,

regions ',staff advise programs on inci144na ,peopoRies.

.

F llowing tnis decision, ACYF Could9tegin e process of evalu-11-

acing /tantee'coszs,and isolatiA5 those grantees in need of teChnicar

vices,

about n

funding

ti

. p

°

11,
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A new national functional unit costing,systm. One form of this'

process,would\begin with establishing a national functional unit cost-
e. ip

ing system for Head Start. Such a syStem would assign costs to func-

tional areas - uniformly aOioss programs and would include clear defini-

tions of units Of service. It would serve as the mechanism for collet,

Ting cost datal and,transferring it to regional offices

\tel

tional Office for analysis. _Careful management of these
. ,

..is, sensitive analysis of tne selationship of the numbers to

prOgram performance, ?puld allow regional or Federal staff

t.,standa4ds for judging the reasonableness of,costs.

or to the

data, that

indices of

to develop

A revised costini'system. A second form of .he process would be

tR revise current Head Stait reporting' fora so ,th t staff could use

.

'

-'them to gather,ipsf and service inf ri9ation for aluation.' At a

minimum, this might include changing uestions on a rants applica-

repoe4ds. Thetion package and on the quarterly or y ar::end expend

.principles guiding-such.rev

. Revise the budget lin
made of functional cos

ions could Includek:

items /so' that adequa

'Grantees.now use four to 1

Sxr ctute., 'ibis see could be ex

stiff with re nable cost estim

, .

1 Ile items in p

Ookto provide

f,dirct

fuiction 41 costs.

Include situp

vices.

e straight

/The Pro'ram Inform -tion Re

tion which could, be us ttnate units of service.' But the MoSt.-
-

useful' estimates would be tho appearing on the same fo.rm as the cost

,information so that deci ion kers would nave a comp44te set of data

timates can-be
Am,

po ng th4r cost

egioal and Fedeial
!

d support service

rd qUestions. abclUt program ser-
,

rt (PIR) currently provides informa

44,
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before them at the time they need to decide about the reasonableness of

costs.
sok,

Gather cost and service information for a year usi these new
questions and sit policy as to "reasonable" costs fo grantees
with different levels of enrollment in turban, rural,or mixed
areas, with home-based or only center-based programs'..

Ap

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

diffuent.categiries must be carefully carried. through. Grantees need
. -

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

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

quality comprehensive services. Any standards or maximum acceptable

costs must take account of differing grantee circumstances with respecta
to, the availability of free or low-6:3st services.-

Though tnese revisions can be suggested as straightfbrward and

simple processes, tney will involve considerable time and require clear

decisions from many interested parties. Decision makers at all le,els

of oversignt oftthe Head Start program uld have to decide the set of

`costs that is important to collect -- what functions of the program

should be defined and'costed a'sswell as the units of service by

5,

wnich functional coats should be divided. Even after a year-of collec-
,

..

v ting data on the revised formsifficult ahisions remain to be made .-
. .0,

/

17#
abdut standards for acceptable costs and. the direction of assistance to

sites for meeting 'those standards.
,

.

-In addition, of course, any revisionstolLexisting reporting fond
.

.

7, . .
(let alone the creation of new forms) musk receive tne approval of 04.

,.

The submission and approval process is suffiCiently lohg that an esti-
. i .' ../,

mat, of twp years is not unreasonable beiore a new system.could be
. t ip .

, .'

expe6t1d:to deliver the full set, of cost information desired. .

4
,

5.
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An initial tiagnostit system. 0.P." third' suggestion ef a process

whicn could oe instituted begins witn the premise-that information is
.-

needed soon'on costs. mot:2p it would bra.' ost us0u1 to have complete

.-ast data on all grantees, it would be tie/pful to have early diagnostic

data which could'isolate those grantees which might benefit from closer

scrutiny. Following diagnosis, a 'procedure of visiting vantees and

)examining books ditn care could be instituted..

ale collection of diagnostic information could be, ne through the

-1

use of program performance. and cost-instruments including the fiR,

P'..VI, the grant ap'plication, and an ppleMental gcants.l From the ?IR'
.

.
;.!

or SAVI, regional, staff e4ract performance' indictorss and the
.

. 1

number bf hourd of contact jr, ear with children in cla srooms this
s

number-may need to ,be checked with the pr?gram over tht telephone);
%.,

from the financial information, staff could specify the number of chil-

dren plann l for enrollment and the ,total amouni of Oh= ACYF grant.

From these /data staff could repeat the efforts of the present project

in talc. ating a program performance index and tne eco n 'd effi-
.

ciency of all programs, Constructing a ranking of-p ,ams, and selet-e

. ing cnose in the less economical,-less-efficiant group (and tnose with

performa e problems) for visits or an in-depth study.

Such a process would be advantageous in the speed with wnich diag-

noses, could be made and would point staff toithe prithe candidates for

further e varuation. But it does not supply ihstruments for follow-up;

7
staff would nave to d qvisa their own methdds f assessing total costs.

and leveraging ability, and of °recasting. accounts into a Standardizedd

,4

IOW

eworx until some set of n- ew forms could be cleared .through OMB.
A ,

. _

10

/- .-1

4 /
t. .:1.
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This idea of' swift diagnosis leading to detailed', folloy-up'
.

directly with the grantee or delegate is particularly pleas in that

tne'program is involved in the process qrly on. Recogettiniftat each

grantee differs from every other one in the specific-program .t offers,

it is critical at any examination of costsbe prepared td respond to-

such uniqueness, thgt the process,-cont4in a dialogue between program

'and regional staff. Each suggestion about revisions in program and

cost structure must be reviewed by all concerned parties. Though pres-
s

sure .can be awlred for change, the best outcome of review is

embraced by all parties'".-

Eventually the process of diangosig and in- depth review will have
.

all necessary ,intrtments. vWith careful User it can resat in better,

fiscal management of Head Start, and perhapd lip rierving,more children
,

improving the program performance. for, those chil-fOr the same cost or

dren being served.

k

6

1

I

4

I

6

rc
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INTERVIEWS

.

' General InstruOtions

S

9

a

. Please-note At each,vage of theie instructions is numbered and coded
. .4

with the letters.A., B, C, and/or D, °Pages- oded
a

A are approllprattg for grantees which operate their own program and
have delegates;

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

4

C,for grantees'with their own- progrsm, but no delegates; and
,

e
D for delepte.agepcies.

9

I'Ple.ase*be sure you have theepproprifte forms for the kind of agency you will

* be visiting.

z

1

db.



.
Grantee Name:

Delegate Name:

Address:

ti

DirectOr's,Interview

A

4'

Respondent:

title:

phone:. ( )

Interviewer:
ma*

Date:

As'you'know, we are collecting a considerable amounV'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
about between grantee and delegate, And Among staff, and how programs have responc-'
ded to past increases and decreasesin 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.

First, let's talk about how the current delegate-grantee relationship has CJolved.

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

Di Forlhow many years have you operated as a Head Start delegate?

2. G: Have you always had delegates (a delegate)? '
"

D: Has this program always operated As a delegate under the auspices of
(grantee)?

No (2a) . Yet

2a. When did the current arrangement come about?

2b.. Under what kipd of arrangement did you operate previously?-

.. .

3, Are-thereany other aspects of the history df.this, projector the Head Start-
.

program in this catiMunity that,willhelp-me in..understanding your current
operations or the politica and.budget contekt'tithin whic,you must operate?

56
. Director's Interview. I -ABCD
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Now, 1'4 like tp turn to consideration of the way in which administrative and
operating responsibilities areodivided between grantee,_and delegate.

4. Firit, let's consider the division of administrative responsibilities and du-
ties .

,

G: Wh51.t, role, for example, do you,' as grantee play in ... and what role does
your delegateplay?

81-41fhat-roTe-,-- for exam le', do you, As
does your grantee pray?

ti
Prepaiing Grant
*Apulication:

*get PrepaIst ion:

Budget YObitoring
and Feedback:

-

Grantee

Management Decisionsi
Day -to- Day,: p

.Long - Range:

o

PtFohaiing4

Personnels

Reportinit

0

ranging Other Federal'
7nies (e,gl, CI A011.
Title XX. Dar Care):

Monitoring Federal
Regulations an#
Perforiance Stdg:

, t 2

e cors, pay in ... at

Delegate;

4

tor
How Services Provisled
(e.g., bulk purchasing,

automated accounting, etc.)

r

. 4

Director's 'Interview. 2-ABCD
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G: Turning to the 3 program of Head Start'
trition, Social Services, and Parent Involvement),
divide responsibilities with your delegate(s) 'for
ces to clients?

(Education, Health, Nu-
.howodo you, as grantee,
the delivery ofseryi-

a, .

D: Turning to the 5 program components of Head Start (Education, Health, Nu-
trition, Social Services, and Arent Involvement), how do you, as dele-
gate;.divide responsibilities with-your grantee for the delivery, of

4 services?
, ;

..

Education:

Health: a

Nutrition:

How Services151;m4iled
through a

Grantee Delegate Consultant, full-time
'employee, etc.)

Sociargervices:

Parent Iniolvitent:-

.3

a

(

Director's Interview 3-ABCD
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6. One way in which Head Start pragrams vary is in the staffing patterns they
utilize--that is; in the relative mix of professionals and paraprofeisionals,
specialists and generalists, 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 degreeidf flexibility with,regard
to staffing that you feel you-have had for adapting to changing conditions.

First ler me ask you how--irvtirms of professional /.paraprofessional, consul-
tant /employee, specialist/generalist, or other trims you may feel appropriate-1-

,

you would characterize your preseilt 4,4f,ing pattern.

A

7. Have you implemented orattempted to itglement other staffing approaches in
the past?

No: (8) Yes: , (7a)

7a. a 1.711at were these approaches?

a

.

7b. Wbat,were the results of these staffinepatte'rns, or what advantages and
dispdyantages did they have relative to your current staffing?

5 9
Director's Interview 4- .BCD,
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7c. What Zed you to adopt your preient approach to'staifing?

p

8: There have been Several ups and downs in the funding of Head Start programs
on the federal level over the years. I would like to get abetter picture of
how prograis have.r onded to these variations. For example, back in 1978

I 10

a ar program. I'd like
to know whether you received an increase then or at another time and if so,
how you used this increase in your, program. For example, did you increase
th, numbir of, children served, create'(mpre) full-day programs, reduce the
childistaff ratios with the addition of more paid'staff, i4irove your build-
ing, or take other steps?

4

+?

s.

O.

4

ea,

. 1 ' . e .
. .

1 t.
A r. ..

_, , I. -
'' s.

9. This year's budget may provide .for an increase in' Head' Start funds'. I'd
like to explore,iri some detail 'the options to which you would devote or
are considering devoting addiftorlai funds. I'll read i list of options
relating mostly to staffing and programmatic changes.and ask you to indicate
if thApptions are ones you would seriously consider, 'If so, I'd also like
you to indicate whether you consider this improvement in your'programa
necessity or

.

simply a valuable way to improve the program.

4

GO

op

Directdr's Interview 5-ABCD
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Would you seriously consider...
Yes/
No

Essential
Nice

.

Rank I Comments,

a. Increasing the number of chil-
dren served?

(STAFFING)

b. Improving the stiff/child _

ratio through the addition
of more paid staff?

.

c. Reducing class site through
the addition of more classes
and more paid staff?

.

.

d. Airing classroom,staff for more
hours per day than is now the
case? . f .

0
.

,

.

......

,

M
e. Replacing some paraprofession-

als with professionals?
.

.

4 . .
.

f. Replacing some consultants who
now only work rt-time or.,

m-as needed,' wi eiegfilli-time

ployees? i .r. .,
I

'

'

r

.

.

-4

g. Replacing some volunteers with
paid staff?

,
- .

,

h. Increasing staff salaries?
.

.'

1

.

.

, -
0

i. Increasing fringelbenefits?
t., .

..,

"
,

j. Making other staffing or ?err
"c.

e_ sonnel changes=-specify:
:- `',

A

,

*

(PROGRAMMATIC)
1 .

Mi. Allowing more children to ret,

, 446.11 in the program two or
more years?

.

.
,

.

.

$

,

1. Increasing the number of hours
?leach:day,the progrtm operates?

m. Increasing the number of weeks
.

per year the prograi operates?

.

.

61
Direcior's 'interview 6-ABCD
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10. You have listed some- changes that you would eonsider making if you had
additional funds .available. J'd now like you tee take this list and look .

those changes and rank the top three items you 'Would chang4.

-IA..' Having dismissed the "best possible dase"-:-funding increases - -I'd like
you-to-consider "worst possible, cases"--funding decreases. I understand
that in the last few years iaflationary'pressures have taken their 'toll

' on Head Start. /Can you tell me what sorti,of sipategies you have used in

r"
n. Increasing the number of days,

per week each child attends?
.

.

T

.

.
.

,

o. Increasing the number of, hours
per day each child attends?

. -

0

.

.

.

.
..

.-

,
. /

p. Moving more children from the
,home-based optionito the center-
.based ptogr4 _

.

.

.

c. Addine-a home-based ovtion.
.

r. Reducing reliance on state,
local-, or non-Federal funding
sources?

'.

,

. ,

.

.

s. Reducing ieliinte 'on donations
. (e.g., space, supplies, trans-

portatiOn) --specify: .

-.

.

......_-_

.

.

,4

,
. . .

t. Increasingthe availability of
.center-provided transportation

. (buses vans''etc.)? .

.-

c,

.

.$ ,

'

.

'.

T.I Changing food procurement
arrahrments?

"4 .

.

.

. 10.

.

v. Renovating or improving
.

the
. building or facilities?
w. Other,programmatic change,-

ipecify:
t

.

.

°

. .

.

.

- .

I

the past to deal with shrinking budgets?
. -. .

.

0 %

O

62
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12. Pushing thii-tcenario just a bit further, I'd like you to consider what
you will do if your, program aces 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 seriously consider, and what problems would be in'Oolved in imple-
menting the,chaUges in terms of feasibility, program quality, and poten-
tial cost savings.

..Would you seriously .eonsider..:
Yes/
No Rank

Impact
Feasibility; Quality; Coit

a. Serving fewer children?

(STAFFING)

b. Increasing the child/staff
ratio?

Increasing class size while
maintaining the desired
child/staff ratio-through
the use of-aides?

d. siring.claSsrbom staff for.
fewer ,hours, per day than'
is now the case?

e. Replacing some profession-
als with paraprofession-
als?

'f. Replacing some employees
with consQsants who could,
be used ona part-time or
as-needed basis?

g. Recruiting more volunteers
to replace paid staff?

h. Giving no raises?

i. Reducing fringe' benefits?

j. Other staffing or person-
nel changesspecify:

-63
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A 7

(12. cont'd)
A

o 4

(PiOGRAMMATIC)

Ice' Cutting back on the number of
hours each day the program
operates?

Yes/
'No -Rank

. 140
el '

A co'

Impact .

Feasibility; Quality; Cost
q

ik
i

1 _

k
.1

©
, -

1. Cutting back on the number of
weeks per year the program
operate? . .

0

m. Reducing the number °OW
perweek'each child atte'

n. 'Reducing the.number of hours.
per day each child: attends ?'''

I

o. owittg each child' to ,.attend

for .only bone year? ;

- )

p% Moving, tore the

center-based program $ntd the
home-based option?:

, o

q. Finding 'additional income ftam
other Fgderal, state, or local',
sources--specify:

.

+7.

44. 't1

A

r. Increasing reliance on donar
tions (e.g., space; supplies,
transpO'rtation)--specify:,

4 s. Changing trangportation plans
(.e.g.,*cariools, parents,
or public)--specify:

t. hanging food procurement
,arransements?

u. Changing faCilitiesor postponing
renovations? -

v. hexing 'other programma tic

..00r changes--specify:

64,

't
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'r113. You havelisted changes that you would consider m4king. Now I'd.like'
you to take this listaandijilook at those

N.
ctanges andiank the first

three you mould try.

li14: Although Head Start is not being cut,-other Federal prograis are
being cut back which may

f

iffect-our program.. (

/ .

. ,

.

/

4

exipect -tre cuts', in the CETA program to-affect this program?

4

154 How will your pr gram be affected by any loss of C$A funding?

j

(G: Will your elegate(s) need, to find a new grantee agency?)

(rk: Will you feed to find a new grantee agency?)

1

r,

16. How'do yoU expect the cuts in USDA funding to affect your program?

11 1

65
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Now I'd like to learn somethipg about. your experience in attempting to
obtain donated goods and servi es for the program. Let's talk first
about volunteer staff.,

171 What has been the ex$irience of your program n obtaicing volunteer
,staff--that is; in what kinds of positions hait you used volunteers;
to what extent have you relied on them, and how difficult has it

# been to recruit them?

ti

J
I

18. What has been the experience of your program in obtaining ether types
of donations--for instance, space,ransportation, nooks, and supplies?
To what extent have, you relied on such donations and how difficult
has it been to obtain them?

ar

so.

a

/I
O

4
Director's Interview 11 -ABCD
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1

1
4 , %" 19. What would you,say is the potential for the continued or increased use

Of donated goods and services by this program?

4

.

4

o

20. Finally, we are interested in obtaining some information. about the
salaries paid to teachers in public schools and local day care
centers in the area we are'studying.

4

20a: hat is the name e-Of the public school system. that

,

includes
the area'perved by this Head Start prOgram? 1Who'should we
speak to there, and what is the telephone number? ..,

a

O

Yt -ir

1

fo.
1

iJ

Director's 'Interview 12-ABCD



20b. What are thc,names of or three neatby4day care centers that-
s.aperatA programs for children of similar.backeounds to your'
HeadStart children?
1

I O

0
, -0

21. That concludes my prepared questions. Is there anything else you would
. . like to add about Head Start funding needs, cost containment strategies,

or any of the other.topics we have discussed today?

.4. 4

1

41,

-

AA,

.

ti

sr

k

S

q

A
141 ,
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`game:

Address:

Grantee' Profile

4

4 ContacE:

Title: a

Phone: (

1. 'Begioi(Check L IV, . VII4 si t1
'2. Last fiscal year for which books-ha-ire keedclOsed:- , I. 7 - 7;' /'

(All remaining queiticns must reflect ehis fiscalyear.)

3. Was there anything exceptional about the piogram's incde or expenditures,
in this fiscal yeait No: 'Yes (Explain.):C

4. Number of delegate agencies:

Number ofrcenters administered by: Delegates: Grantee:
.

?. Grantee has CYF-paid. staff: No: Yes (Number):
t,

,

r . ,

6. Area served: Urban:- ' 0 -Rural: Both:

7. Auspices: Commuhity Action Agency ' - .------,-
..Schpol System 4

,

.Private NOh-grofit .

1.o4i12Government Agency
146

..

Other (Specify)
-

- ant , Oan

8. "Enrollment:
Grantee + Dele)gates. Program Only

Total, planned in ACYF giant
Total actual ,

9. ,Total ACYF monies rectived for Head Start in fiscal, year:
Carry-over balance:

.... . .

la, 'Division, of .ACY? monies betweeirdelegates: 1; $
,'

.
..-.0

I. c
. .,

.

-.
.5..

Completed *by:

69
.



o.

9 e.

Delegate Profile

Name:

Address:

Contact:

aide:

Phone: ( )6

4
Grantee:

,.;

1. Region (Check one :): I IV . VII

2. Last fiscal yeaf for which books have been closed: / - / /

(All remaining questions must reflect this fiscal year.)

3. Was there anything exceptional about the program's income or expenditure&
in this fiscal year? No.: Yea (Explain.): ,

4_ Number of centers:

5. Names of centers: 1. 2.
t

3. 4.
5.

6. Area served: Urban: ,_Rural: Soth:

.7. Auspices: 'Community Action Agency
.

. .

,.

.
. School System

_ _i____, t;Avate Non-Profit
, , -, ..,.

.
,

.
. ''' .. . Local Government Agenly , .

r
. ..

'Other (Specify)

I. Enrollment: Idtal planned in ACYF grant

Total actual
rma.

9. Total ACYF monies received for Head, Start in.fiscal year: $.

Carry=oler.,balance: $

10. Divisionaf ACYF monies between centers: 1. $

2% $- 3. $ 4, $.

S. $'

.

#
'C ompleted by: Date:

. : r:
.

/-.

Code: D
... . ,,.

r

.-

70



Program Description

eeiDelegate Name:

,
Address:

I

Completed By.:

Title:

o

Phone: ( )

Date:

.

instruments
,.This section of our data collection 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.

.

Our experience indicates that this information can most easily be located
and recorded before we arrive,(because it often requires data that must be
obtained from your records' The'staffing information typically comes from
payroll or unemployment insurance records. Program data typically'comes

i

from the S VI or RIR.

. it
.

Please not that thit inforiation should be provided only for the' fiscal year
/ .0 / - / / , the last fiscal year for which (according to our

records) you have closed your books. If our records are wfong on this point,
PLEASE call Lorie BOsh or Barbara Kane at(202) 659-0480. '4-

11. Staff:

Please fill in the table whith begins below for each paid staff member
who works for Head Start. Please a last-name, first initialJ. /

/ and job title for each employee.
lr

.

. 'Check ,thelcolumn:that:Irrespenis tom the employee's most' advanced degree
or'BA/MAlliaiid the,coluMn indicating if they have ha0,training

in Early Childhood'Educition (E.C.E:): (Training in E.C.E. means having
taken a course (standard 3 credit-hours or more), gained'a.CDA, a\bache...'
1:or's degree in'childhood development., etc. In-service training only
counts if it' was ix the form of a urse--many sessions long, with re-
quirements for reading, preparin essons, etc.)

Finally, please indicate the n ber of hours for which each employee
was 24 per week, and the actu number'of weeks they.vere paid in4 the fisdal'year in question.

00
4 -;

1.

No. Hours 'No. Weeks
.

.1 ofegree Training . Worked 't.', Worked.
. Name Title CDA/AA BA/1.10. . in ECE 4 Per Week In F' ,...

2 :

3:

'14

. 71, Program Description 1-AZCD



O

/

.

,

Name Title
Degree Training

CDA/la BA/MA in ECE

No.-Hours
Worked

;-Per Week

No. Weeks
Worked
In FY

5.

6.

7.

8.

9:

11.

12.

13.

-14.

15. 6

16.

17. I
18. 4..

19.

20.

21.

22.
6.,

23. 'A*
24.

25`.

26.

29..
.0*

30.

31.

32.

33.

34'

35.

36. a

37.

A8
' 39.

40.

41.

42.

43.
.44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57. Ar

*59r
I60..

'N

A
11
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41.

40 0

.4

Please provide answersto the following questions spout the kinds ofPrograms
that the Head Start centers

which.yousoperate 'directly offer.

12. Average daily attendance (Percent of, children attendi

SoUrce of Information:

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

. .

Children Under 3

3 -year -olds

4-year-olds

5Year-olds

children Over 5

Center-based Progra Home - based' Program

14. Number of children on waiting list:

Number of income-eligible children ,in,the area you serve:
15. Meals served (Check all that apply.): Breakfast.

Morning Snack

Afternoon Snack

Dinner.

16: .̀Number of children transported to'the center (average per day:

Planned

, 17. Transportation: Own bus

Actual ,

Rented/donated bus
.

Private cars

,
. - Other (Specify)

,
.

..: s
18 Units of Service: " .... .

.
.

v 4- .

For each center, each different kind andschedule '%111 program, fill in
thchert on the,* next page. ,Use enrollment figures* for the oneryear
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 seasonably correct figure for number of hours of service,
.

,
. , ,. %,

.

Please use a slash to differentiate between tlik two operating years as '

follows: if the, full --day program had 18 children enrolled in one year
and 20 in the next,'record:

.

.
Enrollments18/20. . '..

. /Please be especially careful with.No. days/yr. to inclUde only the number-
of days in Year 1 covered by these cast data. For example, if the books.
covered February 1, 180 to January 31, 1981., and the operating year ended
May 15, 1980 and began again September 20, 1980, you would record (if
cajrect):

'1.
t

. .

No. days/yr. 70/81.
i

*For thegurposes of answering this'question, enrollment should reflect
the average number of children on the roster for the year and NOT the
total number of children who passed through each center or who attended .

%

73Program Description 3-AliCD
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(18. cont'd)

Program

a. full-day
1. Enrollment
2.. No., claises ,,

3.. No. hours/djv .

4. 2NO.,,:days/week ..

5. No.,4aYs/year
2, ..

6. No. service hrs:-
,.

... - (2, I° x 3 x 53 ". 00

t
. , "Ilk -Sr,

A, ' b. Part-day Ill_ ..: ....
..'5 1. Enrollment

T' 4' 2. No. classes
- 0- . 3. No., hours/dxy_
. 4. No. days /week .
its

No. days/year ,

)

1, 6. No. servicechrs.
, tom (= 1 x 3 x 57 A'

1' %.

C. Part-day (2)
1. 'Enrolpient
2. No. !lasses

4. Center 1 Center 2 Center 3 Center 4 Center 5

3. No. hours/day
4. No, days/week
5. No. days/year
6. No. service hrs.

(= 1 x 3*x 5)

Part-day (3)
1. Enrollment
2. No. classes
3. No. hours/day
4. No. days/week
5. No.'days/year
6f No, service hrs

(= 1-x 3 x 5)

e. Home-based (home visits)
1. Enrollment
2. No. hours/visit (excludt.

traitel.timP)
3. No. visits/year
4. No. service hrs.

(= 1 x 2 x 3)

f. Home-based (center attendance)
1. Enrollment

22. No. classes
3. No. hours/day

. No. days/month
No. days/year

. service hrs:,
1 x 3 x 5)

'4

4

,.Please tell

(
the Source of.the above information: Enrollment

No. days/year

t

'Program Description 4-AECD
; 6



Answers to the following questions need not coincide with the fiscal year. Themost recent SAVI may be used to answer the following questions. However, pleaseindicate the year upon which the data are.based:
/. I / /

19. Teaching staff/child ratio: 3=yearolds

4yearolds

5yearolds

H. Average centerbased group size:

(Use number of children assigned to the classes displayed in question 18,or SAVI.)

21. Percentage of children completing medical screening appropriafor theirage group (= total, screened/total enrolled):

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

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

4

24. Number of families enrolled in the program:
.

e25. Percentage of families whose social services needs were met:
(* number served /number needing service; please provide ratio:

'Percentage of families with at least one parent involved in at least one'non required Head Start actikrity (e.g., volunteer work, parent education)during the last operating year: 0

a.

b

, .

..Program Descr* t' ABCDLP ..3.412
40P



.27:. Staff-Time1)y Activity':
4P- ,

0 4

-';-For each group of staff member's with the saMe;rciii(e:g;,.Tracheri, Aides,.Bus-Drivers,.Cooks), each
administratiVestakf-Mem6er (1 each coerditiaterr; Please 411, in-the foltOwing chart'edtimating the,

percentage of time spedi in each set of activities in atYpfba*J week.' Please note that within pro-

.

gram components, time ebOuld be divided betWeen,superaision and 'Preparation (S/P)for activities and
/direct services (DOle'childreand

.6

The following guidelined may be helpful:
Administration included: Executive direction;`-.04 'Progrpm.Onnning; . Fund raising;

1- Advertising;° Legal consultation.; Accouhting and Bookkeeping;
Personnel management; Purchasing r" Central. Office service (such

'. as filing, sorting mail, etc.).
('4

.

.: .
.__- Health includes: '4p Health examina s6tionsg Instruction on health ies. Arranging for health. ii P

services. ,

Nutrition includes: Meal servi onand eating with children; Instruction on nutrition.

... .- Occupancy. inCludes: is Janitorial services; Maintenance and repairs;, 4 Seiurity services.

Supervision/Preparation-includes:. Planning lessons, parent sessions, menus; 4lelping teachers.
.4 ,t, and aides deal with classroom/parental.problems; Discussingo

m
, - heaLth, nutrition, social services with' coordinators, teachersi

--"---,.....family workers, aides; In genefal, preparing for direct
imA ...?

n

...

mervices to parents and children. .a
a o0
.o Direct Service includes:, only time spent with parents and/or children in the classroom,- in the home,n . ...

.
. eking referrals,; and other' activities,ts

. a
1

o r

---..,,

a.

4: Namen Admin%

o.

Occu-
pancy

Percentage Time Spent In:
Trans- Education Health
poytation

S/13 DS

Nutrition Social Parntal Other
Setvices -Involve.

S /P' DS S/P 'DS S/P DS S/Pst 1.

2.

3.

4.
- .

5,

6.

7'.

. 01
9 t

10
t)

. .
, 77



.

27. Staff Time by Activity (Continued)

Name Admin.

.

Occu-
pancy

Percentage Time Spent In:
Trans- Education
portation

S/P D/S

Health,

SIP D/S

Nutrition

S/P D/S

Social_ .Parental

Services Involve.
S/P D/S S/P U/S

Other

11.

12. 401.

13.

1(t.

15.

16.

17.

18.

=19.

. 20.

21.

22.

: 23.
24.

.0 ,25.
o 26.00

P.

P.

27.

28.

29.
30.

31.
I32,

pa
..,

33.

34.

36.
at

37.

38;



COST. INSTRUMENTS

General Instructions

%J.
IN"

The cost, instruments should bi"Pomereted for each grantee and

each delegate agency. Four,worksheeta ard.involved, coded as follows:

A. implies the sheet is designed for grants 's operating their

own program- and administering delegate agencies;

.8. is appropriate forigrantees not operating their own program

but allotting program responsibilities to delegate agencies;

C. means the sheet is'applicable to grantees without delegates;

and 0 ,111

D. is for delegate agencies themselves.

The code is marked at the bottdm of each page. Please be sure you have

the correct forms for the kind of agency you will be visiting.

On many of these' instruments, you are asked to allocate costs

to "functional areas." Five functional areas represent the components

of Head Start:, Education Services; Health Services; Nutrition Services

. (including zeal service); Sbcial Services; and Parent Imeolvement (pri--
manly parehteducalion). These should be defined to involve the'direct

service activities-specified in the 1975 Performance Standards. If

there,is a question about allocation among these services, err on the

side=of Education Services.

Two functional areas are support services, necessary to the delivery

of the direct services: Administration and OppUpancy. 'Please use

these categories a nd the five direct 'service categories fisted above
. 4

whenever possIble. Only use the category libeled "Other" if no reason-

able allocation is possible or the functional categories do not apply..

0

80

a e
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O

7

\

Instructions,for Worksheet'41

iincome

\ v

Head Start grantees, are only regired to report CYF nu'inies-Asincome 4110t

and to account for expenditures from these monies: On thi't worksheet we
4

would like to.collect information on'all income sources which help to fund

aspects of the Head Start program. The first income sourcesitlisted on the'

Worksheet, Payments from Government Sources, should, be straightforward.

For Other Income, inquire into such sources as special purpose'grants from

Foundations or oiher orgnaizations, cash-contributions froi private donors

or.charitable groups, and grass-ropts fund-raising. ..

Do not record in-kind contributions; theyNshould,be recorded on

Worksheet #2. Do hot include such supplemental resources as Title XX

day care funds if children are considered "Head start children" in the
4

1morning And "Title XX children" in the afternoon; we are only concerned

with income. and costs for that part of the day when a Head Start program
is in'operation.

- Worksheet #1-AB.applies to all grantees with delegates.' If possible,

, the funds being passed througR to'delegates should be separated from the

money the grantee keepsfof its ovit needs. Worksheeti#1C applies to grantee

without delegates. orksheet #1D applies to derhgate'agencies only. Probe
to see if the delegate gets any government or other funds directly rather

than through the grantee'.

8 .

Cost Instruments 2 -ABCD

.\



)t

J

I.

' Worksheet #lAB

*

'Income

(Cash Only, Exclude- ind)

4

i.. Its,
...,

i e
Grantee Name:, . ., \-,

- .

Interviewee: - ., "" 4
.

4" ,; . .. v. -,I

. t'.
.

a a' a e

I

\. , (.
P_pattits from Governmen sources:
A. A CYF':-. Had Start FUnt-s-,

ntact:

Ph ne;,
Date:

. ;

ijvnds to Del-Oates

*

Funds to

B. ACYF Carry - ,over" Balance $ $

USDA Child, Care Food..Ptograta $
i iD. ;Other Federal Source (Sperhfy),'
7

E. State Source (Specify)

,F. 'Local Source (Specify)

1

,,
.

:',Other Iucome(Specify)

.

Gtantee 'Total

0

$ -1'
.

Ike
$

s $

A

'

a.

.J

$

$

S

we?

Cost Instruments '.3-X3

I
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S.

.

\PS

.

Grantee. N m . : .

-**..

4

(Cash.Only, ExCIU'de
-

Ih7Kind)

In;erviewer:._
.-:

dt
.--' Contact:

Phone:'

Date:

, ,..). o
.' Funds to. Grantee

D. 'Payments from GoveramentSources:
4.

_..; A. ACYF -- Head Start Funds .1 , ,
B. .ACYF -- Carry-over Balance

-$
.

C. USDA Child Care Food Program 'S -,*_D. Ocher Federil Source (Specify) '.. -

. ,.. .

,

.E. State jourte (SPercj..fy)

$

$

e

V

I

I-

A

1
F.' Loca3..SouiceSpecif0

a
c

. 40, $
. . -

'

II. Other Income (Specify):
,

,ot

ti

1

VI

Ct. , .,- a

\. .1

t

. o, .

,
I

*.

83

It
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S

'..Worksheet #1D

Income `..°

, ,(Cash'Only,&xcluae Tn-(nd) ,

..

0: . W
« .

. Delegate Name: Contact: .

Grantee Agency: .
. Phone: °( )

Interviewer: .

, ,

.

'

Date:
.

'.,Funds t k,.

.

.

Tlirongh grantee 'Direct to Delegate .: Tdtal
. * i° .

I. e, Payments from government Sources: .

. -:

.

A..ACY? -T Read Start FUnds' .

'
$ $ l

,
,

N , S

B. ACNT -- Carry -cover Balance $ °S

C. USDA Child Care Food Program . $ f $ $ '

D.. Other Federal Source (Specify)
.4,

v II.. 4'
x! ''

....,........

$ $ . .' $.
0

E. Seate Source (Specify)

F.' Locil Source' (Specify)

II. Other Ineome...(Specify):

s

84
.

r.

-
s

'Cost Instruments 3-D
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. 9,

,InstrtiPtions for Worksheet 42

Donated Goods pd Services .

; ,

. HeadStart grantees are only required' to repqrt donations received

up to 20 percent of their total cost of service, but many grantees act-

-tplarly.,-receive more donstiohs of time and godds. Most grantees keep- time

;sheets= attendance streets for their classroom volunteers which should

. be collfated fOr this worksheet, is'Ashould any other records of volunteer
. ,

.°- service or dohated,goods. Do not ,stop 7our,seatPh with infgrmation ;0-! 4 11
. ,

.. ported to AC77.,
. . ..

,Rereepber throughout that we are only interested ift those goods and

services witiohioad have beenprchased, had they not been provided giatis.

Do not thereinciude on'this sheet an donations of goods that.the grante
,

or delegate `agency would not have purchased on its 6wn.or additional volun-

4

teering of services beyond'tht

and the fultillipg of specific
.

pAtentinvolvement activities.
.

-1
. . . that this" item would 'have been

requirement of three adults per classrbon
. 0.

health, Autrition,ocialvserviceso\and
.d.

At specificalryabout each item to confirm

pur hased otherwise, and check the' last col-

umn on the worksheet to show the item has been cdnfirmed..

. Do not forget to get imputed Posts for.medical 'and dental screening'
.-..:an4rimmunizations. Theyare required by the,1575 Performance Standigds. ..

4(.'-' If the granteea
%
nd.delegate art vmsure

'
of. these: Imputed costs',' be sure to,

...-

4. getthe nutter of .the local Public Seelth Delparxment.to determine these'costs%
. ,

.

.

c '''- '- , . .--s W
. ,
'Worksheet 42AB-should be used for withdel.,regate agencies,

. v fr\- ,Whether or they operate their own'prpgram.
. orksheet 42CD shOuld.be%used

,-. . ,, .

.c.

°)r- - 1
. 4r

i for jkratitiei without deBegatisand delegate agencies.
. - - ,. ,

4t
, .

.
.

.0. f, .,.. .
...'"'

'-' In Section klist.thft name of east, individual who tp
c,

provia$4..4
i 4

le . . ..

professionall4itvice4ree, anddescribe that service. In:Section rr,list....

all.paraprofessionals,and otheraVolunteers who have provided services
* ,, .

the nature of thiservice's:provide"4'./n Sectioil III list daated

and'itifude their guintity;in SettfA'Ilt2fist the t
1-

. tle.and number of

pieces, of, donated equipment; and'in'Section'Z ie4ord all "other" donation's
40 4'

and t heirapplicable quantit s. ,tP.rt t .1

4

41P

-''- ,.

N.,y1 ost instrumeno, 4- CD .
.)

4

1 / : . t
. .

. . .

85 , .4(
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1

k



Next determine th.e.imputed value of each dodated good or service.

If yoU are using Worksheet #2CD; simply record this'estimgted value.

If you-,are using Worksheet #2AB, decideif the goods or services bene-.

fited the 'e e Or were'simply passed along ,to delegates. If the

grantee bgn te record the imputed value in the,column'headed

"Grantee Imputed Value.." But if the grantee iimply acted as a pass-
.

throtigh, record the valtie under "Delegate Imputed, VaLit."

In the final column of'the worksheet, assign a function. code to

°all services recorded (it is not necessary to do so for "goods").
/,

,Determine the appropriate function code whichcorrespOnds to the

activities of each-professional, paraprofessional, and other volunteer

lilted acogrding to the instructions below. If several coaes,apply,

record them all, along with an approximate.breakdown of the percentage

of time spent in each fuhction. The Director can help in this task. .,

410
Use theffoLlowini categories ro,defin the function code:t

First di* -enter category of-payr 11 as,follows:
; ,

Deiegati.Agency

(worki only for a

Grantee, Umbrella

Eworks only for of grantee; is fiot
s.

responsible to ot2y.one delega

supplies only An indirect service to t

0

program by working witt the delegate

staff;, does. not work directly with child en
.

families) :° 1

Grantee Direct. Service
.

works for grantee; is not responsibte

xnonlyone delegate; stppl4s a direct
0

- I.

,service to-programs,by working with
.4

'childrenand families) :

Grntee - F'aidDelegate Stalf

ion' grantee payroll; but worms .,for only

tone delegate):

0
-

0

x

.

2

3

24.

1. .

11.

0

Cost Instruments 5-ABC15
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1

4

Ai

r

a,

Sitondtdigit 7 enter component code as follows:.

Education

Centerkased program:
_ 1

. Homo-liaied program: 2 -
AdministrationA4ministralion'

(all management .and executive direction/
..

° ° supervision)):. 4''. .3,
.4# -

Health Services:
k,

-4 ,
.

- ' ,. .... A. .

110

00

it.ltrition Services: 45 ,

4
. _ ...$ _

1.
'

..$

Social Services: 6... ...m ......, t
...Parent Xnvolvemcnt;

7
. i MIMb MM. 0

Other (specify).' ._
- 8 _

third.digit - enter function code as follows:
...

..

Direct Servites

( includes only face-to-face work with

/41411dren families):

Supervision

) (includes time in curriculum development,

'Orogiam planning,,supervision of other

employees, contulEation): 1

Lastly,. sum thtimputed.values for all items .in all sections

andrecord in the rov marked TOTAL' IMPUTED VALUE.

0

,7

6

vo,

.4

-
4,

o .

T

0

s

,

0.,

Cost Instruments '6-ABCD
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, .

'Uotkshiet #2AB

: 4

-`1 .

;

Donated Goods And Services

,"-q N

Grantee Name: Contact:

Phone:

.Date:,

,

V

Interviewer: Page of

I

Category

I. Professional Seivice,s

(List individuals)

,

Description

0

II: iaraprofessional and 4'

Other Volunteer Services
(List individual's)!

I.

9

,1

4

M.

Q.

fr

.

'Delegate
Would ve Grantee Imputed Function
Paid' or Imputea*Value Value_ Code

k

c.

Pr

S.

'
%

I.

r..

R.

r

4

4/ -
1

JCost Inuments 7 -AB

4
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fi

-

'
1
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*

III.. Supplies .(List)

'IV. Equipment (List)

V.

1

V. Other'(Speniy)

5

0

s

a.

T F TOTAL IMPUTED VALUE /

.

.

89
,

WOW

II

. .

to
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*
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Instructions for Worksheet #3

Personnel Expenses

4

A separate'Periopnel Eipense form must be completed for_ _each delegate
tagency and each grantee. Expenses can generally be'divided on the basis

of wherewhere records are kept with one exception. If a Granteestaff member

is,.a staff member -paid by the Giantee)-serves only one Delegate

Agency, the cost of that itiff.member should appear on'tfie Delegate Agenoy,'.
,

-fOim.

First complete the information at'the tap of the page:

Grantee name
tt

Name Of Delegate Agency, if Icairopriate
.

Your "name ,
°a

,,. Name and telephRne number of contact. at agency
for follow-up questions .

c, Date the form is Completed

_ Page number for this form

1'rom persorutl.or Unempfoyment.records obtain a list of all paid employees

for the time period of one -year corre4onding with,the fiscal year under,
)

.

4
.. ,study.' Also obtain a list'of all consultants paid professional fees during

.this'perioa. For each of these individuals, fill in the folloYing infOrmation
.

teollimOi -- Name Ofempla;ee:orprofesional consultant,. -.

4 't .-

. %

Column 8,-- Jab title. If this changed duri g the peridd,'enter.the
, .,

. .
,. . most recent title.

. .

.

... Column C , -- Sourci,of funding fo46this position. Enter'one or more
'w of the following codes as appropriate:

1'

."

4

4

Soutce
f.' ft , -

Source Code ' Code . .

,- ,
,

% 22 ..01 State Source '- 07
PA 23

,

02

,

Local Governm".
PublicSchodl

08
PA 26 03 09

, CETA . 04 Private,Funds , ,10'
USDA : 05 -, Other Source 11
Other rdeeral 06 (Specify) .

11,

. .

.
,

.
.

- If the staff member,i's not a regular employee, but is a
professional` Conlpltant, place an "F" (for Fee) after,
the two-digit code.

'Coselnstruments 9-ABCDa:

of I

o

. .
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-

Column D -- Gross salary or expense for the wie ye peiiod.

Column E Total expense for fringe benefits, or, .f benefits are
determined asa percent of gross salary, he percentage.
used. -

Column F -=Average numbr.of hours Worked per week.

Column G -- Number of'weeks worked diming the period.

Function code. F om tN Director Interview, determine
the apiiopriate nction dode which Corresponds to the
activities (not necessarily the job title) performed by
each employee. If the employee performs-mbre than one-

. categoro, or function, enter etch f.xu..tion code in a
separate column labeled'"H". Use the following codes.

0
First digit - enter.Stegory,bf payroll as follows:

Delegate Agency"
-% (works only fpr a delegate)

' '-'. 4

Grantee Umbreifirj

'(works only for a grantee; is not responsible
to only one delegate; supplies only an indirect
service ;() the program working with the delegate

. staff does not work a. ectly.with children and
families): 1

, 10 .

Pc
Grantee Direct Seevice,

(wprlit.for grantee; is not responsible to only one
delegate; supplies a di ct service to programs
by_working with childree and families): 2

, .

Grantee - Paid Delegate Staff

(on, grantee payroll, but works for' only one---,0

-delegate) .,

'Second digit -- enter component code as follows: R
. .,

. r

Education

Center-based program':
Home-rnsed program:

3 -

. 1

2

Cost Instruments 10.-ABCD
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f

Administration
(all management and executive direction/
supervision):

Health Services: c4
0/0

Nutr,ition Services: _5
0E0

Social-Servicei: 6

Parent Ifivolvement: ,7

Other (specify) t
-

8
ON/

`Third digit -.enter function code as follows:" '

Direct SerVices.

(include only face-to-face work pith
children and faMilie01

Supervision - tO .4

(includes time in curriculum develb eat,

program planning, supervision of of
1> employees, consultation):

a

+°, Column I - Eater the percent of time spent in this function during
an average;week, taken from the Director Interview.

.

Column J -Record any Comments of note.

Column K - Total percentage. Total the peicentages of time for
each function specified inthe Column I's, making sure
that the totaf corresponds to the percent of. full time
that each employee spends in the program.

When all-employe4 have been*accoUnted for, total Column D and enter

the ?um bn Line L, TOTAL. If the Fringe Benefits afe given as costs, total

these entries and enter on Line L under ColumnE., 'If Fringe Benefits are

reported, as a percentage Of salai-y, calculate the4appropriate cost and

.enters on Lite 1, Column E.

Lastly, obtain a figure for cost-of-livingtgalary.incteasgs for 198Qr

/981 over 1979/1980 and enter it in'thespace Provided at thebottam.of

the form.

n.

-4;

O

ti

A*

Cost Instruments 11 -ABCD
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Grantee Name:,

Delegate Agency:

.

O

o

Worksheet #3

Personnel Expenses

Contact:

Phone:

Date:

Page of
.

A'

Employee Name .

.

.

B

Title

,

,.

' C. '

Funding.

Crude.

D

Grosd

Expense.

.

,"E

Fringe

Expenie

F

HHrs./

Week

G

Wks./

Year

.

14

Func.

Code

I

- %

Time

J
....

Notes

.

.

if

Func.

Code'

.

I..

7;

Time

..1--:t

'Notes

I

lc .

Total

..,

...-

.
- -

.

.

c.I.

- -:---- .

. .
. . . ' -

. .
.

/ .
.

. . . .

. -

IlliOr i

.

.

- .

.
,

. .
,

.,
.

.
.

.
. . .

.. .
.

.

.

.

.

.

-

.
.

. . .
.

.
,.,.. .

.. .

.
.

.-

.......

I

.
.

.
.

a
increAds heenalloWed for cost of living since the books wete closed?
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Instructions for Woiksheet #4

4 Program Operating Expenses

A separate Program Operating Expenses form must be completed for each

delegate agency and each grantee that operates its own program. 'All grantees

ruith.delegates muit fill out an additional operating 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 first making the assumption that granteeb do not pay bills for items to-

be used by only one delegate agency, that the. delegate agency would,pay those

Second,' we are requiring that all'grantee expenses be separated into

program-related expenses (to be recorded on Worksheet #4) and admini'strative

expenses (Worksheet #4G). Iii a later-analytic worksheetgrantee administra-

tive expenses will be divided among their programs.

First complete the information at thetop of the page:

Grantee Name
Name of Delegate Agency, if ppropriate Ili
Your Name
Name and telepho ne number of Contact at agency

for follow-up questions
Datle-the form is completed
?age number

From records of expenses, eAter4thafollowing figures:
'

Line A Ir. enter
;13

the .t tal amount of non-personnel expenses in
C Wan 1 7

.
5

line B--- occupancy costs need, to be entered only in Columns 1 and 8.
Only 'individual igen costs over,$500 need ebe speCifitsid. .

-.
: .

. -. .. .

r t
. .

Line C -- the programl.s, costs for transporting children to and from
the'center-should be 1ntered in Columns 1 and 8.

. s-- '. . ..
.

. , Line D -- any staff travel and per diem cots <e.g., tg professional
meetings, toliead Start=related activities etc.) paid for
by the .program should be entered in Column 1; If its pur..:
pa/he-vas administrative, it should be entered inColumm 2,
Only if the tr4vel invblved°training or technical assistance
4hould it be allocated to other programmatic areas:,

Lite E -= enter the cost of food intoluMins 1 and.6.
4

, '

p.

o

P1

Cost Instruments 14\CD
%
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1

(Line F -- enter the'totil'cost of
,

purchasing and repairing furniture
..., and equipment in Column 1: Expenses over $500 should be

specified and allocated appropriately to Columns 2 througfi
8., If expenses cannot clearly be allocated, ask the Director
to decide on the placement of amounts ipio functional categories.

4

Line a -- enter the total spent for supplies' in Column 1; label,
specify, and allocate expenses over $500 as in Line F.

Line H -- enter the total spent for other contracted services in
Column 1; label, specify, and allocate expenses over $500

. as in Line F.

Line I -- enker the total
label, spetify,

-11 Line F. '

Add Column 1 Lines B to I.

and record in Column 8 Line-A. Then add Columns 2 through 8 and record

spent for "other" expenses in Column r;
and allocate expenses over $500 as in

Subtract this total Lrom **Column 1 Line A,

the totals

record on

in Column

Line J. Add Line J totals from Columns 2 through 8 and

inc is number should match the Total Operating Expenses

1 Line A.

4

C._

I

C

V.

Cost instruments 15-ACD



Grantee Name:

Delegate Name:

Interviewer:

Je-
Worksheet 04

Prop.* Operating Expenses

, t

Contact(

Phone: ( .)

Date:

Page

V

of

40

I 2 3 4

-----

Health

S

^ Nutrition

b
Parent

tnvolvekeut

8

OtherGttekory Total Administration Education
Social,

Services

' .rt: Total Operating
Expenses

411110:

111114,411.

.. I
I .

-..,

,

,

B.
.

..t

t

.

Occupancy
.

,

Dent

Depreciation

Taxes

Insurance

Utilities

'' Haitttenanee .01dg.)

'Other (Specify):
)

1111

i

. .

.

. t

G.

7--'

Tranaportation . i-

. 0, Travel (Staff) .

. 1

:
.

.

,
.

fl
Er

.

Food
. r

,

- Place an asterisk'next to large items. We wij) look a a depreciat'om skalidard for such items.

"ea

t
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instructions for Worksheet #4G-
.

Grantee Administrative Expenses

This separate expense form must be filled out for all' grantees with .

delegate agencies. It complements Worksheet #4 in that it summerizes_those
-

grantee en /lenses which will' be shared among delegates; W6rksheet #4

summarizes program-related expenses 'for those grantees who operate their'

own programs (and for delegatagen8ies). Take great care in separating

these two sets of grantee expenses. Though these instructions make the
. .

assumption that you can separate a-grantee's Total Dkin-Perionnel Expenses

into administrative and program expenses, it may be the case that you need

to separate' each other line item, estimate the°separation for "other"

expenses and then sum to achieve he tdmber in Line At

First complete the informations at the tog of the'pag9

,Grantee Name
Your Name /

Name and telephone number of Contact at agency for
follow-up questions

-Date the form is completed'
Page number

, .

From records of expenses', enter the following figures:

Line A ---,enter'the total amount of non - personnel expenses attributable
to grantee administration in-Column 1.

Line B otcuparicy'costs should be entered in Columns 1 and S. Only
individual item costs over $500 'need be specified.: If. you
are having some trqgble separating occupancy costs Attribut-
able to the program and those attributable to administrative
roles,. try to estimate the percentage bf space in the facility
allotted to administration as your base for spliting occupancy
costs.

' Line C -- any staff travel and per diem costs should be entered in
Column

4
1, and allocated as appropriateto Columns 2 to 8.

iLine D -- enter the total cost of purchasing'atd repairing furniture and
equipment,in Column 1. Expenses over MO should be specified
and allocated appropriately to ColuMns 2 to 8. If expenses
cannot "clearly be allocated, ask tha.f e'ireLtor to decidon
the placement of amounts into .funitional categories.

a

a 4

- 103
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L

Line E enter the total spent for supplies in Column 1; label,
specify and allocate expenses over $500 as in Line D.

Line F -- enter the'total spent for other contracted services in
Column 1; label, specify, and allocate expenses over $500
as in Line D.

Litre G -- enter the total spent for "other" expenses in Column 1;
label, spicify,.end allocate expenses over $500 as in tine D.

Add Column 1, Lines B toeF. Subtract this total from Column 1, Line A°
, .

and record 'the remainder in Column 8 Line A. Then add Columns' 2 to 8

and record the totals in Line H. Add Line"H totals from Columns 2 to
8'and record' on Line I. This number should match the Total Operating

. .

Expenses in Column 1 Line A, and'reflect all administrative operating
exOnses for the grantee.

tv

4.

O

.

Cost 'Instruments

.
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Grantee Name:

trerviemer:

o,

,..;

Worksheet f4C c

Grantee Adaiinislrstive Expenses ,

ti

COntsctr

Phone: ( )

Date:

Page: Ns(

. Cateery

3

Total

.

[

Administration

-.3

Eaucation

4 ,

Health Nutrition

V

Social
Services

1
parent.

Involvement

' U

Other ,

.

,

.

A. lotal Operating

.
,Expenxes

O

1

.

.

H. Occupancy

ARent
Depreciation

Taxes

Inss4ancit

Utilities.
Maintenance

Other apeci(y)
.

L

:

a

1t
.

.

,

,

: ..

.

..'

,

,

,

.

C. Travel (Staff)

. .
.

.1

.

.

li: Furniture and,

Equipment*

.

.

..-

.

,

.

,

.

. .

.

.

i

.

P
, , .

.
. ,

. .
,--

. ---,
--
_-_.
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.
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.
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',ANALYTIC INSTRUMENTS

General Instructions

Before filling out any of.the

cost instruments for gomileteness.

those of the other data collectors_
.

when you are sure the. data are corrpat.

FourrwOrksheets are includedin these instruments, coded in the same

manner as previous data collection instruments. 'Everyone must fill out
.bor

Worksheet #5 (Personnel Cost Summary). Worksheet 1,M (Computation of

Center-Based Costs Attributable to Home-Based Services) need only be

filled-out for those grantees, and delegates that operate a home-based

program. Worksheet #7 (Distribution of'Grantee Management Co'sts) need.

only be filled out fot graritees with delegate agencies. Worksheet #8

Bkammary of Program Functiongl Costs) should be filled out for all

,grantees and delegates and is the sheet-that culminates in all of the unit

analyticinstruments,check all

,Compare all of your answers with

at each site. Only begin the.analysis

casts for which we are searching.

t09

Analytic Instruments -ABCD
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Instructions for Worksheet #5

Personnel Cost Stumnary

This worksheet summarized all of, the personnel cost and allots them

to the appropriate functions. One form should be,filled out for each

grantee, and one fOrleach delegate- agency.
-

1. Record each employee's name and funding code, taken from Worksheet

#3. From that Worksheet, add Column D (Gross EXpense) and Column-E (Fringe
Expense), and enter the total on Worksheet #5, Column 3. If fringe benefit

costs are computed on a percentage basis, multiply the amount in Column D

(Gross Expense) by the fringe benefit percentage given in Column E, add A

the resulting cost of fringe benefits to the Gross Expense in Column D and
4record on Worksheet #5 in Column 3.

2. To calculati personnel costs

the total personnel' expense in Column

under each function code on Worksheet

'within each flOctionar area, multiply

3 by the percentage of time listed

443-, lumn I. Enter the resulting

costs in the appropriate columns on Wofkshee#5, that is, in the columns

labeled 010 to 381. 4,* -SP ,
.

. When all personnel costs hive been allocated to.the appropriate functions,

total the costs in.Columns 010 through 381 total the cost in Column 3-and

check that these totals match each other and e total of Gross Expense

(Column D) and Fringe Expense (Column E) on WOrk beet #3.

..

Analytic Instruments 1 -ABCD
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Grantee Name':
1/441

Delegate Agency:

Person Completing Form:

Worksheet #5

Pe'reolinql Cost Summary

2

I

2

Date;

a

Page of
1

.
.

Employ e Name
,._

Funding
Code:.

.Tdtal
Expense- 010 020

.
...

,
030 040.

.
,

. '05U 060
.

0701. .
, .,..,

.

2,
.

.3. t
.

.
.

.

.4.
-. .

5.

"r .

. . ....

,

, .

. .

I .9 .
.

.

,

.-11. .
. . , p

.. .
.

.

. u12. .

N a
. -

4.
. \13 i .

--...
1..,

__ _
.

1(
15, -

.

t.

.16. .

. , .
.

.
17.

,

.

.
18. .

.

.

.
.

19° r . . ,
..\

20. I u

21. e.
22: .

, .
.23.

.
.

..
,24. .

.

. ,
. r

.
2,5. .

.

.

.26'. .

° a.
. .

.

q.
TOTAL .

.

.

.

,i

. .

.

Analytic instruments 2-ABCD
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Instructions for Worksheet #6
, .

Computation of Center-Based Costs,Attributable to Home=Based Services

Mars Worksheet is only necessary for programs with home-based services.'

, Two sets of information are required: Worksheet #5 and Que stion #18 from the
4

Program Descriptidn, the calculation of units of service.

From Worksheet #5, add the amounts in coluMni 010, 011, 310, and

311 to obtain the core personnel costs associated with center-based educational

services. Enter this total on Worksheet #6 in Column A, Line 1.

From Worksheet #5, add the amounts in Columns 020, 021, 320, and'321 to

obtain the Score personner costs asoociated with home-based educational services.

. Enter-these costs on Worksheet #6 in Column B, Line'l.

Determine the 'number of child hours of service in the center-based program

'from Question .#18 of thl Program Description by:

1. Muitiplying the enrollment in each program type (full-day,
part-day (1), part-day (2), and part-day (3) by the'number of
hours per day of-the progiam by the number of days per year of

,.\;, operation. ,Be especiallyicareful in these calculations if they
requiietaking pieces'of two different operating years to cal-'
cu -late the number of service hours in one budget year.

2. Then sum the service hours derived frameach program type,
and enter the sum on WOrksheet #6 in ColuMn A, Line 2,

To determine the number of child flours orservice in the home-based program

that artpent in the center, determine the hours,:of service as above for

thatpart.of Question #18 of the Program Description headed "Home-based (center

attendance)'t Enter the number of service hours on Worksheet #6 in Column B,

Line 2.

To determine costs per unit of center-based service, divide Column A,

\Line 1 by Column A, Line 2 and enter in Column A, Line 3. Then to determine

the part of center - based costs attributable to the home-based program, multiply

tha number of home -based units of service (Column B, Line 2) by,ihe unit cost

of center-based service (Column A, Line 3). Enttr the total in Column B,

Line 4.

Analytic Instruments 8ACD
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Instructions for Workshdet #6 .(Cont.)

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 center-based costs attributable to the home-based
program, total Column B, Line 1 and Column B, Line 4 and enter the result
in Column B, Lint 5.

0

Ci

Analytic Instruments 9-ACD
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Wotksheet #6

dompaation of Center-Based Costs Attributable to Home-Based Services

F.*

Grantee Name:

Delega&Agency:,

Person Completing Form:

aOM

1. Personnel Costs

2. Units of Service

3. Cost per Unit of Center -
.Based Service

4. Attributable Costs

5. Corrected Costs

I'

d

O

Date:

Center-Base&Center-
.05

(...3, Column'A
c

Home -Based I
.

Column B
.

.

.

,

.

.
. 4

,

,

.

'
-,

Analytic,Instiuments 10tACD
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Initructions for.Worksheei #7

Distr tionEof Grantee Management Costs

The purpose of this worksheet 'e to allow the analyst to divide the
grantee management costs among the del- at agencies (and the grantee's
own program, if it has one). The assumptio this sheet is that the
distribution canbe based on the relative costs of the delegate agencies'
programs.

Film Worksheet #5 (Grantee Personnel Cost Summary), ter:
the Total of cost 111 oil Liie B;

the Total of cost 131 on Line 1, Column C;

the Total of costs 141+151+161+171 on Line 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.o

From Worksheet #4G.(Grantee
Administrative Expenses), Line H, enter

corresponding costs nh Line 2% Columns B toE. Total Columns B to E and
enter/on Line 2, .Column F. .;

Total Lines l and ; within each column to arrive at the total func-
tional costs for grantee management. e

Then, from the trantee Profile, Questions 9 and 10, retrieve-the total
budgets for each delegate agency,:.and ehe total fox the grantee (inCluding
its delegate costs). Determine the percentage of, the grantee 's funds which
goes to each delegate and record

these percentagei in Column A for each'of
thi identified delegates. Don't forget the,grantee'e own program. For each
delegate, multiply the percentage in Column.A by the costs on Line 3, Columins.-
B to F, and enter the results on the appropriate

delegate's line,.Columni B
. to F. These are the costs which should be added to each delegate's costs

.
.

to account for the granteet
administrativeresponsibilities.

1

. 1

Analytic Instruments 11-AB
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Worksheet 0

Distribution of Grantee Management Costs

, Giantee Name:

.

Person Completing Form: 40
Date:

IS

,

r

..

. \

A B C D E F

Percent Educ. Admin. Direct ,, Other- Total

1. Personnel 100 .

2. Operating 100

3. Total 100

,

Distribution to. Delegates:

4.
2.

5.

6.

7. .

\ 8.

9.

1

c
4

t

1
4

7

.

.

..

IP

4

Analytic Instruments 12-AB

127 .



o

4

,c1

if
'Instructions for WOrksheet #e

ti

Summary of Program Functional Coits

This last worksheet should be fille&out for all grantees who run

their own programs and for all delegates. It is the place where grantee

.

management costs are allotted tb delegates and ye arrive at functionaiyunit

costs. It afSo brings together the information on center -used and home-\

based costs. However, if the program under consideration does not have a

'.home-based component, please note that Columns B and C on the worksheet may

be left blank. °

The first step is t.o allocate costs to center- and, home -based components

through the use of Education costs, as begun on Worksheet #6 (Computation

of Center-Based Costs Attributable to Home-Based Services). From Worksheet

#6, take the 'corrected costs for center-based services (Line 5 Columt A)

and'enter on Worksheet #8, Line 1 Column B. Then take the Corrected costs

for home -basil services from, Worksheet #6 (Line 5 Column B) and enter on -

Worksheet #8, Line 1 Column C. Total Line 1 Columns B and C and center total

-7

on Line 1 Column A.

Then transfer the information on uni center-based service from

Worksheet #6 to Worksheet #8. Enter he number of center-based units from

Worksheet #6 Line 2 Column A on Worksheet #8 Line 2 Column B. To'obttin

afeasonable estimate of units of home-eased service,,return to the Program

Description, Question #18, and calculate the total number of hours of service
x.

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

home-based children in the center'(Workiheet-#6, Line 2 Column B); and enter

this total oh Worksheet #8 Lint 2 Column C. Total Line 2Columns B ani C,

1

Analytic Instruments 13-ACD
A

a
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Instrtctions for' Worksheet #8 (Cant.)'

andlenter on.iine 2 Column A. Plea'Ae note tfiat we are assuming that each hour

the home'visitor spends in the home is two hours of service since both mother

and child are being served. This is somewhat conservative since siblings'

may also be involved, though .it..may also be liberal in that home visits

are often cancelled.

bnit Cost Step. To determine the unitjost of these. Education Services,
1

divide the cost in Line 1 Column,A by the units of service in Line 2 Column

A and record the result in Line 3 Column A. Repeat the process for Columns

and C. This step will be repeated later and referred to as th e Unit Cost

Step.

To establish the division of monies between center- and home-based

4

services, divide Line 1 Column B by Line 1 Column A and'enter the resulting

percentage on Line 4 Column B. Then divide Line 1 Column C by Line 1

Column A and enter the resulting percentage on Line 4 Column C.' Make sure

that Line 4 Columns B and C"sum to 100.

Temporarily skip Lines 5 to 7.

.From Worksheet #5 XPersonnel'Cost_Suliamary), add_Columns 030 and 330;

enterthe total of these administrative personnelicosns on Line 8 Column A.
.

. e

Allocati
-

To allocate these costs between center- and

N% home-based service ip y Line 8 Column A by the percentage in Line 4

Column,B and enter the resulting center-based cost on Line 8 Column B.

Multiply Line 8 Column A b the

resulting home-based coat on Line 8
4
Column C. This is called the allocation

step and is repeated Ofte later.
.t

/4f4
Analytic Instruments 14 -ACID
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Instructions for Worksheet. #8 (Cont. 1

.

Next,'total all personnel expenses within each service category, using...

the Column Totals from Worksheet 05 as follows:. . °
N

o Add'040, 041, 240, 241, 340, and 341; enter this total on Lit413,

f Column A.. I " . '

o Add 050, 051', 250, 251, 356, and 151; enter this total on Line.

16 'Column

o Add 0160, 061, 260, 281, 361), and 361; enter this total Oli'Line 19

Colman A. .

o Add 070, 071, 270, 271, 370, and i71; enter total on Line 22

Column A.

o Add 080, 081, AO, 281. 380, and 384f enter this total On Line 28,

Column A.

For each ,of these personnel totils, repeat the allo6ation step.

From Worksheet #4 (Program Operating Expenses), enter. the totals for

the corresponding functions in Column A:

o Line 5 .Education-
.

o Line 9 Administration

Line 14, Health

o Line 17 Nutrition

o Line 20 Social Services

o. Line,23 'Parent Involvement

J

For each of these operating expense totals, repeat allocation step.

Total'the personnel and.operating costs in Columns A,-B and C for

each function as follows:

.4

Analytic Instruments 15 -ACD

130
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V

Instructions for Worksheet #8 (Cont.)

o Lines.8" and 9, Administration

o Lines 13 and 14, Health

o Lines 16 and 17,tNutrition

o Lines 19 and 20, Social Services. to

o Lines 22 and 23, Parent Involvement : .

.

--o Lines 28 ,and 29,-Other...
. .

. .
- .: 4w .

.

Then create the appropriate totals foeall direct services. Add.Lines 15,.-
%

18,'21 and 24 *and enter the column totals on Line 25, ding sure tofill
v..

Coluimks A, B and C.
r ma

Now, for Lines 6, 10, 25and 30 (Total Costi), repeat the Unit Cost
. .

Step. The units of service remain constant throughout this worksheet, and
. 1 e ..

simply need to be copied from Line 2.-
'.1

., .... ..,..f .,
'OIE Ohe 'costs.-.on Lines 6, 10,.25, and 30 and.enter thellotalr,of

A
- . . .

1 -

these costs on Line 33. Repeat the Unit Cost Step. From WoVksheet #7.

(Distribution of1Grantee-Management Costs) take this delegates share. 4
as reported in Column F and enter that amount on Worksheet #8 Line 36 doluMil

...

A. Ar.
.,

Repeat Allodation.Step. Total costs.on Lines 33 and 36, and enter this ze7

drand Total on Line37. Repeat Unit Cost Step to arrive at. a summary unit

cost for the delegate. (If desired, Grantee Management Costs for each func.1

tion can be taken from Columns B to E5on Worksheet,47 and added to the costs

of each function on Worksheet #8.)

0,

Analytic Initruments 16-ACD.
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O
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Grantee Name:

Worksheet #8

Summary of Prograp Functionn Costs

,
.. .

Delegate Agency:

7>. 0
u.

Person Completihg.Form: :
.

, .
..

. ,

% .

-
-P

..

4? , I,.
A

13 ''' C
-Function: .,. Total .4, Ceneer-Based ' Home4-Based

'Cost: 'Cost Cost

Date:

O3

. 1. Education Cost
.

.

.

2. Units of service

3. Cost /Unit

4. Percent of Total

5. Operating Costs

6. Mal Education

7. Cost/Unit

Administration

8, Persohnel_.
9. Operating

10. 'Total, Administration

1L. Units of Service

12. Cost/Unit

Direct- Services

Hialth

13.

14.

15.

Personnel

Operating

Total Health

4.

100

4

I

O
44

a,

r.

l

Analytic instcumeits 17,ACD
'

1327



-)

Nutiition

16. Perersonnel

17. Operiting.

18. Tqtal Nutrition

SociAlServices

19. Personnel

20. Operating

21. Tomj Social Service

4

.

4,

Worksheet #8 (Cont.)

6.

Parent Involvement
0

22. Personnel /
L

23: OpArating.,

24. Total Parent Inv.
O '

..-

'25. Tqtal Direct Service .

26. Units of Service

27. Cost/Unit .4.41r
,

. Other
^

4

28! Personnel

29.µ Operating

30. Total Other

31.. Units of Service

32. Gosi/Unit_.
0

33. .Tqtal All

34. Units of Service'

35.' Cost /Unit

36f'' Grantee Management

r

r

"z

, .

-

or

`Analytic Instrumenes 18-ACD

133 .t



37. Grand Total

38. Units of Service

__39,_Cost/Unit..:.

I

O

7.0

Worksheet #8 (Cont4

who
O

a

Analytic Instruments 19-4CD

134 .
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APPENDIX 5

SUMMARY DATA TABLES

Grantee

Al

A2

A3

A4

al

32

33

Cl

Cf

41*

a

Median

-

Mean

Rangs
4

ACYF

'Table 5.1'.

Total Revenue

USDA CSA
--r- 1 .

PP,

Other Other
CETA/YETP Cash In-Kind

4,430,743 133,905 60,796

(81.8) (2.5) (1.1)4,4s

334,368 33,498 21,519
(69.0) (6.9) (4.5)

225,158 16,000 --
(78.1) (5.5)

186,085 19,180

. 793,027

(14.6)
95,036

(19.5)

28,130

(9.8)

48,972

19,045
.6)

45

..
V.

MISIMPP.

(7.5)4,41,

681--i-50 22,734
(19.1)

94 193,203.010,Pm.

(83.9) (2.8)* (O.0) (13.3)...785,899 48,937 246,957
1,72.7) (4.5) * 4

(22.8)
279,697 14,240 153,700
(61.1) (3.1)* (35.3)

556,9J4 132,805 5,213 175,395
(63.9) (15.)* (0.5)

* (20.3)
300,314 35,965 2,821 5,332 91,411
(68.7) (8.5) * (0.7)*. (1.2) (20.9)

118,445 12,913 11,109 PEPPOMPMD 101,071
(50.7.) L` (5.5) - (W.5)

173,706 24,244 1,053
(43.3)

40,531
(71.9) (10.0) (1.3) (16.3)

388,536 '50,501 3,31* 135,744
(61.2) (3.0) (1.4) * (2/.4)

425,423 66,611 10,789 60:432* '119,943
(62.3) (9.7) 0..55 (8.3) 4 (17.5)

348,479 28,523 1,407 88,105
(73.9) (6:0) * (1.6) (18.5)

195,142 23,541 4,794* 326 41359 54,294
(69.1) -(9.4) (1.7) (0.1) (19:2)

369,197 32,811 -4;359 93,304
(72.6) (6.4) (0.3)4 k (2,.9)_ (17.8)

34124 30,667 1,234 0 -98,054
612, 55 43;597 7,326 4,130 3,125 152,082
4.4) (5;3) (.9) (.5) (.4) (18.5)
118,445 32,913 0 0 .0 294139

4,430,743 *133,905
, 60,796 60,432 1,9;045 793,927

* 'Those monies do not comet9
paid for by, a wird Party:

the, programs in the 'form

P0P-t.a ..

Total

5,413,471'

484,521

233,333

2554533

812,721

1,082,793

457(637

371,847

436,843

233,538

241,549

:534,593

503,190

472,515
r

° 282,475

,21,9

473,518
922,317

233,533
5,413,471

of dash, but as services
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Table 0.2
A

Donated Goods and Services
*

: Item Breakdown

. , Prof. Paraprof. .

Grantee' serv. Serv.

.A4

dl

02

03

D

#

Al 106,160 .106,250

(12.4) (f2.5) -
A2 23;954 8,201

(20.5) (7.0) %
A3 2,922 13,826

(10.4) (494)
, 16,127 6,345

(32.9) (13.0)
' 3,279 11,280

(2.5) (8.6)

15,021 16,934
(5.1) (5.7)

14,274 kt .6,667 -

(8.0) :r7.(3.7)

C1 14,289 52963 ,

t (4.5) (16.d)

C2 3,056 42,34,
(2.2) : (31..0).

C3 2,202 15,439

(1.9) (13.4)

666 5,891

(141, (14.5)
E 14,893 *4,312

(7.6) (2.2)
F 10, 105,52038a

. (5.7) (55.2)
G 15,720 30,516

(17.8) (34.8)
N 4,937 31,030

jSpace/ Supplies/ USDA
Utilities Equitment ,/Food Trans. --Other

° I

. 598,807 16,136 ___.: 18,295 . '' 8,175

(70.1) (1.9) (2.1) 44:0)
64,500 , - -- .--- ---
(72.5)
11,022 . 263 100
(39.2) (0.9) (0.4)
26,400 100 ----
(53.9) 10.2)
89,692 3,952 22,734 __ -'--

(68.5) (3.0f (17.4)
201,032 13,970 48,937
(68.0) ..*,'(4.7) (16.5)

41t

112,113 10,085 14,240 --- 20,561
(63.3) (5.7) (8.0) '(11.6)
76410 132,845 38,400
(24.3) (42.2) (12.2)
50,376 3,816 36,965
(36.9) (2.3) (27.1). ' .

50,347 ___, 12,911 17,950 8,242
(50.7) (11.2) (x'5.6) '' (7.2)
30,449 2,456 --- 1,079 ---

' (75.) (6.1) (2.7)^
-6.174,091 2,260

.1(89.0)
60,953
(31.9)

39,070

'- (44.3)

21,871

(8.4) (52.6) (37.1)
2,743 40,830 40,857

(3.0) '(44.5) (44.6)

Total

85i,023
.

116,655

23,130

48,972

130,937

291,894

. 177,940

3141943

.136,529

115,093'

.

1

(1.2)

12,213

(6.4)

2,695 ,

(3.1)

. 1,160

i

5

- --

402

(0.2)

=--
.

F..-

x

1,107

(0.6)

.

.

40,531

195,556

191,164
,

K1006

.53,993
'(1.9) .

,7,226 -91,662
(7.9)

fhese incluae "contributions" fron Federal sourcesliketsk,-CerA and USDA which are not cash in-
cone to Head Start, but are services paid to a .third party for Head Start.

,-.

,

As

136-
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---'fable 11.3

Donated Goods and Services: .0upcti-nal Breakdofon

Grantee Admin. ()coup.... Trans.

Al 65,689 000,734 15,928
.(7.7) _ (70.3) (1.9)

A2 19,619 84,500
(16:8) (72.4)

A3 1,968 11,022 3,519
(6.6) (39.2) . (12.5)

A4 16,127 28,241 --
(42-9) (57.7)

0l 89,692
(fit,. 5),

82 10,678 20i,392
(3.6), '(69.1)

837 25,163 112,173
(L4.1) (63.1)

Cl 5,213 88,646 38,400
'(1.7) (12.2)

02 3,292 55,614 12,0416'
(24). . (40.7); (3.8)

9,.351 44,59,824 17,950
(d.1) '(52.1) (15.6)

73.7- :30,949 554
(1.8) (75.1) (1.4)
8,812 179,106
(4.5) , (39A)
5,121 66,660 1,032
(2:7) , (34.9), .0.5)

--G -15- 33;070 . 5
4(44.-3)

it 4,704 2k,871 1,025
(11.0) (37.14 (1.7)

I -1;523 40,857'
_(1.7) ______(49.5)

C3,
,

-
_

81,752
(9.6)
5,693
(4.9)
9,119

(32.4)
4,559
(9.3)

:15,397
,(11.7)
29,324

(9.9)
13,029*

(7.3)
43,263
(13.7,)
9,320.
(6.8)

12,000
(10.4)
1,119

(17.5)
5,412
(2:3)

108,033
(56.5)
33,296
(37.9)
29,093
(49.3)
47,115
(51:0'

Edw. Health

46,286
(5.4)
6,697
.(5.7)

896
(3,2)

3,114
(2.4)
1,815
(0.6)
9,419
(5.3)
5,785
(1..8)

,5,567
(4.1)
1,093
(0.9).

356
5- (0.9)

6,426
(3.3)
5,712

1(5'717.24

(3.0)

198
(0.3)

.1,314
(2.1)

*
Itelude's USDA ,futtllry."

137

Nutri. S.S. P.I. Total
'.,

26,683 13,556 3;200 353,823
(3.1) (1.6) (0.4).

(011921),
116,55

1,705 28,130
(6.1)

45 49,972
(9.1)*

22,734 130,937
(17.4)*
50,523 2,162 '295,894
(17.1)* (0.7.)
17,585- 548 23 177,949

19.9) c (0.3)
132,845 791 314,943.

(42.2),* (0.3).
50,213 471 136,529
"(36.8)* - ,(0.4)
14,375 -,- ., -- 115,093
(12.3)

791 525 40,531
(2.0) (1.3)

--- 800 195,556.
, (0.4) ,..)"

1,893 ,713 -- 191,154

.
.4.

(1.4)
- 58,1.36

9 (1.0)

.

2,107 _ --- . -r- 58,998
(3.6) ,

. 53 91,662'
(0.1)



i.

L

Grantee Personnel _Fringes

Table 824

Cash-Expendituresper Funded Child:

Child Staff
922up Travel Travel Food

Al 1,402 283 235 133 13 op
(51.3) (10.4)

0.6.0
(4.9) (0:4) (6.5)

A2 1,965 331 273 39 < 18 223
(57.3) (9.7) (8.0) (1.1) (0.5) (6.5)

A3 1,949 394 348 153 , 25 243
(54.0) (11.0) (9.6), (4.2) (0.7) (6.7)

A4 2,308 467 139 112 15 . 272
(59.0) (12.0) (3.6) (2.9) /(0.4) (7.0)

k31 -Ctr 1,592 245 207 231 55 -0-
(5'6;5) (0.7) (7.4) (10.0) (2.0) (0.0)

82 735 148 12 143 16 20
(62.7) (11.9) (1.0) (11.9) (1.3)' (1.6)

83 1,182 107 63 138 20 85
(63.3) (5.8) (3.4) (10.1) (1.1) (4.5)

Cl 730 ' 93 14 28 45 3
(65.5) '(8.3) (1.3) (2.5)' ,14.0) (0.3)

C2 , 963 13/ 46 145 47 21
(61.7) (8.8) (3.0) (9.3) (3.0) (1.3)

C3 4 749 102 31 43 62 /--35

(633) (8.6) (2.5) (3.6) (5.2) (3.0)
0 1,565 235 52 27 26 191

(66.2) (9.9) (2.2) (1.1) (1.1) (8.1)
E 1,185 218 119 87 18 206

--,...---- (53:0) (9.8) (5.3) (3.9) (0.8) (9.2)
F-ar 1,222

(60.2)

185

(9.1)

*135
.

73 40 ,

(6.6) (3.9) (2.0)

254

(12.5)
G # 1,195 130- 183 250 65 1123

(51.1) (5.6) (7.9), (10.7) (2.3) (5.3)
d ^ 976 123 97' 191 60 '" 187

(50.3) ' (6.4) (5.0) A. (9.9) (3.1) (9.7)
1,30j 191 125 142 34 11, 121

. (57.4)
di-tWe 714

oho ,

119
45.40-4-, C.()-,----,(61-5)

-7- 149
(5.3)'

(67.0) (10.3)' (12.8)
.49F-Aaae 737 119 ,.. 54 '.? 162 63 6

(58-9) (8.9) (4.0) (3.6) (12.2) (5.1)

13

f

Line ItenBreakdlop

Other
EquIE Supplies Try.

35 71 61

(1.3) (2.6) (2.3)
4 135 90

(0.1) (4.0) (2.6)

4 55 62
(0.1) (1.5) (1.7)

15 139 67
(0.4) (3.6) (1.7)

-, 80 71 237
( -.9) (2.5) (8.4)

42 45 32
(3:3) (3.6) (2.6)

', 15 43 75

(0.9) (2.3) (4.1)
55 50 ', ' 81

(4.9) (4.5) (7.3)

43 42 91
(3.1) (2.7) (5.8)

36 35 74

(3.0). (3.0) (6.3)
52 140 53

(2.2) (5.9) 12.7),-

129 118 143
(5.8) C5:3) -, (6.4)

18 51 43

(0.9) (2.5) , (2:1)
157' 0 175' 39

(6.7) (7.5) (1.7)

52 151 85
(2.7) (7.8) (4,4)

140 105 32

(6.1) (4.6) (1.4)

32 67

(2.8) '(5.8)

49 41. 1

(0.5) (3.6) (LI) .
r.

6

Other. Total

272 2,733
(9.9)

328 3,405
(9.6)

380 3,614
(10.5)

358 3,902
(9.4)

44 2,812,

(1.5)

1 1;949
(0.1)

85 1,864

(4.5)

15 1,114

(1.4)

20 1,560
(1.3)

17 1,184

(1.4) '' °

14 2,365
(0.6)

10 2,233
(0.51

-4 2,030
(0.2)

16 2,333
(0.7)

13 1,936
(0.7)

82 2,275
(3.5)

15 1,156

(1.3)-

1,336
(0.1)

1.39.



Grantee Admin.
,

At 957
(18.7)

Al 546
(16.0)

A3 685 ° :

(19.0)
A4, 735

1- 18.8)

01-ax 670
(23.8)

. 82 ' . 120

,(9,6)

330
(17.7)

Cl, 113
(10.2)

C2 ' 115
- ' (1,4)

''. C3 . 186
115.7)

'0 416
(17.6)

E 341
(15.3)'

F-Ctx 211
(10.4)

.. G 254
(10.9)

d 198

(10.2)

. 282
(12.4)

131-11 136
-- (11.8)

F-Huide? 57

Table .8.5'

Cash4Expenditures per Funded Child: Functional Breakdown

Occur Trans.

338 212
(12.4) . (7.8)

382 144
(11,2) " (4.2)
4. 449 . 160
(12.4) (4.4)

334 116
(8.5) .(3'.0)

. 250 -, 502
(8.9). A17.9).

63 : 240
. (5:0) 319.2)

45/1 219
. (8.5) (11.5)

- 28 135
(2.5) 112.1)

129 433
(8.3) (27.7)

55 4,161
14.6) > 4-V.6)

z .140 66
(9.9) 1(2.8)

. 129 266
:- (5.8) (11.9)

218 ' , 164
(10.7) J8.1)

193 t ,466
J8.3) (17.4)

' '136 345
. (1.0) ( :11.8)

162

(7.4,
'9

(0.7)

. 72 .-

.
(4.3) ,,A- (5'49) ':

,

644
(23.6)

832
(24.5)
1,006

(27.8)

1;241

(31.8)'

629
(22.4)

369

(29.5)

. 471,

(25.3)

368
(33

(33.

' 6

189
(16.0)

922
(39.0)

653
(29.3)

584

(28.8)
651

(23.0)
'438

(21.6).
", 441 588
(19.4) (25.8)

14Y 326
(12,8) '(28.2)

, 221 507
(166) .(37.9)

Health \ t4utri. S.S. P.1. Other Total

2,733

3,405

3,614

279
A10.2)

317

(9.3)

210

(5.8)

488
(17.8)

503
(17.8)'

632
,(17.5)

200.

(7.3)

322
(9.4)

249

16.9)

. 115

(4.2)

250

(7.6)

222

(6:2)
251 812 196, .217 3,902

(6.5) (20.8) (5.1) (5.5
229 271 121 120 20 2,812

(8.1) (9. (4.3) (4.3) (0.7)
167 9 60 138 1 1,249

(13.4) , (7. ) (4.8) (114) (0.1)
320 237 63 64 6 1,864

(17.2) (12.7) (3.4) (3.4) (0.3)
2t 71 93 86, 11 1,114

(18.8) (6.4) (8.3) (7.7) e(1,0)
198 59 44. 51' 15 1;560

(12.7) . (3.8) (2.8) (3.3) (0.9)
213 - 154' 196 109 11 1,184

(18:0) (13.0) (9.0) (9.2) (0.9)
'91 ,\ 423 113 184 10 2,365

(3.8) (11.9) (4.8) (7.8) 10.4)
245' . 461 59 2,233

(11.0) (21.5) J2.5) (2.5)
'202 493 81 7f). 1 12,030

(9.9) (24:3) (4.0) (3.7) (0.1)
132

(5.6)
444

(19.0)
83

(3.6)'

169

(7.2)

1

S.
2,333

177 398 124 , 113 6
(9.1) (20.6) . (6.3) (6.1) (0.3)
202 363 96 135 6 2,275

(8.9) (15.0) (4,2) (5.9) (0.3)
191 4 233 108 1,1,56

(16.5) (0.4) (20.2) (9.3)
116 118 228 13 :' .3 1,335

(8:7) (3.8) (17.2)'. 41.0)- (0.2)

Ot - .
. ' -

141
*

.



Grantee

Al

A2

Personnel Fringes

1,529
(47.2)

2,262

(50.4) 4'

A3 144.48 k

(54.5)'

2,732

(56.6)

.1,655
(49.1)

836
(48.6)

(43.3)

Cl . 864

A4

dl-Cir

d2

. B3

C2

CJ

U

F-Ccr

(49.5)

1,2U0 r

(52.3)

.925

(39.6)
1,642

(57.8)

. 1,283

(39.7)
1,745

(60.5)
U 1,476

(51.5)
a 1,289

(52.6)

1,541

(.5).5)

131.-ziome 774

(62.d)
F-dome 920

(53.9)

112

283

(8.7)

331

(7.4)

394

(9.3)
467

(9.7)

245

(7.3)

149

(8.7)

107

(3.5)
93\

(5.3)

137

(6.0)

184

(7.9)

235

(8.3)

218

(6.7)

185

(6.4)

130

(4.5)

123

(5.0)
191

(6.9).

219

` (4.7)

119

(7.6)

Table 8.6

Total Cost of Program per Funded Child: Line Item Break

Child Staff
9c:cup. Travel Travel Food Equip. Supplies

Other

Serv. Other Total
II

644 133 13 178 46 81 61 27.7 3,245
(19.8) 14.1) (0.4) (5.5) (1.4) (2.5) (1.99) - (8.5) A
1,056 39 18 223 4 135 328 4,485

(23.5) (0.2) (0.4) (5.0) (0.1) (3.0) 12..0) (7.3)
501 155 26 241 .4 59 62 380 4,005

(12.5) (3.9) (0.6) (6.1) .(0.1) (1.5) (1.5) (9.5)
637. 112 15 272 , 15 141 67 358 4,826

(0.3) (5.7) (0.3) (2.9) (1.4) (7.6)
587 281_ . 55 .99 80 88 237 4'4' 3,371

(17.4) (8.3) (1.6) (2.9) (2.4) (2.6) (7.1) (1.3)
331 148 15 100 42,x 64 32 1 1,719

(19.3) (8.6) (0.9) (5.8) (2.4) . (3.7) (1.9) (0.1)
810 188 20 180 15 - 111 75 223 3,050

(26,5) (k) (0.7) (5.9) (0.5)1 (3.6) (2.5) (7.3)
167 *5- 45 269 5 50 81 15 1,744

(9.6) (6.6) -' (2.6)

(15
(3.2) (2.91 (4.6) (0.9)

309, 145 ' 47 213 68 12 91 20 2,272
(13.6) (6.4) (2.1) (9:4) (3.0) (1.9)' (4.2) (0.9)

614 223 62 155 36 35 74 17 2,335
(26.3) 9.5r (.2.7) (7.1) (1.5) (1.5) (3.2) (0.7)

411 33 ,32 191 52 169 63 14 2,842
(14.5) (1:2) (1.1) (6.7). (1.8) (5.9) (2.2) (0.5)
1,007 87- 18 206 . 130 129 143 10 3,231
(31.2) (2.7), ( .G) (6.4) (4.0) (4.3) (4.4) A0.3)

413 81 .40 254 18 98' 43 9 2,886
(14.3) (2.84 (1.4) (8.8) (0.5) (3.4) (1.5) (0.3)

420 25J '65 1/3 157 191 .39 15 2,867
('1416) (8.7)- (2.3) (4.3) (5.5) e(6.7) (1.4) (0.5)

P87 191 60 195 52 154 85 13 .2,451\
(11.1) . (7.8) (2.5) (8.0) (23) (5.3) (3.5) (0.5)

142 34 121 140 144 32 82 2,775
(12.5) 15:1) (1.2) (4.4) (5.0) (5.2) (1.2) (3.0)

76 49 32 57 15: 1,2i2
(6.2) (12.1) (2.6). (5.4) (1.2)

102 49 u152 68 6 ' 94 41 1 1,552
-(6.5) 4 (3.1) (10.4) (4.4) (0.4). (6.0) (2.6) (0.1) .
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Ordncee Admin.

Al, 496'
(15.3)

A2, 728
(163g

(17.8)
A4 1,039

(21.5)
01.-Ctr 670

(19.9)
82 137

(CO)
83 497

(16.3)

CI 123 .

(7.1)

C2 112
(503).

' C3, 2311

.44

144

6e-Ctr

'G.

U

F-dade

Table 8.7

Total Cost of Program per Funded Chil d: Functional Breakdown

JecuE.

' 698
(21.5)

1,164

(25.0)

602
(15.0)

866
(18.0)

630
(10.7)

382
(22.2)

906
(29.7)

206
(11.B)

419
(18.4)

653
(12.0) (27.9).

424
(14.9)--

386'
(12.0)

236

498.

(17.5)

1,018
(31.5)

.516
(17.9)

254 , 430°

(CA (15:0)
234 1'326

4(9.7) (0.3)
290 385

(10.4) (13.9)

'136 ' vitio
. (110) (6.9)

.,57. 150
(3.7) (9.6)

Trans. Edw.

222 . . 693
(6.8) (21.4)
144 .385

(3.2) (19,7)
208 1,133

(5.2) (28.2)

'117 1,327
(2.4) (27.4)
502 696.

(14.9) (20.6)

240 415
('14.0) (24.2)

215 558
(7.1) 118.3)
212 455

(12.2) -(26:0)

.495' 555
' (21.8) (24.9).

340 .309
(14.6) (13,2)

f,005
(2.)) (35:4)

256 681.
(3.2) (21:1)
169 ' 1,066

(5.8) (37.0)

406 853
(14.2) (29.7)

353\ 691
(41.4) \128.3)

441 847
5.0) (30.5)

-149 326
2.1) (25.5)

221 642
(1 1) (4,1:1)

C.

0

e

Health Hari. S.S.

.307- 504 208
(9.5) (15.5) ,-(6.4)
378 605 322

(8.4) (13.5) (7.2)

'223 656 '249

(5.6) .(16.4) (6.2)

251' 813 196
(5.2) (16.9), (4.1)
242 370 121

(7.2) (11.0) (3.6)

170 172 64

A9-9) (10.0) (3.7)
383 354 r' 67

(12.5) (11.6) (2.2)

220 337' 93
(12.6) (19.3) (5.4)

227 320' 47
(10.0) (14.1) (2.0)

-224 .303 106

1(9.6) 113.0) (4.5)

96 432- 113
(3.4) (15.2) (4.0)

273 481 ; 62
-18.6) ,(14.9) (1.9)

223. 502 92
'(7.9) ** (17.4) (3.2)

227 444 83
(7.9) (15.5) (2.9)
179 417 121

(/.3) (17.0) (4.9)
212 - 353 97

(7.6) (13.1) (3.5)
191 5 .233

(15.5) (0.4) (13.9)
120 -118 '238

7.274 (7.5) (15.2),

P.I. Other

117

(3.6)
260

(5.8)
223

(5.6)

217

(4.5)

120

(3.5)

138

(8.0)

54
(2.1)

, 87
(5.0)

51
(2.3).
109

(4.7)-

190
(6.7)

(1.8)

76
(2.6)

169
(5.9)

118 6
(4.8) '(0.3)

134 6
(4.8) (0.3)

108 '

(8.7)

13. . 3

(0.8) . (0.2)

-7--

20

1

6

(0.2)

11

(0.6)

15
(0.7)

11

(0..5)

10

(0.3)

1

Total -

o 03,245

4,486

4,005 1,

4026

3,971,

1,719

3,050

1,744
p

C.

-2,272

2,335

2,842
-

3,231

2,886

2,867

2,450

'2,775

1,232

1,562
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Grantee

Al
pa

A3
A4

81-Ctr
82
33
Cl
C2,

C3

F-Ctr.

..

AsY-x1 oftte .01

4.

a,P
ks''rkettle

mdan;k,.a
Rang e-tr

-

t

.

Tadle .B.8
.

Annual, Revenue perj Funded Child
s

ACV Cost
Total

Federal
A

2;553
3,096
3,127

.3,511
2,813
1,249
1,855

2,590
3,606
3,349
3,873 -

2,912
1,327
1,960

1,114 1,390
1,564 1,799
1,184- 1,325
2,044 2,329
1,933 2;285
1,724 2,364
2,112 , 4 ,285,
.1,697 :1,946
2 0174 - 2,204

8' ii156 1.,156

:1,268 4 . .,336
o 4

fhP.f, 0 ipe
2,0353

9,
e C..: ,..(1 0

a
1! . . ,t; 0 0

0 '1-
.4.1" ,

r

Total Cost

4,486
`4,005

4,824

...3,373
1,7

1,7

'2,275

2,335:

2,842
3,238 4
2,881'

x,864

2,777,

0

la32'
1,552 .

3,001
4. 025%7! 3,873 1,719 - '4,324

`?

,

S
a' "

0%
V

.$

,

'1
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Table 3.9

Annual Revenue per Funded Child

Grantee
*Total
ACYF Cost Federal_ Cost Total Cost

Al
A2
A3

J A4 ,

3.49.
4.60

.90

1.0.

0

3.53-
5.33
3.10
1.55

4.26

6.64
3.71

1.93
dl-Ctr 2:45 2.53. 2.93

d2 3,10 3.29 4.26
83 3.70 3.39 6.05
Cl 1.16 1.45. 1.82
C2 1.78 2.05 2.59

Of C3 1.54 1.72 3.04
D '1.91. 2.18 2.66

2.04 2.35 3.33
F-Ctr , 2.51 3.44 4.19

.3.67 3.97 4.98
H 3.18 3.65 , 4.60

-' 3.19 ) 3.49 , 4.40

111-dope 17.11 17g1 18.24
F-Hole '5.73 6.04 7.07

Mean - Ctr e 2.66 2.97 ' 3.34
Ran4e - Ctr 1.16 - 4.60 1.45 - 5.33,', 1.82 - 5.54

a

sY

:115=011

4.



APPENDIX C
RAN:rEE. RESPONSES

TO

.
DRAFT FINAL REPORT , .

All participating grantees were sent tne draft Final Rgkrt, and

asked to comment. Three grantee directors and one director of a

gate agency took-advantage of tnis offer. In this Appendix we have

summarized first the points made by' those directors byttelephone! iden7

-tifying programs by the sane codes used in the body of the report.

Mien we have included 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

applicable.

Grantee A
, . i

. The most significant proble with tnis report is that it im-
a plies tnat programs lilZe urselves which are classified as

Neither Highly Econoltical nor Highly Efficient are "bad" prd-

rams. That is Omply not the case; we are a good high
quality prog'ram. You need to make very clear in. the report-
that your categorization scheme snould not allow ,phis
implication to be made, that your classification takes account
only of costs, not of program quality.

-40* .

air costs appear to be high relative to other programs, and

ci
-4,you,do not spend sufficient time explaining that' this area of

one Country-is a high- st area in whicn to live. The problem

is not mat we are excessive spenders, but that anyone

operating in this area aould be more expensive simply because
of tne cost of liyih.it

..

You'd° not spend sufficient time or ,emphasize enough that the
categorization 6 programs b Economy and Efficiency is simply

' an index for r nal staff use, that the negotiation.pro-

cess,between th_ RegiOn ' the' grantee is the critical
feature of your recommendations; It sounds now as though we

may be Seclared too- expensive by fiat :anti that no negotiation
,

or justification will be permitted.

We question your distribution -of grantee administratioe :cosis
across tne delegates., Wnen.we calculate their.cost per child,'
we arrive at mich lower goigures. Perhaps it is,too much of a
burden to place on delegates, this division of all central
.0dmipistrative costs, all exppnses, for the"agnet training
center for nandacapped cNildren and the overhead chargvd by"
the grantee to Head Start. ,We would like to think mire about,
the appropriote cots to be distributed.

4
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We' do not agree with your comments about passible changes in
sfaffing arrangamentsoto achieve cost savings. We hire staff
as full-time workers -and cannot, change than to part-time.
They earn so little money. now that such a change may result in
their leaving tne program. We need these good staff to stay.
The suggested option of double sessions is also impractical.
Staff cannot manage this load and retain their creativity and 4.
energy dealing with the children. In. addition, We are -now,
operating with a minimal set of coordinators and administra-
tive staff. Combining roles further isn't possible.'

Dele'gate.A3
- ,

You nave assigned too high a grantee administrative cost to
our program. We are very economical and-efficient, and do not

1 feel tnac our placement in the Neitherapagnly Economical nor
Highly Efficient category is eair.

Grantee 8
,

We' feel that you 'havitt allocated a sufficient amount'of our

6 -
i

graptee adm-distrative Costs to tne delegates. We recognize
,,:3that you as us about the time and resources we expend on

benalf of th delegates and that it did not translate into a
sizeable dollar amount, but thisallocation does not require
the jdelegates to assume theie.fair share and should be
revised.'

Grantee H
4

e
ire have been classified as Economical But Not Efficient, and
its seems to me the reason is that our program operates for

'four hours a day. But some of our children'have to ride the
bus-for up to two hours, and we cannot their day any
mere. Pernaps,your index of service ! ri shOuld change to
incorporate time in.transit as well a time in direct contact
with center staff in n-tbe classroan. we would then become both,
economical and effidiem wnicn seems true of this program.

v.

Your finding' about the relationsnip of economy and staff
training is not always true. We are economical and have a
hignly trained staff

Cost per child or cost per cnild hour would seen related to
the longevity of staff in tne program. Was this not measured?
"Our staff has been with tne'progran f'or many ye and that
may be the reason we are notIcaassed as efficient.

7

we strongly' support your suggestion that Head Start set a
minimum number of hours .per day and days'per year for the
program, and that they set maximUM numbers as well. Ten hours
pet day, not reflect the philosopny of Head Start.

we follow a policy oflover-anro4lment
.

and supporetnis idea as
de feel it marten us mo're/fficitnt.

)1,49.
Plo

PY
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Grantee
.- A.. .

TF,V--7 PROIDER'HESPOTSr 'O: Head Start Co.stz: Dr= ft Fine: Feport
, .

, :.,.....

-,------

The Aurora Ace-,sates, :nc. .'ask OrdAr_.
D

I

Head Start Costs: Draft ?.nal Rep *.ortneither real v"== or

was framed to realize its stated objectives. As stated4fn.

the Prefacask 0,der Nc. 2 "requ,,,sted an exploratory chcr:-

,term evaluation of Head Star,: Cost/Performance datz-Y" his

indlc,=t= that the research Wks intended to to a rrelimi-
.

ftry review of limited focus. :nstead, the study dr=-ws.ewe=ci.lg
,

conclusions which are4In fact invalid, tecause they are based

on inadequate data. and a failure to-coherently define Program

quatlity

eir

The stated objectives of the Stu were

. ,
...to answer policy questions by: .

. ,

uhderstandfng thervariation in costs across" zranteei,

ildentifyinczrant ee p e-.1-ractic=s which r'1,1-
, ,

cost ,

effcf=ncies, . A -

1

1 . .

...:., ' -,

de.:elopinz Policy recommendations which will he's
. cntimize pros. am performance w.1,th c.c.s: ,::,netr=ints,

^r.el
, 0

,

* 'suggesting information to be.contain.d in He=d
Gran: a:itlication packages and ways in which this. %

14:fcrmation should be evaluated byrecr.lonal and
n=tional staff.,

4
.

,
The Ask Order 1==ter's cc7er 1 :ztter.bf Januar 2:..., t

. . .
whichapparently recoznizes the limitatio ns or the_study, art.i7cu-L,

.. ,

, 1=;es the conc
7.

ern that "the 17 of ..'ou (the Program, eU
,

.,-eve. .n.c.:

. ,)
.

.,4,..#1,.,,z ---.-a4da....a.4 ......z--.1.-c...---4-. n Des 4.%,4,4 .c.1.1,==,,s.,:4",1u..... Sa.,.: , .6 .1.o.,...1.1%:. I T... ,,./../:... toqv. .0 U... 1= f ..5.
' . . -.- r,, . .

...
s4_e"^:1~s --' ."-^^=r" --- -4=.-x-lic:ser..-aticns and re,:t=nenz._____ ......... ,........., ... ............

0 0.

FILMED EOM
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g 4_2 0.)1,4"
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4,twhich...could only be jqrtified by.a study of.troader scope and:
4 _

.',

4more intellectually rigtrous desizn.
. >a,v

1

''
,

SC

Specifically, our o'cjections %fal into three categories:
J.

,..

I. Ta..sk Oader'No. 2 requested ein ezcle Atory evaluation
1,04.,,-

.4,

"/oeHead'ate-t.-Cc.st/peo;formance data. The document
. -

*4: ---
addresses' onay half Cf what it; was intended to

441w.-.-
sa4cress e:z., it a:ddressed costs and not rz,rformance.

/

in essence,- it is an incipient tost-tenefit analysis
'

whiOh,fai.ls,though use of a skeved sample, to;"
,

arrl-le at a meaningful cost analysis,_and

'fails, througtotil absenceeof'astention to per-

formzrice'criteri='and comnarability 'of data, to
, ,

1-,

meanikgfully correlate cost and performance.

The--VtifUlnes= of the established'indices of
4.

** "economy" =nd "efficiency'are highly ouestiontm'ole,

-1-'conomv" Wflish is defined in terms of "annual
. ,
,

cost per child", fails to take proper account of

cost-of-living diffirentialz an'd the wide variation

,' in state regulatitns., ana absurdly ctmpares, fbr

.

examole costs-per-e hilcp of a Southern rural

program which Days: Its teachers a lower than minimum

.
wage w-1,,n -hose Of a prozram in an urban area which.

has the h'ghest.cost- cf-livingin :e continental

"Effic2ency",which is defined in
_.

terms of "costs-pr-child' hour cf service"-, ma:.
. . _

;=,ctutlly oe an inverse of quality e.z.; a

prcgra± whidhexhib4taza low it cost may have..

'151
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athieved Y a efficiency through such storific

of ivality that the unit may have litaole or no

meansuratle value. An analogy wo..f.d be the'sub-

stitution of low unit. cost Ketchup :Tor higher unit

costevegetatles in a school lunch. Clearly,
444.

Ketchup is more cost efficient, and the substitution

is feasible if adequate nutrition ceases to to a

consideration.

3. Theriware date-associated problems including _slues

,of authenticla211 data, of sweeping conclusions

based on insufficient data, and of other ccnolusins

actually contradictory to_dita. In short, the

quality, cuantity and nature of the data do not

support the fundings of the study.

To amplify on the first problem citezorr, it must be

recognized teat an analysis which purports to examine the relation-

ship between cost and performance requires specific quantifiable

crnande indicators. 1:1:hout this framework to establish corn-
.

ratility of programs, meaningful cost analysis is imoosible,

as is realizat'ion of the stated oiojectve cf '"develbpinolicy

L r=oommendations which_will help t,c, Cttimize prozra7 perfoTance

m ^pc 9 Ite,ra,...44-- ^,

the authors of the study themselves note, "it would,be useful to

'4now :he nunber, of contact hours,neeAed fcD siznifican:
.

a.ins, but we do not have th=t

aZ.. 4 4 .3* 3

1111t

4

4 " 4
...

a
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on this d'ffiCulty, they discard it from consideration and

troce.=-4twith a cost-b=sed =n=*yss.
0

second ee: of problems in the

the' fact ;hat the-criter!ia of "economy" and

report ..b %WA..

11effic4en-r" re

%

sentarbitra.ry siilection and codlfication of iample data. .7142

".

" V

sample of programs chose for the 'study is extremely limited and
ft

.

r'eleading. Too few programs were surveyed to pr de

.4610c

66...!-4,Ar16.1

cro.:n. for n=tonal rebo%mendations, The ="1-_,..,z........... Rezion : e,-.1p
..... ...,.......

consist5 of pro5rams operated by a single agency, and this same. ,

.
.azency represents the majorpertion of the urban data included in

the stud.:. r;'hi's-one =ren^y-retrasents appoximatel;: 401 of the

'n:Jcived the,nesemrch data, =nd -0%.

th'e u.Tban enrollments stu.diec. This suzgests that the

_... .....,....-6 convenient access to Gat-'mes.u=rohers were 4nteres:ed %,--, i-n-1.......
- .

\$
ra:iler J-.,'--:..-_ -in, c-1-b l .. c-..2, - a 'n' `1' ......--r4.1.-:_.

On tc. ne'sanc::e" was'dhosen, the rese*rchers comptunded

tha da.ta'problam byfailinz to ad,:ust for .jor factors affect-
-

cost.s in-th. dfferent programs. Bu,reau of Labor Sts:-istics

-ipor:s show :hap, the C:st-of-living..or

.;1i .r_11 4.;0c4re;
for anathe'r.st udy a

VV incr ..=s=741-4 prozram '^osts for s=laries, ...2,24.. an

one of the areas in the
A

gr
This tr an slates

ser%-ice=.

- A sur%:ey 6. -°4-=;--t-, cost-per-cild for tlic

studied 4.isclosed.that.publiC schoels
.

eduos.tion in the areas

in ce of the areas were spending 'twice as much _rte r. as '.
, . .

(-, 7.z,., -s ft, --1% uz,,,,,..,.. ..--,-,,:-c -
141.

=nct"-.-

compete vith tne 7..Itlit'ocnotl syt:es fc'r cor-e:sr7 sac-r:,
.

\
prtgrank:d.sts.

'
1 ,

(

f/ff.rentia1
4

0
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N
=,,,,c1,...- .A..... ".1." ......%040. ....1 l

costs for 'some are; s, wnile not ::feeling, others. (See A

a 4.td.alsoatttched-cl-=rt) 'Further, these same requirements

some of the cost-reducing. methods suggested by the. researchers.
4

' The study ignoresithe dramatic effect that the factors

.

listed above have .cn costs. By ,..'omparing programs without

m=s -r_ an;; adjustments for the .regional and reoulatcry fabtors

which mos: sharpy imta-vcosta, the .researchers have performed

a ccoet analysis of limited validity and little Tra aninpt.
,

A further protlAm with
,
the 'study "criterda" is

,retoznized by the authors,themselyes. Thou4t continuinz to

identify "econor y". as a measUre of a "good" Head Start an,
.

th# authors state:
,

The implication of the relationship tetwen
economy and training is that more ecsnom'ca'
prozrams seem to be delivering a lower buality
of programs to ohidren. This iIcirtainly as
situation not to be encouraged.

41.

Similar problems are se 4n with the 'criterion of

"=ffic"ency". Since( "efficiency","c de_'n=4 as a'ow cost Per on""

hour, measUres to lower th,is-opost. would statistic Y ake a trer--

-.more. "'efficient". How,ver-, such measures, as noted above, . :cur.!

I V'

not neoessartlyliMake the program bette.r.'71
-

( -
Tr-ea- costs cer.child ho.ur coul- c,&-2,".43,3-

.^" "^V4".. "2"^"-Z*" le" ' 1.* the -7ith the cos: of.

livinz in the continental U.S., Head ,Start t=iehers 2 zon=r.

sssistents earn teginninz ==laries-o.f :1,8,190 and $6,5,:3-, "4.4.steb-

tively. 7iven the fact that many of these -e - ,gib are.a_ready

eligitle for folod 'stamps and rtAdc=iS -"
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2

" e."."4"^=r "^t n=4".P44../.,,,..ft 4.;..4,

-'.""C- C":( "COStS *se'

by h" ring trinas st=ff who do not:have degrees sr h'nc
(

st=ff be tr=i:.d :he brsr-ram after'hirn:,"
.

,
.has long been the approach of tIlle respondent azenc 7, when

sush action does not'cbnflictt 14ith state licensinr r=-4-l=tions.

of a .zion-ceP.rted staff member ,fo- a

as ns-,z.,4ai rg.=-15 l'=^1-'4,"" ^0"1."" '1ould no' 0--- ^-'""14"-1......_ .... .............. ) " __,...., 6 a y ..614., ,.........
'

*
L: belicensing reuf-ementE . bv.tou

.

ld be of as:"ve
. 1 1 N 0, .

- ,
' tdetriment :s "special nef.-ds" chd-en.

The study's position that many,Head Star: pr*-rams

'1-44r° staff x4th degrees because they feel strongly-that only

the this p radtide will they be appropriately accerJted 0yl

the cOmmunity as a 1,-r:it-I:rate prog-am and b'e abl =re ts ler*,,

th=i rasburces 's tnev..fore 'nescurate az T-sc

being unduly tatronipinz. .ge.4'ine of drument, carr.=d :o

ts could-culm'nate d'r=ct'ye that el-7.-7r:_s :Yrs

/)cheaper and'"cheaper p=rsonne,'witkfewer and su=ljfibaticns
0

''="' o 44%ne:'' err ce ci eV.:".4.1.5= to demsnstr=te onzbic

"effiCiensy" zmin.

A.fur:her preblem in the study =-.4's==

sa=rsterc drAw ssnclusionz withoutAdecuate surpsr:. An =x----rle

of th's is the ez,scicus 16g1c whic;) concludes that si-be,":ne

mort expens1'.'e funstion=' aria Is educatisn",and
,

T.riT the sinz'=.'---rgeo: contr'but:-..-.one d'"r=ction :s
.

::a: qoain:.:s Is st,ffinr. sN.ne

.14ne 4* +- Ekf1:5"-" -4
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4

is a mazzor measur,e of success, itis or)h2t'e that 7:ducatabn

should remain the most expensive cstpon..nt. The suggestion that

personnel cost,s in this :component ocnstItute the likeliest a:4es

, .

for cos: redut-itaz, detached from progr-.m outcome considerations,
-lit-
.

'.,.
.

.

is hachlv C..r:r=ssonsible.

The third ma,lcr set o'' orob'e-.s -itcin the stut'; is
.

-"ne authencatv of 2c,c .;.r.:s an the report -con-

cernin: disc..ssions with Head ctArt.2dm hastr2ti've.staff is sitar.

to serious ouestion. The study states cat, "directr.= io not

expect the cuts in other federal:'prorr2:.s ,,to affect 'shear revenues_

' ,=,-benditures,ser.eously." The elirector and staff of the

4.2

ponder:: arency, which 'represents more t':.aton. --o--2m 4" *".=

very limited sample, wire emphatic 'In ar:cicu2atinr, their ,:ohcernz

about by 4=p2ct sf prozcsed 6.:b2c': on both :roltr=m

.ality and LTszram costs. 'As t.hey stated, .funding reductions

in the Chald Care Food Frotram wi'l cre=te Arious prob'emt an

Head Sta-tiseffc-ts to r"=1; basicunutrition21 r=o--r
=,

ments. These problems 'till be exacerbate'd 4f such ,C...1 7.S 2re 1:44

4' 11
......,roposed decreases i.. "

Reductions .4 e "/-1.r.-11. f
I
a-

Ihr.d.:.edicid will have a maSor deter'i'lJntal.effect on.c!:"ld :1e21th
.

components unless t inc-ea,A cad exrznetures.

.c "

.

Admlnissiatton to the Communi-- :.LOC4 .:rantS r
G. J Caro .11. Q.:. ea .4. . .

I

0 nrorram -4 ebents f:r basic 24c.inizzasa,e,surcor:.

sta-nent that ";:tret:orz nst ex:;I:t"the c...:11

156



broframs to affect their revenu=s or exben"tures ser,ously,"

was. not supported by any of our own directors, and we serioUsly.

doubt that the majority of other Head Start Directors: would feel

any differently.

A concusion whith directly contr=dicts data is
:he first policy recommendat4on,.,which 4s :hot "AC.,":F should c=t

i policy to guide grantees in the procesi of soliciting

How is this reoomendation to bP reconciled rftth the ff.-d4

. .(pp. '6-2E) ;hats 1" five d,rectcrs said ther,k 77=s a pc:pnt.ia1 for
s .. : ,

.
.

' tloss :..r donat'onc, e4zht said donations could bp maantained at
.

\

the same 'eve put not indreased, and four said therla was some

1.....,-_-___ . increase. Unfortuna::ely, each of these lafee fou-
,.......,,,,-4:1

i, / I . 4 ..,. 4
0'

V

were hes,tant about th=4r re-Ay, .T4ri:ng that ''rf the%county
,

economy continues to ic:r.rove as in the as five ;y,ear;, Head
l

Star'' .:,at' get some donat'ns,"We mav Co some ,foint wcr with
..4 t

_....._ .....
...,

.

two day care centers and Montessors4:".
0

. .
. J..-

rnhe two ma,5cr recommendations of the ''..lasok Order No. 2 ,k

0

,--,
..

,
.--

report are rrived,a: -,:nrough a study ...:h4,:h has se-ic-..:s me.7.i%:::::.:.,...
t .

,'f.4 .

1gioal 437ult.r. and in wnioh dvta a-nd oonclusitns a're =..t d'st=n:'

)--
/.part fro the study, t1-..-Jn'ti.f recommendation, oon-'1)

,

czrninr solicitation of donations,sis fran':2: impractical itn

the orrent cl i Ic i and ,"=:= -')o-zred sz=ce z.nd

P '",zz^^1,n4=..--t414te,, for e.:.:amp:.e, account for a larze portion of

f-zenby't

I
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,

otsts, .1...t=ce ar..)tt::y d n=tons =r 141-e.... tn 7AAmes-.,aaTza -.t,--e. ---. -- ------- y........

.
a

a . a

d`row. !m4'=r:y, donors of suttlfes n tr=nsportation s=rvices.

.

may a'so be f:roe ey=2.uate thd'r a,readv zeh=rous

ments-
.

'The second recommendat,ion, ?In-at "economy" and

"eff4:4eIcl", aa dermnd in tha report, te:esta'clished as critz...J.=

for revie of grantee costs, has been addressed at :ength f.nthe
.

/ -ondy of t-:-.4s respon=e. '..:4 wou:dihdeed welci.me a study that

de='s responS4b;ywith such issues As "economy' ar.d."effic:=htv"
S

. , A
ark mean'hcTullv ,-.oise'=t=s..them '::4th cr4ter .=of trogrm cu=:.*.

. . ,

;:= do not e-e: th=. 7 this -f' such a study.
)

Aka

4
O.4

'A
A

,e.

14.

9
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C1RU'Altisn?18, SJAEE ItrIIIIIRED BY STAlE LICF.NS

PktlidiAfri 10111Ec1ilkS Ilk

1. Nigh Sellout 011110mb1 , DI
4.01V.0 runs ueS
In early childhood edu-

IC1/1..:.1111vtisili;.11.1;i:: LY)111:71 urtr

in a day 1Ji CI center

SiAlF V 11. A.S. degree Id early
childinaul or related

fieltial(4) courses
in early childhood

educatiou:*( -27)

11.511 -thud

expo.; leael 1.! ILI1

sell"' lige children
In day cal.! center.

Ob
lit. B.A. or advance de-,

grew in early child-
', hood education or

telaked fields: (4)
..Mai-Seri In early
.1111.11441.1 OW :00W
(18) mouth4 at leant
I alf-Lime .xpericoce
gdving case to pre-
school age children.

1.21:11M'S5.uqt11.. _-

Completiofs of recent

tralulog (within 3
years)?. In the field;

of child care:,(nvithet

training nor training
'course curricula are
are dofined)-

SI111 1:

'um!
--:-

SighSchUol Diploma or
equivaleni: '(.1) course

eat I y ChlIalunul eau-
callon; (9) months of
half-timeexperleoce
,giving care to pre-,

seism) age children
Isis day care center

OR
A.S. degree or B.A.
degree-in early c111.14-

Mold education or re-.
toted field; (1) couise
In early childluod can-
Callon: and (1) month,
at least hall-time ciV-
ing cake to pre-schwel.

"age children in a day
Fare center, i

4

No Head Teacher
position exists

A appears that ptogam digTetor squiresonts
as defined in,State V.

ING AGENCIES

lEACItElt ASSISTANT '

At leaat 16 years of age;
sod shall yolk inulor the
dlrect supervision or a
Leacher oratall teacher
at all tides.

Ho educaLlou or experi-
ence requirements set-
pnlated

No educatiwt or expert -'

duce requiremeats sti-
pulated

that are used by States 11.X.Y amt rare in fact the requirements

I

SPECIAL NEEDS 1EACHER
I

siegrec lu early childitdod

educatiou: psynailogy or re-
lated fields; (4) conrf.s ou
special needs childgn mid (18),
months .IL I eatil kill t luso cx -
perience providing vale to tear,

O 1:111 1.11 all i 41):4 1.11 Il..12,,

-a

J.

No regulations regarding
staff 106 work with spe.Oal
mieds/handi.ovued chydreo eAis .

for the position of head tvcher

a

1G(t
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51 CE Y

:RAW Z

Orugram Directors

Two years of adminIstra-
live or program exper-
lease In a child cute '

venter, or equivalent

expesienve; Iligh"$thool
alp!~ or equivalent
prograin.

of at' least
'Id) ollg. 1 in an

LacctedIted college or

ivessity; (2) yearn
fun-time paid expel--
len" olk with child-
rn in Itild ease set-
ting way ht. %ubsziluted
u v.,ir !or year 1+491S.

....----.

edneatIonal.AW wipes-
leatee'l't ego I rements are

stipulated.
s

. .

4
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1

ttl

(2)

a

Head Teacher Teacher

No Head Teacher position
exists.

No-Head leacher position
exists.

No educational or caper-
fence requireme'nts are
aljprolated

)

O

0"

Teacher Assistant spvcqn Needs lado

. No educational or

experience re-

quirements stipu-
lated.

------------------------
No edocation.or
experience re-
quirement's stipu-
lated..

No educational, or

experience re-
tpatemettls ore Sit-

,

No education experience
requirements are stipu-
late.

. '

No education experience

requirements sue stipu:
lased.

No edneational or caper-
Pn. requirements ore
stipulat.d

NP regulations regarding taff
who work with s eclat ateedN/
handicapped of Wren exist.

No regulltjons regarding taff
who work with special needs/
handicapped children ellst.

r
Nti regulation regarding staff
who work with special needs/
handicappcd.children

"4*

0
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1

Aurora/Westat Response to Grantee At

. .

Aurora/Westat appreciate the concern exprested by your
comments to' the draft final report. linfortunaCely, we be-'
lieveY that you misunderstood 'the purpose of the study, the
particular..iffetnodblogy employed, and the basis upon wnich
conclusions and recommendations were made. ''Had ` 's study
been One of national scope, atteMpti)ng to ro- cile cots
-amonk a representative sample.of grantee', many of your cam-
ment woisidi have been valid. Our study, however, was a
short-teem vtleloratory evaluation designed to identify

'potential tolls and sZfitegies for analyzing cost variations
among a purposive sample o.f grantees. Throughout the reptirt_
we haVe taken care to caveat those areas which' may encr'to
lead readers to draw erroneous conclusions. ,These caveatsi,
must be kept in mind".throughout the r rt.

e -

In the followillig paragraphs w respond to your Comments
bl more fully,criscuing the, purpose ofk.the study and, in
particular, what.it*was not intended to do. Specifically,
it was not intended to be and will not serve as an'evalua-
tion of any of tne'progfams we visited. We c'hose to visit
only programs of Otisfactery quality whi2h showed a mixture
of levels of service,and program optiorW (e.g., home-based

74-ersus center- based)` to give us a pictureoircostd and to
. help us develop a tool, for examining progra$ 'costs, not to

' dike recommendations on how each Program sho ld be required
to contain its 'costs. Let me expand on this st a bit.

,

First, as you ,discussed, tde.i-ssue of program quality
'is a critical one for the study. We faced the issue of
defining quality in planning for the study, arid decided to
make "satisfactory", program quality a perequisite for'ill- ..

site we visited,. This approach, however, does-not rule,out
variation in quality within the satisfactory range. We
essentially. established a' minimum level. of quality that
could be defined as,satisfactry before we would look at',
costs. (Presumably programs of lower quality could argue
tnat they needed mope money to achieve thi.4 minimum level,
and our findings abbut,their distribution of costs would not
meaningfully'remsent the costs of operating a atisfaotory
Head,Staq,program.) This strategy for- defining quality-was
reasonable for our purpose; we did not intend o conduct a_
cost-4enefit analysis or a cost=effectiveness st.udy. In
fact, our apebach reflects a traditional federal management
perspective, thoqgh not , that adopted by Head Start. We
could not take a careful look at program qUality on site
because a proper examinattion would ,take weeks, if not
months, per site, So, we worked with a.group of programs
whitch met standards stated in the report to examine costs.
As you saiein your response, we did not explicitly meet the
objective of optimiiinrNrformance Aithin cost constraints.
More exactly, we sought to deverrp recommendations for
optimizing costs withinperformance,constraints.

.
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It should be notes that the Read Statt P.rformance
Standards define quality in terns of ,a ceiling (meeting all
of the Performance Standards) rather than a floor (as, we
didf, that tae program continues to entourage grantees to
improve' the quality and level of services provided. Cer-

'tainly tnAre were differences in services among the programz
we visited, witn some programs providing more extensive, ser-
vices than othirs. For example, you have R'.N.s on .yOUr
.staff and Ph.D.s fn- mental health4reasivmany progruis 'nave
nei,iher. We could not, take accoOtof su:-...hitdi.fferences in
our data gathering, but readily ackilOwledge they are there.

Second; our goal -in'making policy.resommendationS was A

to pr.ov.ide decision makers witn atpor ,i;z..a et. of Instru-
ments -- for,examining,plrogram costs iii.,:conjunc ion w-at it-rhe
SAVI\.measures of performance. The calculation of annual
and hourly costs per child wnich we derived.s.erv- as an end .

product frm using this tool. Otr economy /efficiency matrix .

was simply a way to Array these two,aspects of cost C.ihichwe
identified as critical. ay splitting the 16 sempled pro-
grams into 4 groups based on these measures, we were 3r, -

atteepting to supply decision makers -with an example of how
?

the. 4°1 may be used. We are not 'making' a, statement about
the adequacy of 'the sam6)ed 'pro.grams,_ but simply using tnem 6,

as examples.
. : qk

-, -Unfortunately, by "infixing into the discusdlon the the -.
toric of "good" and "bad4Vig. may seem that we have ev lu-
ated eacn of the sampled.

Snot
'and that you and.ot.

came =out ,wanting. We do not mean to make that statement
Your program net our . minimum standard for quality.. In
addition, we recognize that in another sampling,of progriMs,
yours might appear in any otner quadrant.' The division into
4 groups is a useful device, but can only be used for deci-
zion Making about individual programs wnen the sampled group
is iufficientlytlarge to reflect all of Head Start.

17

Your argument about regional cost: differences ,i9 cer-
tainly valid, and ouch adjustments should be made when this

c7 tool is used on a national basis. . In fact, as ye menti ned
in the .report, we adiisted all 'programs' costs using lo al

`teachers' salaries as the proxy for regional differen es.
The result' was that the relative rankings of,,the programs on
'economy and efficiency were almost identical to the rankings
an unadjusted .costs. The minor differences were exchanges
of positlon of programs in the middle of the distribution;
your programs' remained in the same quadrant -s. We chose .to
lisa unadjusted costs in the body of the' report 'because

'those dollar figures matcned WS-it ACYF Staff kmfw to be the
coots of tr6e,prdgrams. -, .

... . .

.

,

Third, in maxing suggestions abotAt'strategies f2r con-
0

. taining c,ts or increasing' inSome, we were not sugge*ins
,.- ,ti at eaCn program we, visited4sshould be required, to follow

.... Ai(
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these strategies or the, programs had nor made legitia)ate
attempts to-contain costs in, the past.. To the contrary,
Head Start staff have man-aged to leverage v impressive
volume of donations and haVe derived many usefuS strategies
for providing seryics at.10iw'cost. We sTould prhaps ha've

' expanded upon these past efforts rather than focusing,om an
seffort to secure more cash donatiohs. Not spending time on\-.1
o programs' efforts to secure donations was due to our assump-.
tion that our ,audience knew about-such efforts, applauded
them, and wanted to.know more about the possibilities of-
"newn,,directions -- soliciting cash donations- from the
vete sector and changing- some s &affing patterns or mode's of
service delivery:

,

Our suggestions about changing staffing patterns, for ..'
example, may not be applicable to, your program. °If the'.
process Wnich we are recommending is adopted,, y011 would be
asked to discuss the inappropriateness or appreriametwes of
ant potential avenues of change with.regionalloflice staff..,
Any Cnanges .would presumably use your input from' such a diS-
cussion on effective strategies. %We made the suggestions we
did from viewing all 16 programs and then. stepping back to
ask about theoretical possibilities, 'Norie or,few' that we

,susgested may be appropriate for' you.. With the suggested
process for regional office review,.yOu would have a forum
in wniph to present your sijeWS.

One reason any specific.suggestiOn may_ hot be appli-
cable is diet state requirements do not petmit..euth a move:
It is because of differing state requirliments that a Slex.:-
ible process-of'Teviawing 'cogt/perfd-Tqance data is so,neces-,
sary for Head, Start. Noncvpliamce with state regulations
is not an option for any programT-whettisr7suth noncompliance
occurs in staffing patterns,- -Roliciestof overenrollment or

other area. .We_did not iaean to imply that such noncom-_,ia was to be encouraged.
., e. ,

.

The fact,- the matter is that by yotg selection for
participation in t -study we'28ave judged that you,operate

. .a satisfactory Head Starsram. In my personal Opinion,
its quality is much more than sat-i-s-factory. In no way db, we
mean to imply that that is not the case-.; In revising'the
draft repbrt wehave triad to ensure thatany hegatiVe im-
plications about progOm quality are erased and that aLl.

,

. saAnpled programs are,sgeri as etamples.and,not as represepta-
tives Of all -Head Start-or of programs 'needing cuts-.

e .

. .,'In summary, we stand firmly by' the methodology and re-
sults presented, recognizing-,the limitations of short-term
expldratory evaluations. We ,believe that- we have propo'be4
an approach 'which enhances One's ability sort -out t'he
variation of costs and identify., appropriate policies and
,strategies, -for enhancing,program efficieAcy wit'nouv nega-
.tively affectiN program performance.

) e -.
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