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The ALL WIN-U.S. A. Project, administered by the

Office of the Los Angeles County Superlntendent of Schools (OLACSS),
was to provide basic-skills instruction in reaalng and mathematics
that would result in 51gn1f1cant improvement in the respective
achievement domains, in learner attitudes, and cost effectiveness
relative to the previous curriculum and instruction. The OLACSS
selected the New Century Education Corporation to prov1de the major
elements of the educational program which has three major components:

(1) individualized learning centers;

(2) a mathematics and reading

curriculum covering all grade levels, delivered in an individual aand

prescrlptlve manners

and (3) a preservice training institute for

teachers and administrators. The New Century program was installed at

48 schools that met OEO elig

ibility requirements., Fiscal data for

this study were collected from the various school districts in order
to determine :those program costs that had been paid from district
funds. Outcome data collected as a part of the initial ALL-WIN
evaluation were utilized for considering the effectiveness of the
program. Data from various of the outcome determinations are
summarized in this report but unique analyses have been performed

only for three of the cognitive achievement measures.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION




In accordance with his contract with the.Office of
the Los Angeles County Superintendent of Schools,
Dr. Marvin C. Alkin (Educational Evaluation Associates) is
pleased to submit this final reﬁgzt on the cost-effectiveness
evaldation of the‘ALL WIN-U.S.A. Project during the 1974-75

school year.
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We are greatly indebted to many of the professional
staffs at the district and county levels for their cooper-
ation and for the assistance they provided. Special thanks
are extended to Dr. Harry Holmberg for his guidance and help
in initiating the project. Unfortunatgly, his call to
military service during a portion of this study made it more
difficult for us to call upon his wise counsel. 1In his
absence, we were ably assisted by Dr. Mary Martin and by
Mrs. Julia Payne. Mrs. Sara Bates provided assistance in
contractual matters as well as in a fuller understanding of
the fiscal data of the ALL WIN-U.S.A. Prciect as administered
by L.A. County Schools. Miss Barbara Waldrup was most
helpful in reviewing with us various fiscal data available
at the county schools. Our thanks also go to Dr. Ruth Cohen
for her assistance and helpful feedback on the earlier
evaluation study which provided some of the outcome data
utilized within this study. Finally, our appreciation goes
to Dr. Maylon Drake for assisting in the conceptualizaiion
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of the study and providing general encouragement.

Each of the school disﬁricts participating in the
ALL WIN-U.S.A. Project responded to our request for
assistance and information in an able and timely fashion, and
we are grateful. We wer;;in the district and met personally
with a number of the project coordinators to obtain their
suggestions on the types of fiscal data that might be
available and appropriate. In particular, Dean Gahre
(Fontana Unified School District), Hector LeRoy (Colton
Joint Unified School District), and Jack Hasinger (Ontario-
Montclair Elementary School District)Aprovided assistance
and insights into the formulation of the questionmnaire. 1In
addition, we are grateful to Mrs. Estella Schultz (Compton
Unified School District), Mr. Robert Burns (Duarte Unified
School District), Roger Temple {Garvey School District, aund
Chester Jensen (L. A. County Special Schools) for their
assistance in completing the questionnaire and providing
other needed information. The business offices of each of
the above mentioned school districts were also most

cooperative in providing data.
BACKGROUND

The ALL WIN-U.S.A. Project was- funded by the United
States Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO), and administered
by the Office of the Los Angeles County Superintendent of
Schools (OLACSS). The mission of the Project was to provide
basic-skills instruction in reading and mathematics thaf
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would result in significant improvement in the respective
achievement domains, in learner attitudes, and cost
effectiveness relative to the previous curriculum and
instruction. EEA was selected by the OLACSS to conduct the
independent evaluation of the ALL WIN-U.S.A. Procject during
its first year of operation, the 1974-75 school year. The
Evaluation Report was delivered in August, 1975. ‘the
cost-effectiveness study was funded in July, 1975, The
timing of the funding for the cost-effectiveness study posed
a number of difficulties which will be discussed in a later
section of this chapter.

The OLACSS selected the New Century Education
Corporation to provide some of the major elements of the
educational program. The New Century program had previously
- been developed and installed at various locations in the
United States. The program has three major components, as

described below:

1. 1Individualized Learning Centers - classrooms

converted to laboratory-type classrocms
somewhat similar to the now-common and
familiar "language labs''. The learning
centers feature individual student carrels
containing audio-pléyback machines.

2. Instructional Materials - a reading and mathe-

matics curriculum covering all the grade
levels, similar in content to typical text-
book content, but delivered in an individual
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and prescriptive manner.

3. Professional Training ~ a preservice training

institute for teachers and administrators

to provide them with a thorough understanding
of the program's objectives and methods and
to instruct them in the operational proce-
dures necessary to implement the program
effectively.

The 0LACSS administered OEO contract provided the
cost of purchase and maintenance of all New Century equip-
ment and materials and the costs of pre~andﬂinjservice
education provided by the Company. Costs and expenses of
L. A. County Staff charged with the responsibility of
administering the program were also included. School
Districts provided classroom space, teachers, aides, school
district administrative support and related expenses.

The New Century program was installed at forty-eight
schools that met OEO eligibility requirements. The most
noteworthy of the school eligibility requirements are:

A. The school must maintain an average monthly usc
of learning centers of at least 85 percent of
capacity and 70 percent of the centers' daily
service capacity must_be students who meet OEOQ
low-income quideliﬁes, and

B. The schools must categorize students ranked in
the fourth quartile on a standardized achievement

composite test as ineligible for participatiomn.
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C. Teachers selected must be fully credentiale.d,
with a minimum of 2 years' experierce in the
district and have met or exceeded district

determined performance appraisal critexia.
NATURE OF COST-EFFECTIVENES3 STUDY

In this age of concern for accountability it becoumes
seductively appealing to raise questions related to the
relative "cost-effectiveness” of programs. The simple
questions, "Is this program cost-effective?" or "Are the
cducational outcomes of this program in line with the associ-
ated costs?" are not ones that ave easily answered. In fact,
there have been very few studies performed which relate costs
and outputs in education or in any other field. Iy

A simplified cost-outcome study requires either
maximizing outcomes or minimizing costs, That is, once we
ascertain the costs and the outcomes of various program
alternatives we either select the altermnative that yields
the largest amount of outcomes for a given cost, or we can
selecﬁ the alternative which wi]i'yield the least cost for a
given level of outcomes. Unfortunately, it is not always
possiblé to either maintain constant costs or constant out-
comes when comparing programs. It's only infrequently that
two progréms cost precisely the same amount to operate and
it's only under certain conditions that outcomes can be
expressed as either having been attained or not attained-and

thus comparable, 9
‘I-5



The typical cost-benefit study solves tﬁis dilemma
and simplifies the problem somewhat by converting outcomes
to dollar equivalencies. That is, educatipnal outcomes
(student achievement) must be converted into an actual or
estimated dollar worth. A cost-benefit study utilizes a
decision rule (one less dollar of cost and one more dollar
of benefit are of equal value) that enables the consideration
of both costs and benefits. Therefore, cost-benefit
decisions are made between alternatives without the necessity
of holding either costs or benefits constant across the
programs. |

But public school practitioners are really not
concerned (especially at the local district or county level)
with performing cost-benefit analyses. One reason for this
is that the navure of data at local district levels does not
lend itself to the performance of cost-benefit analysis.
Secondly, at local levels, we are usually unable and
unwilling to make the conversions of educational outcomes
into dollarABenefits. While the ecounomic gain in earning
power (and other such factors) related to particular
increases in educational outcome can be calculated on five-
year national data, those kinds of estimates are more
difficult, if not impossible at a local school district levei.
(Sg_tell me, Mr. Superintendent, how many dollars is it worth
td-éach child in private benefits of increased earning power
for each one month gain in reading score? And, tell me, how
much is it worth in dollars of public benefit to have a
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next door neighbor who reads at one month's higher ability?)
Cost-benefit analyses are usually left to the economist
dealing with highly aggregated national level.data.

Cost~effectiveness analysis is another kind of
attempt to utilize fiscal data in decision making. Generally,
the procedures compare programs based upon their costs as well
as their outcomes without converting outcome measures into
dollar benefits. It represents no easy task and most studies
err in the direction of presenting analyses well beyond the
capabilities of their data. Cost-effectiveness analysis is
primarily a methodblogy to assist decision makers in showing
relationships between costs associated with an educational
program, and outcomes, or effectiveness. The simples:
way of considering cost is to document in tabular form the
procedures used for determining the incremental. cost of a
specified-prégram and documenting fully the outcomes associ-
ated with that program without attempting to draw a relation-
ship between the tw¢o sets of numbers but assuming that a more
reasonable educational decision can be made based upon a full
understanding of costs in addition to outcomes. Many
cost-effectiveness studies slould be content with such a
simple presentation, for their data does not allow for more
sophisticated analyses or presentations.

A second kind of cost-effectiveness analysis that has
been used is the simple development of a ratio between cost
figures and outcome data. The cost per month gain is a
typical means of expressing this relationship. This provides
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additional information for decision makers; however, é
determination must still be made as to whether the dollar
ratio of achievement gain to cost is considered satisfactory
(is $30 per month gain in reading "good" or "bad"?). One way
of handling this dilemma is, of course, by comparing two
different programs which have been pre-selected at the outset
of the evaluation study,.and in which student populations and
community characteristics are essentially similar. Costs

are determined by the same method in each program and outcomes
are measured in precisely the same manner. In this way, a
comparison of the cost per month gain ratios of each of the
two programs provides some insight into which of the programs
is likely to be most cost-effective.

Two even more sophisticated approaches to cost-
effectiveness analysis have been mentioned in the litcréture
but to our knowledge have not been tried other than in very
limited instances. The first of these more sophisticated
zpproaches entails the prediction of student outcome scores
based upon their pre-test scores and then uses the differences
between their actual attained outcome score and the predicted
outcome score (thcﬂgegression residual) as the basis for the
outcome portion of the cost-effectiveness ratio. This kind
of‘approach has reportedly becen used in a Dal;ag Public
Schools' cost~effectiveness study. An even more sophisticated
approach (described by Alkin in 1967) utilizes multiple regres-
sion techniques with cost as one of tlie predictor variables.
This would seem to be specially. infeasible except in -
situations of a highly controlled research context utilizing

1-8
12



multiple programs and selections of students determined by
the research team. 1In short, not appropriate for most school

district evaluations.
CONSTRAINTS OF THIS STUDY

In discussing the most feaéible data capable-.of
preﬁentation in this particular study, it is necessary to
consider the constraints faced by the evaluators. '

The first thing that must be noted is that this
cost-effectiveness analysis was commissioned in July, 1975,
after the school'year under evaluation had already been
concluded. This precluded the collection of certain types
of data and mandated that the cost-effectiveness team
perform their analysis based upon the design that had been
implemented during that prior year. |

It should be noted that in part because of the
concerns of school districts and by the conception of the .
program by those involvaed, there were no control groups

established. Thus, there are no comparison programs in the

school districts for which comparable outcome data are

available. There may be other programs within some of the
districts which provide compensatory educaFion services but
the nature of the selection of students for thoseprograms
and the co-mingling of funds from different sources, make
comparisons next to impossible for this study. More
thoughtful attention to potential comparison programs at the
outset of the second year evaluation might lead to potential
cost-~effectiveness compérisons for the school year 1975-1976.
1-9 |
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A second determination at an early stage of the
implementation of the program also hindered the cost-effective-
ness analysis. It was determined early in the school year
1974-1975, that undue burdens of test collection would not
be imposed upon the schoo’ distr*~ts., Thus, the students in
all school districts .ols would not be require
to take all tests. .. ! .cheme was designed whereb;
different tests would be taken by different students. This
was perfectly appropriate methodology for providing outcome
information for the evaluation of the ALL WIN-U.S.A. program.
It does, however, hamper the cost-effectiveness analyses
that might be performed. Furthermore, the funding of the
cost-effectiveness analysis at a late date did not allow for
the collection of fiscal data during the course of the
school year. Thus, we were unable to systematically record,
for example, the amount of time that principals spent on the

- program or the regular supplies and materials utilized
within the program.  These data had tb be collected from
school district personnel during July and August on a best
estimate basis using a questionnaire that we devised for
extracting that information.

A further confounding factor was the difficulty of
obtaining data from school district persomnel during the
months of July and August when many of them are typically on
vacation. Enough said. “

The cost-effectiveness evaluation team within all of

the constraints listed above nonetheless recoghizes that the
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function of an evaluation is to provide the best information
possible for decision making. While the researcher's
preference might sometimes be to throw up his hands in dismay
and say ''forget it'", the evaluator will nonetheless attempt
to provide whatever best information is possible, knowing
that a decision must be made. That stance adequately
describes .the position of the cost-c¢ .Lectiveness evaluation

team of this study,.
DESIGN FOR COST-EFFECTIVENESS STUDY

This costeeffectiveness study must, of necessity,
examine cost relationship of the program involved; outcomes
(or effectiveness) must also be considered and, finally,
the relationship between cost and the outcomes must be
considered in some appropriate manner.

Fiécal data for this study were collected from the
various school districts in order to determine those program
cosfs that had been paid from district funds. EEA staff met
with representatives of the various school districts in order
to determine the appropriate fiscal data that might be
available and the most feasible manner of obtaining the data.
Next, a questionnaire was sent to each school .district
requesting various fiscal information, projections of time
spent on the program by related personnel and district fiscal .
- policy relevant areas. Based upon these data (as modified or
refined by follow-up telephone‘calls) various calculations-
were performed in orde& to determine district incurred
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financial expenses. The procedures and formulae for cost
determination are detailed in Chapter II of this report.
Additionally, costs paid for by Los Angeles County Schools
out of the OEO contract were carefully examined in order to
determine the manner in which to best prorate them. These
costs determinations are also detailed in Chapter Two.
Qutcome data collected as a part of the initial
ALL-WIN evaluat ~mpleted ‘August-15, were utilized for

~

considering th. Ziveness of the program. Data from

various of the outcome determinations are summarized in this

2

report but unique analyses have been perforﬁedgonly'for three
of the cognitive achievement measures. For purposes of this
study, it was necessary to have both pre- and post-test data
from the same schools. This kind of data was only available
for the standardized test in reading and the standardized
test in mathematics. Thus we have confined our new analysee
to these two measures. | |
Difficulties in the analysis occurred in the attempt
at drawing comparisons between fiscal data of the ALL WIN
schools and fiscal data for 'comparable programs." Similar
difficulties occurred in making comparisons of ALL WIN
effectiveness data with that of other programs. Stated
simply, and as previously noted in the constraint section,
the lack of comparison programs within the implemented
districts offered great difficulties. The study team,

however, has attempted to overcome the difficulties by
I-12
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géEting "normative" data of compensatory educéﬁidn student
~achievement and compensatory education costs based upon an
extensive computer search of the literature. This computer
search, which is detailed more extensively in Chapter IV,
yielded 681 references which were systematically examined by
tﬁe evaluation staff in a lengthy period of library research.

Moreover, contacts were made with a number of
indiﬁiduals to détermine whether they were aware of appro-
priate a4~ - cher programs that might be used for
"normu....' purposes. Dr. Alex Law .and Dr. Vince Madden of the
Office of Planning and Evaluation, California State Department
of Education, were contacted and EEA was allowed to purchase
a computer print-out of the test scores of all compensatory
education programs in California. Dr. Madden indicated that
the California State Department of Education no longer
collects fiscal data on these programs . hey did several
years ago) as the arount of "noise" in > data was far more
than cculd be tolerated. In short, the . didn't know what they
were —==ting.

Dr. George Mayeske of the Office of Plamning and
Evaluation (USOE) was contacted and indicated that he was not
aware of any studies that would provide the kind of data
needec for this investigation. He indicated that there were
two studies being conducted by their office that will not be
compieted until next Jamuary. Ms. Sue Haggart was contacted
and v=5. unable to offer suggested references but offered
multimi. caveats about the dangers of using fiscal and
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outcome data from other projects for normative purposes.

We are aware of such dangers and have approached this task
with considerable caution. While comparisons of ALL WIN cost
and effectiveness data have been made with cost and effective=-
ness data from other projects, we nonetheless, have attempted
to point out the deficiencies of such comparisons and the
dahgers inherent therein. Contacts were also made with

Dr. Charles Blashchke to discuss the éostjeffectiveness
evaluation performed Ly Education Turnkey:for the Michigan -
State Department of Edﬁcation.‘ Gome data were obtained from
that orgainization that proved to be worth furthex examinatioh.)
The data from that study are discussed more fully in

Chapter 1IV.

T sp=ciiic cost-effectiveness ratios drawn in this
study are., ..n essence, cost per gross outcome unit measures,
as describsas == Taldrip (1974). 1In essence, this amounts to
the provisizme . [ data reflecting the incremental (and total)
cost per mcoith of student gain in outcome score. We have.
to some e:riremt aftempted to provide cost per refined unit
data, bas.. upon the use of regression residuals, but such
data is not camplete owimg to the constraints inherent in

this studsy.




CHAPTER II

COSTS OF THE ALL WIN-USA PROGRAM
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One of the major objectives of the study was to
calculate the total fiscal costs of the ALL WIN-USA Program
for its first full year of operation. To achieve this, the
evaluation staff first assembled a questionnaire designed
to identify the costs incurred by each district that par-
ticipated in the program (see Appendix 1 ). 1In some instances
data were requested which were intended to be used by
evaluation project staff in performing further calculatioas.
Next, in order to calculate the costs of the program that
were paid directly by the grant itself, the staff visited
the OffZce of the Los Angeies County Superintendent of
Schools and obtained the data from the Accountant and
Sﬁecial Projects Unit of the Internal Business Management
Division. These combined:ekpenditures——those made by the
participating;districts azd those made by the grent-repre-

sented the total costs of the program for 1974-1975.

The Questionnaire

Most of the items on the questionnaire asked respon-
dents either to supply specific information from their
respective districts 1974-75 budgets or to estimzte the
amount of time various personnel spent in the program.
Another item .:sked respondemts to estimate approximately
how much was spent on regulz— district supplies and materiais
fc- students enrolled in the program. Several items dealt
with the areas of fringe benefits and one additional item

fccused on whether districts were leasing space for the
. _ Ii-1
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instructional laboratories which were the integral part of
~ the program.

The questionnaire was mailed in early July, 1975 to
each of the eight project directors. A cover letter was
enclosed that indicated the purpose éf the questionnaire and
spacified where to contact the evaluation staff if they had

Yo

any questions (see Appendix 1). Telephon- .50 werc

made te ensure that the questionnaire had been received as

well as to emphasize the importance of completing it by the
deadlime of July 28.

Upon return o= the first queétionnaire, it was
discowared that a pzoject director had.misunderstood three
items.. He had interpreted item three on the questionnaire
to mean the major expz=nditures for special supplies and‘
materials paid by the grant--instead of the more modest
ones made by the distzict for its regular supplies and
mat=rials which were cozsumed by students during the course
of the program. (The expenditures for special supplies~-
since they were supported by the grant--were obtained from
the Oifice of the Los- Angeles County Superintcondent of
Schools.) 1Items four and five were potentially interpret-
able as meaning the expenditures made by the district for
the operations and maintenance of only the ALL WIN-USE
Program--instead of the district's expenditures for operations
and maintenance of its entire school program--as reported in
its 1974-75 budget. As a result of these misinterbretations,
the evaluation staff teiephoned each of the project directors
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‘to clarify what was meant by these three items. This extra
time spent in telephoning each director was worthwhile,
since it became evident that several of the other directors
might have interpreted these items incorrectly. A more
extensive prior field test of the questionne" would"“ve
been desirable, but s..ce thi eatire term of this evaeluation
project was limited, that was not possible. Initial inter-
views with several project directors and close contact with
all directors during the c¢wourse of the data collection
alleviated potential problems.

Throughout the month of July, several districts were
once again telephoned to encourage the directors to complete
their questionnaires. (July was not, of course, an ideal
time to collect data, since several of the directors were
about to leave on vacation, others had just returned, and
one.had already left.) However, by the first week in
August, all questionnaires had been returned and were ready

to be analyzed.
DISTRICTS' EXPENDITURES FOR THE ALL-WIN USA PROGRAM

Expenditures for Salary

Tables II-1/II-2 illustrate the amount of salary‘
that was charged against the ALL WIN-USA Program for the
administrative staff in each district in the program during
1974-75. 1Two types of administrators were involved: (1)
projecc directors who were loéated in each district's central
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TABLE II~1

District Administrators' Salaries Charged to ALL WIN~USA
Program by District for Fiscal Year 1974~75

" School District Numbe, o L .rztors Salar; rercent of Amount of Salary
: in Program FY 1975 Time in Pro~ Applicable to
- gram Program
(1) (2) (3 (4) (5)

Colton | 1 - $28,849 10.0 $2,885
Compton 1 27,595 1.0 276
Duarte 1 _ 4-_27,915 5.0 | 1,39
Fontana : 4' 1 22;420 2.0 448
Garvey : 1 25,000 | 8.0 2,000
Lawndale ' 1 22,568 7.0 1,580
L.A, 'ca';;lt'y Spec. Sch. 2 43,020 5.0 2,150
Ontario-Montclair 1 27,000 | 3.5 _ . 945
1 19,612 1.2 235

Sources: Column 2 and Column 3: Data surplied by participating districts. Column
4: Estimates made by participating districts. Column 5: Column 3 x Columa 4.
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TABLE II-2

Principals' Salaries Charged to ALL WIN-USA
Program by District for Fiscal Year 1974-75

School District Number of Salary Percent of Amount of Salary
Principals FY 1975 Time in Pro-  Applicable to Program
in Program gram

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Colton 4 $ 88,647 25.0 - $22,162

Compton 8 200,813_ - 1.0 . . 2,008

Duarte . 3 71,720 5.0 3,586

Fontana ' 8 178,295 2.5 4,457

Garvey 1 23,444 15.0 3,517

i 1 23,976 8.0 - 1,918

‘Lawndale 5 110,059 3.0 3,302

L.A. County Spec. Sch. 5 105,910 5.0 5,293

Ontario-Montclair 2 45,321 2.3 1,042

2 46,545 2.1 977 -
1 21,507 1.4 301
1 22,865 2.5 572
1 23,879 4.0 955
1 21,252 3.4 723

Sources: Column 2 and Column 3: Data supplied by participating districts.
Column 4: Estimates made by participating districts. Column S: Column 3
x Column 4. ‘

21




offices and (2) building principals at each participating
school.

While the Los Angeles County Special Schools and
the Ontario-Montclair District assigned two individuals in
‘their central offices responsibilities for administering
the ALL WIN Program, the remaining districts assigned only
cne person to assume fhe role of project director (see
Table II-1i). However,lfor both Los Angeles and Ontario-
Montclair, the combined time spent by both administrators in
the program (10.0 percent and 4.7 percent respectively) in
most cases was not reported to be‘much mdre than the time
spent in the districts with one administrafor. Compton
and Fontana's central administrators reported spending the
least time in the program (1.0 percent and 2.0 percent
respectively). It is important to keep in mind that the
percent of time in the program was estiméted by each project
director when he completed the questionnaire and was not done
through direct observation by the evaluation staff. This
fact may explain some of the variation among the districts'
estimates. We would recommend fﬁnding this portion of the
evaluation in the early part of the school yearvhereafter
in order to enable the evaluators to collect observation
data on this dimension.b

As in Table II-1, Table II-2 shows a fairly wide
variation in the time spent. (Again, these were estimated
times~-and not arrived at through direct observation.) The

I1-6
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four principals in Colton spent considerably more time than
their counterparts in the other districts (25.0) and- those
in Comptonrspent the least amount of time (1.0). In most
cases the project directors who completed the questionnaire
indicated that the principals in each of their respective
districts spent the same amount of time in the program. In
contrast, both Garvey and Ontario-Montclair iﬂdicatedlthat
the principals in their districts spent varying amounts of
time in the program.

Table II-3 illustrates the number of teachers who
participated in ﬁhe ALL WIN Program durihg 1974-75 and their
annual salary charged against the program. Since all éhe
instructoys were full-time faculty members in the program,
one hundred percent of their salaries were charged to the
program. The Los Angeles County Special Schools had the
most teachers in the program (10) and Duarte and Garvey had
the least amount (3 each).

Table II-4 shows the number of instructional aides
who participated in the program as well as their annual
salary charged against the preogram for 1974-75. 4s was the
case with the faculty members; all the instructional aides
were full time in the program. In most of the diétricts,
there was at least one instructional aide with each full-
time teacher. The exceptions were the Compton‘bistgict
with eight teachers and seven instructional aides and the
Los Angeles County Special Schools with ten teachers -and
two instructional aides. Since the types of schools that
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TABLE II-3

Teachers' Salaries Charged to
ALL WIN-USA Program by District
for Fiscal Year 1Y74-75

School District Number of Salary Percent of  Amount of Salary
Teachers in FY 1975 Time in Applicable to
Program ’ Program- Progranm
(1) (2) (3) - (4) (5)
Colton 4 $ 58,597 100 $ 58,597.
Compton 8 119,891 100 119,891
Duarte | 3 36,950 100 36,950
Fontana 8 112,855 100 112,855
Garvey 3 43,116 100 43,116
Lawndale 5 71,008 100 . 71,008
L.A. County Spec. Sch. 10 141,110 100 141,110
Ontario-Montclair 8 122,430 100 122,4301

Sources: Column 2, Column 3, and Column 4: Data supplied by participating
districts. Column 5: Column 3 x Columm 4.

27




TABLE II-4

Instructional Aides' Salaries Charged to Arj, WIN-USA
Program by District for Fiscal Year 1974-75

School District Number of Aides  Salary Percent of Amount of Salary
: in Program FY 1975 Eime in Applicable to Program
_ rrogram
W ) 3) (4) ®
Colton ] 6 : $16, 683 - 100 $ 16,683
Compton 7 24,522 - | 100 24,522
Duarte - 3 15,990 100 15,990
Fontana ' 9 ©32,5% 100 32,594
Garvey 3 13,181 100 , }3,181
Lawndale 6 16,549 00 16,549
L.A. County Spec.. Sch. 2 10,587 100 10,587
Ontario-Montclair 8 30,248 100 30,248

Sources: Column 2, Column 3, and Column 4: Data supplied by participating
districts. Column 5: Column 3 x Column 4.
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are administered by the Los Angeles County Superintendent

of Schools are unique (schools designed to enroll students
classified as delinquents), it is not surprising that the
data for these schools do not always follew the same pattern
as those for the other districts. In this instance, there
were fewer aides for the program, in all likelihood, because
each teacher in the program had responsibility for fewer
students than the teachers in the other districts (see Table
II-16). The special nature of the schools dictates that

class size be considerably smaller than it is in a more

typical school district.

One should also mention that even though all the
instructional aides spent full time in the program, some
of their salaries were computed on an hourly basis, some
on a monthly-basis, and others on an annual basis.

Table II-5 illustrates fhe estiﬁated expenditures
for substitute teachers who replaéed the regular full-time
teachers in the program during 1974-75. The expenditures
are estimated, since the project directors were not asked
to identlfy the number of actual days each teacher in the
program was absent during 1974-75. Instead, the evaluation
staff estimated seven days of leave for each instructor.
This estimate was based upon the staff's experiences with
districts throughout the state. (The California Education
Code specifies ten days of leave per instructor, but the
staff felt this did not properly reflect the actual number
of days leave taken.) Thus,thé totai number of days absent

II-8
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TABLE II-5

Estimated Expenditures for Substitute Teachers in

ALL WIN-USA Program for fiscal year 1974-75 v .3
School District Number of =~ Average Number of Total Number Rate of Pay Cost of Substitutes
Teachers in  Days Absent. of Days Absent for Substitutes Applicable to Program
Program .
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Colton 4 7 28 $25 $ 700
o
Compton ! 8 7 56 34 1,904 ™
Duarte o 3 7 21 30 630
Fontana 8 . 7 56 25 1,400
4!
Garvey 3 7 21 30 630
Lawndale 5 7 35 36 1,260
L.A. Co. Spec. Sch. 10 7 70 41 . 2,870
Ontario-Montclair 8 iy 56 28 1,568

Sources: Column 2 and Column 5: Data supplied by participating districts. Column 3:

Department of Education. Column 4: Column 2 x Column 3.

Column 6:

California State
Column 4 x Column 5.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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was arrived at by multiplying the number of tezchers in the
program in each district by the number seven. This product
was then multiplied by the rate of pay for substitutes--
provided by the project di-ectors througr =ie questionnairs
The = . = is the ..t =u:cad expenditﬁres for substitute
teachemis Zn the ALL VWIF “‘rogram by.distzi-t. It should be
Foinzed rut that these zre the only dat: 'n <he study. which
were =2r_ved through estimates made by -l...evaluation s=aff
rathe- (:nan by the project directors in « ch discrict.

The total amou—— of salary for : -somnel in the
ALL WII Program--calcuizated from Tables II-1-5--is shown in

Column 2 of Table II-15.

Expenditures for Health-Welfare Benefits

The project directors were asked to supply the
evaluation staff with the health-welfare benefits that were
given by each district to its certificated employees as well
as to its classified employees. These data are shown in
Tables II-6-8 and Table II-9 respectively.

Tables II-6-7 depict the exPendituresAfor-health—
welfare benefits for administrators (project directors and
building principals) whe had4some responsibilities in the
ALL WIN Program during 1974-75. The annual expenditures
for these fringe benefits--supplied by the project directors--
were multiplied by ﬁhg percent of time each administrator
spent in the program. Although the fringe benefit contri-
bution per certificated employee in Compton is considerably

II-10
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TABLE II-6

Expendityres for Health-Welfare Benefits for Ceutral Administrators
in ALL WIN-USA Program by District for Fiscal Year 1974-75

School District Number ow Administrators Percent of Time Average kExpenditure Cost of mmmwnslﬂmwmmﬂm
. in Program in Program Per Certificated Benefits Applicable to
Employee FY 1975 Program
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5
Colten 1 10.0 $ 453 o $ 45
Compton 1 1.0 - 1,567 . 16
Duarte 1 , 5.0 420 21
Fontauu 1 _ 2.0 636 13
Garvey 1 . 8.0 574 46
Lakiidale u : : 511 36
L.A. Coulngy Uilin, sl 2 W 250 254
Ortardo~wori. L, L 3.5 375 _ 13
1 1.2 375 B 4
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TABLE 'II-7

Expenditures for Health-Welfare Benefits for Principals
in ALL WIN-USA Prog#aii by District for Fiscal Year 1974-75

School DNistrict Number i F Adgjpnistraters

Tt g

Percent of Time
in Program

Average Expenditure
Per Certificated
Employee FY 1975

fost #f Hedlth-le1fare

Benefits Applicable

to Program

8Y) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Colton 4 25.0 $ 453 $453
Compton 8 1.0 1,567 125
Duarte 3 5.0 420 63
Fontana . 8 2.5 636 127
Garvey 1 15.0 574 86

1 8.0 574 46
Lawndale 5 3.0 511 77
L.A. Connty’ Spec. Sch. 5 5.0 2,503 626
Ontarig-Montclair , 1 4.0 375 15

1 3.4 375 13

1 2.5 375 9

2 2.3 375 17

2 2.1 375 16

1 1.4 375 5
Sources: Column 2, Column 3, and Column 4: Data supplied by participating districts. Column 5: Column 2

X Column 3 x Column 4.
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hig-re - than those of 1. other diszricts--wizh the exceptiomn
o= <he Las Angeles Cou=. Spec izl 3chools--the zro-ect
crrzctor and four builZi g prime=inals spent onl: c.ue per-
cenT 0f tneir work loads in tme —rogram. The re. -, of
cour=e, I3 a modast exrendituxe o health and w=.. are
chazzacd =gainst the prozmam. Howaver, simnce the zz-atri-
but:cn Zor health and welfare in —hme Los Angeles Clomnty
Spezial Schools is high--and —he ==rcent of time itz ad-
min-strators are spending in The Drogram is close to the
mear of all districts (4.7 and 5.7 respectively—-th= result
is the highest expenditure for health and welfare in all
districts.

Table II-8 illustrates the districts' ezpezmditures
for healthk and welfare benefits for teachers in zh= ALL WIN
Prozram. Since all instructors were full time ir tk= program,
one hundred percent of the average annual expenditurs per
certified employee was charged-against the prograr. As in
Tables II-6 and II-7, the Compton District and tie Lcs
Angeles County Spezial Schools mad the highest expenditures
for hcalth and welfare benefits

Tatle II-9 shows the expenditures that districts
contz=ibuted towarc: health and welfare bemefits fcr
imst—uctional afce=s in zhe ALL WIN Program. As in Tzble
ITI-8, the averags =xpemtiture per classified =mployee was
chargo? =gadinst the progr=m, sizmce all instrmctzonzl aides
wer= fwl_ time in the program. In three djstricrts, the

II-12
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TABLE II-

8

Expenditures for Health-Welfare Benefits for Teachers in

ALL WIN-USA Program by District

for Fiscal Year H@VA-Nm

School District Number of Teachers Percent of Tine

Average Expenditurc Per

Cost of Health-Welfare

in Program in Program nmwﬂwmwnmﬂmm,uevuowmm Benefits Applicable to
FY 1975 Program
1 (2) (3) (4) (5)
Colton 4 100 $§ 453 $ 1,812
Compton 8 100 1,567 112,536 '~
b pe 3 100 420 1,360 -
ottt taa 8 100 36 5,088
- Garvey 3 100 574 V,722
Lawndale [ 100 S1i1 2,555
L.A. County Spec. Sch. 10 100 2,034 20,340
Otitaclo-Mont s tair , $ 100 375 3,000
nources:  Column 2, Goluin 3, and Column 4: Data supplied by parxlicijiallhg gNawﬂwa.m Uotugy 8¢ cdliimn 2 x

Column 3 x Column 4.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE

ir-9

Expenditures for Heglthi-Welfate Benefiis for Tnstructional Aides

in ALL WIN-USA Program by District for Fiscal Year 1Y74-75

Scheal Distrilct

ZC::.ZL ' %
in Program

Percent of Time
in Program

Average Expenditure

Per Classified
Liwployee LY 1975

Cos

A

¥
+

i

uof Health-Welfare Benefits
itable tu Prograw

(1) (2) 3 (4) (5)
Eolton 6 100 $ 113 $ 678
Conpton 7 100 1,008 7,476
Duarte 3 164 421} 1,260
routand ] 100 37% 3,000
Cirvers 3 100 . 1,722
Hmﬁjmmwm 5 100 511 3,555
L.A. County Spec. Sch. 1 100 1,452 1.852

1 100 1,786 1,786
Ontario~-Montclair 8 100 hsn 3,600

Sources: Column 2, Cnlumn 3, and Column 4: Data supplied by participating districts. Column 5: Column 2

X Column 3 x Column 4.

6

€

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



expenditures per classified emplovees were the same as

those for certificated employees. I Ontario-Momtclair

the expenditure per classified empio==e was repcTtec as
higher than that per certificated =mployee. As in Tables
IT-6, II-7, and II-8, the expenditrires for health and
welfare per certificated employee e highest in the
Compton District and tie Los Angeles lounty Special Schools.
With the exception oZ Los Angeles Cormity Special Schools,
all of the instructionz1 aides withi: each district were
given the same expendir:—e for heaitk and walZare. In the
special schocls of Los Anageles County , however. each of the
two instructional ailszs was given &iffe—ent alloczticms,
since one was employed by the Count- -m a frll-tims busis

and the other on only a 75 percent bagis.

Expenditures for Rertireme=t “eneIit:

The esxpenditures for re—remsnt benefi-s . are
computed for Doth cextif. zred awnd cirssified emz_oyees of
the ALL WIN Program. Th= = are ‘hcwm in Tabl=: I7-10 and
IT-11. Since &1l of thes :mployees in the study wsre Dpart
of either the California State Teachers Retiremer. System
or the California Public “mployess RetZremenmt 3ys—em, there
was no need to collect re-ivement ¢ Te Trom the project
directors. Table IZ~'! shows that « 7 percsnt s the
- salaries for certificated emplioyee:  entral s —nistrators,
building principals, and imstruc—ors’ in the p-oz—=m was
the retirement contritution each disz—ict made; =ud this

II-16
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amonnt was charged against the ALL WIN Program. In turn,
TabZe II-11 shows that 13.45 percent of the salaries for
classified employees (instructional aides) in the program
wz3 contributed for retirement, and this was also charged
against the program. One should menEion that 5.85 percent
of the 13.45 percent for classified employees was the
district contribution toward Social Security benefits and
the remaining percent went to the California Public
Eﬁployees Retirement System. -

The total amount of health and welfare benefits
including retirement benefits for personnel in the ALL WIN

Program--calculated from Tables II-6 to II-1ll--is shown in

Coltmn 3 of Table II-15.

Exp:mditures for Regular Supplies and Materials

Table II-12 illustrates the expenditures for regular
supr lies and materials that were consumed by students in
each: district who were enrolled in the ALL WIN Program during
1974-75. These expenditures were estimated by the project
directers when they completed their questionnaires. It must
.be stressed that these are supplies and materials other than
those which weré paid for directly by the grant itself. This
iatter expenditure--in comparison to the districts' expendi-
tures for the more or less daily suppiies and materials--
were far more extensive.

The total expenditures for regular supplies and
materials in all districts is shown in Column 4 of Table II-15.

I1-17
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TABLE II-10

Expenditures for Retirement Benefits for Certificated Employeecs
in ALL WIN-USA Program by District for Fiscal Year 1974-75

School District Salaries of Certifi- Percent of Employee Cost of Retirement
cated Employees Appli- Saiary Contributed Contribution Appli-
cable to the Program by District for cable to Program

Retirement
1) (2) (3) (4)

Colton $ 83,644 ' 4.8 $4,015

Compton 122,175 4.8 5,864

Duarte 41,932 4.8 2,013

Fontana 117,760 4.8 5,652

.Garvey 50,551 4.8 : . 2,426

Lawndale 75,896 4.8 3,643

L.A. Co. Spec. Sch. 148,553 4.8 7,131

Ontario-Montclair 128,180 4.8 6,153

Sources: Colum 2: From Table II-1/II-3. Column 3: California Education
Column 4: Column 2 x Column 3. Code.




TABLE II-11

Expenditures for Retirement Benefits for Classified Employees
in ALL WIN-USA Program by District for Fiscal Year 1974-75

School District Salaries of Classified Percent of Employee Cost of Retirement

Employees Applicable Salary Contributed Contribution Appli-
to Program by ?istrict for cable to Program
Retirement
(1 (2 i (3 4

Colton ' $16,683 13.45 ‘ $2,244
Compton 24,522 i3.45 N 3,298
Duarte 15,990 13.45 - 2,151
Fontana 32,594 13.45 4,384
Garvey 13,181 : 13.45 1,773
Lawndale 16,549 . 13.45 2,226
L.A. Co. Spec. Sch. 10,587 13.45 1,424
Ontario-Montclair 30,248 13.45 4,068

Sources: Column+<2: From TableII-4. Column 3: California Education Code.
Column 4: Column 2 x Column 3,
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TABLE IT-12

Expenditures for Regular Supplies and Materials Used in ALL
‘WIN-USA Program by District for Fiscal Year 1974-75

School District ' Regular Supplies and Materials
w @)

Colton - § 150

Cémpton ' 3,674

Duarte 3,888

Fontana ' 3,016

Garvey A 5,420

Lawndale ' | 100

Los Angeles County Special Schools 'f,780
Ontario-Montclair . | 1,400

Sources: Column 2: Estimates made by participating districts.
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Expenditures for Plant Operations and Maintenance

Tables II-13 and II-14 illustrate the percent of
expenditures by district for plant operations and maintenance
that were charged against the ALL WIN Program. The project
directors were asked to provide the total expenditures--
as recorded in their districts' 1974-75 budgets--for plant
«operations-and maintenance as well as the total number of
full-time teachers in their districts. The evaluation
staff then computed the cost of both plant operations and
maintenance per full—time‘instructor in the district and
multiplied each of these amounts by the number of instructors
in each district who participated in the ALL WIN Program.
Garvey and the Los Angeles County Special Schoolé had the
lowest total -expenditures for plant operations (the latter
schools, in ali likelihood, because of their 3pecial“nature
and the fact that some maintenance and operations costs might
be -subsumed in an other than education budget), and Compton
and Colton had the highest total expenditures. For main-
tenance, Garvey, Duarte, and the Los Angeles County Special
Schools had the lowest total expenditures and Compton and
Onta;io—Hontclair had the highest.

The total expenditures for plant operations and
maintenance in all districts is shown in Columns 5 and 6

respectively of Table II-15.
I1-21
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TABLE TT-13

Expenditures for Plant okumnwosm for ALL WIN-USA
Program for Fiscal Year 1974-75

School District Total Cost of Total Number of - Cost of Plant Number of Cost. of Plant Opera-

Plant Operations Full-Time Teachers Operations Per Hmmnrmwm tions Applicable to
FY 1975 v in District Full-Time Teacher ia Program Program
: in District
W @ } ) @ (5) )
Colton $1,177,262 439 . $2,682 4 '$10,728 2
Compton 3,455,653 1,374 . 2,515 | 8 20,120
Duarte 389,495 . 179 | 2,176 3 | 6,519
Fontana 1,208,960 545 2,28 s 17,74
Garvey 289,708 228 . 1,271 3 | N 3,813
Lawndale 521,050 | 194 2,686 5 13,430
L.A. Co. Spec. Sch. upmrooo . 152 2,012 10 20,720
Ontario-Montcl. 769,950 609 1,264 8 10,112 )
Sources: Column 2, Column w. and Colwn 5: Data supplied d%.vmunwnwvmnwsw districts. Column 4: Column
2 divided by Column 3. Column 6: Column & x Column 5. . .
@)

O
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TABLE II-14

Expenditures for Maintenance for ALL WIN-USA Program
for Fiscal Year 1974-75

School District Total Cost of Total Number of Cost of Maintenance Number of Cost of Maintenance
Maintenance Full-Time Teachers ‘Per Full-Time Teacher Teachers in Applicable to Program
FY 1975 in District in District Program

(1) (@) (3) (8 A (5) (6)

Colton $496,110 439 $1,130 - 4 $ 4,520

Compton | 922,302 1,374 . 671 8 5,368

Duarte 110,074 179 615 3 1,845

Fontana 710,229 s 1,303 8 10,424

Garvey | 73,724 228 323 : 3 | 969

Awmzsappm 167,497 . . 194 S 863 5 | 4,315

L.A. Co. Spec.Sch.135,000 ° 152 888 . 10 8,880

Ontario-Montcl. 832,035 609 - 1,366 . 8 10,928
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Total District Expenditures

The total district expenditures for the ALL WIN
Program are shown in Column 7 of Table II-i5. These
expenditures were the direct costs of .instruction for the
program during 19i4—75. In terms of total expenditures,

Duarte and Garvey had the lowest expenditures and Compton,

Fontana, :and the .Los Angeles -Special Schools had the highest

expenditures. The total direct expenditures in all dis-
tricts for the program were $1,249,288.

Table II-16 presents both the number of stations
(booths thaf contain the New Century audio-visual devices)
that were available in each district as well as the number
of students who were enrolled in the program. While the
official enrollment by center was reported monthly to the
Office of the Los Angeles County Superintendent‘of Schocols,
the enrollment shown in Table II-16 was taken from the June

1975 report. The evaluation staff compared these data with

‘those from other monthly reports and found that the enroll-

ment figures did not vary significantly among the reports.
Column 5 of Table II-16 shows the total district

costs per student of the program. This per student cost

was derived by dividing the total costs for each district

by the district's enrollment. The average per student cost

 was $156. Duarte had the lowest per student costs of all

districts and the Los Angeles Couhty Special Schools had
the highest per student costs. The costs were high for
the special schools of Los Angeles County because each school

II-24
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TABLE II-15

Total District mxvo=QWﬁchm.on ALL WIN-USA Program by
District for Fiscal Year 1974-75

School District Total Salaries Total Health- wmmcpmw.mcwwpwom.vpmsﬁ owowmﬁwoam.zmwsﬂmsmbnm Total

Applicable to ‘Welfare Benefits  and Materials Applicable Applicable District
Program Applicable to Applicable to to Program to Program  Costs
Program Program Applicable
. : to Program
¢S N ¢)) @ @ (5) (6) )

Colton i - §101,027 $ 9,247 $ 150 a.wo.umm $ 4,520 $ 125,672
Compton 148,601 29,315 u.mua 20,120 5,368 207,078
Duarte 58,552 . 6,768 3,888 | 6,519 1,845 77,572
Fontana 151,754 18,264 3,016 17,744 10,424 201,202
Garvey | 64,362 - 7,821 5,420 3,813 | 969 82,385
Lawiidale 93,699 11,092 100 13,430 4,315 122,636
L.A. Co. Spec. Sch. 168,602 33,412 A 1,780 20,720 ; 8,880 233,394
Ontario-Montclair 159,996 16,913 1,400 : 10,112 10,928 199,349

Total 946,593 132,832 19,428 103,186 47,249 1,249,288
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Sources: Column 2: From Tables II-1/II-5. Column 3: From Tables II-6/II-1l. Column 4: From Tahle
“II-12. Column 5: From Table II-13. Column 6: From Table II-14. Column 7: Total of Columns
N.lma
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TABLE II-16

Total District Expenditures Per mmcmmnn.wn ALL WIN-USA Program by -
District f¢? Flacal Year 1974-75

School District Number of Stations Number of Daily Students -  Total District Total District Costs

nomnm.om Program Per Student
(1) (2) 3 . (4) (5)

Colton 134 _ , 710 . $125,672 $177 |

Compton . 308 1,580 - 207,078 , 131

Duarte 108 548 . 77,572 . 120 ~

Fontana 230 1,132 . 201,202 178 =

Garvey 92 552 . 82,385 “ 149

Lawndale 184 960 - 122,636 T 128

Los >mmmpmm Co. Spec. Sch. 162 - 906 233,394 258

Ontario-Montclair 276 1,514 M ‘ | 197,349 132

Total 1,494 , 8,bu2 1,249,288 156
mo¢nnmw" Column 2.and Column 3: .ALL WIN-USA Statistical Summaries Supplied by the Office of the Los Angeles
County Superintendent of Schools. - Column 4: From Table II-15. Column 5: <Column 4 divided by Column 3.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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in the program had a lower teacher-student ratio than did
the other districts that participated in the program.
Another possible explanation for the cost of the program
in special schools is the extent to which it was used as

the '"regular" program rather than a '"supplementary' one.

EXPENDITURES FOR THE ALL WIN-USA PROGRAM
MADE FROM THE FEDERAL GRANT

In addition to the coste incurred directly by school
districts, thers were other expenses paid for directly by
the f=deral grant. vaaluafian‘project staff feels that it
is: irportant to exa—ine these costs in two caztegcries: On;

geing expenditures, and start-up expenditures.

On-Going Expenditures

Table IiI-17 illusﬁrates the expenditures that were
considered to be on-going each year that the program is
operated. These expenditures were paid for directly by the
grant. The largest on-going expenditure was for instructional
supplies. This amount is considerably hjigher than the ex-
penditures made by the individual districts for their
regular supplies and materials (see Table TI-12). The
expenditures for thz Los Angeles County Educational Auditor
and for Evaluation were grouped separately from the remain-
ing on-going expenditures because they are both items that
might undergo some change in scope each year that the
program is conducted in school districts. The on-going

I1-27
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expenditures excluding the two items relating to evaluation

are $662,174.

Start-Up Expenditures

Table II-18 represents the sfart—ﬁp expenditures
that were paid for difééti& by the grant. They were con-
sidered to be ''start-up’ because they would not have to be
made =ach time the program was offered in a school district.
Each af the four items was amortized over a specified number
of: ymars. This period of time was arrived ;t through
estimates made by evalmation project staff after consulta-
tion~with several proj=ct directors.

The item of pr=-service training invoived a one-
week training sessioﬁ of the ALL WIN Program instructors
prior to the initiation of the prograﬁ. The rationalization
for amortizing the session over a five-year period was that
the instructors presently in the progfam’would, in all
likelihood, not require any additional pre-service training
in the first five years of the program. However, after
five years there is a"strong probability that the program
would have to undergousome extensive changes which might
then require new pre-service training.

The audiovisual equipment and the typewriter (the
létter purchased for the project director's secretary and
housed at the Office of the Los Angeles County Superinten-
dent of Schools) were amortized respectively over a four-
and five-year period. The carrels, however, were amortized

11-28
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TABLE II-17

i

On-Going Expenditures of ALL WIN-USA Program
Paid Directly by the Grant for Fiscal Year 1974-75

Category Amount of Expenditure
) - | (2)
Project Director . ' $ 26,232
Typist - : 7,908
Fringe Benefits : 5,623
In-Sexvice Training ) ‘ 25,300
Instructional Supplies | ' 558,777
Office Supﬁlies 965 -
Mileage and Conferences . R 2,169
Contract Maintenance §§4399

Sub-Total On-Going Expenditures ' $662,174
Los Angeles County Educationsl Auditor 13,134
Evaluation 58,076

Sub-Total On-Going Evaluation Expenditures $ 71,210

Total On-Going Expenditures Including
Evaluation $733,384

Sources: Column 1 and Column 2: Data supplied by the Office of the
Los Angeles County Superintendent of Schools.
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TABLE II-13

Amortizaticn of Start-Up Expenditures of ALL WIN-USA P—ogram
J ~Paid Lirectly by the Grant for Fiscal Year 1974-7-

Category Amount of Start- Years of Armortized

- Up Expenditure Amortization Expenditure
e (2) (3) (@
Pre-Service Training $ 70,400 . 5 314,080
Audiovisual Equipment 253,394 4 63,349
Carrels 54,373 10 5,487
Typewriter 770 5 154
Total Amortized Expenditures 83,070

Sources: Columns 1 and 2. Data supplied by the &Tice of the Los Angeles
County Superintendent of Schools. Column 3: Zstimates made by par—icipating
districts. Column 4: Column 2 divided by Colmmn 3.
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over a ten~year period, s?nce unlike the equipment, they
had no movable parts and therefore were not subjected to
"wear.and tear" by the students. The total yearly start-
up expenditures, amortized over their respective periods,

were $83,070.

Total Grant Expenditures

Table II-19 illust:ates the total expenditures
(on-going and start-up) for the ALL WIN Program which were
paid for directly by the grant. The total expenditures
were $816,454. When this amount was divided by the total
number of studenté enrolled in the program (8,002), the
resull showed a total cost of $102 per student--which was

paid directly by the grant.
TOTAL EXPENDITURES FOR ALL WIN-USA STUDENTS

Total Direct Expenditures

(Not Including Indirect Costs)

Table II-20 shows in Column 3 the total expenditures‘
of the ALL WIN Program. These expenditures represent the
total expenditures made by all the districts that partici-
pated in the program (Column 1) as well as those expenditures
that were paid for directly by the grant (Column 2). Since
the total expenditures for the program were $2,053,072, and
there were 8,002 students enrclled in the program throughout
the eight districts, the total cost of enrolling each student
in the program for 1974-75 was'$258f
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TABLE II-19

Total Grant Expenditures Per Student in ALL WIN-USA
Program for Fiscal Year 1974-75

Total On-Going Total Amortized Total Costs

_ Number of Total Costs
Expenditures Expenditures Paid by Grant  Daily Per Student Paid
Including Students by Grant
Evaluation
e§ | ) (3) ) (s)
$733,384 $83,070 $816,454 8,002 $102

Sources: Column 1:
3z

From TableTI-17. Column 2: From Table TT-~18.
5:

Column
-Total of columns 1 and 2. Column 4: From Table II-16.

Column
Column 3 divided by Column 4.
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TABLE II-20

Total Direct Expenditures Pexr Student in ALIL WIN-USA

Program for Fiscal Year 1974-75

Total Expenditures Total Expenditures Total Expenditures Number of Total Direct Costs Per Student
Made by Districts Made by Grant of Program Daily Students in Program
for Program for Program -
(1 (2) (3) “ - ®)
$1,249,288 $816,454 $2,065,742 8,002 : $258 ~h
: | 1o]
Sources: Column 1: From Table II-15. Column 2: From Table II-19. Column 3: Total of Columns

.1 and 2.

Column 4: From Table II-16. Column 5: Column 3 divided by Column 4.

IC
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Total District Expenditures
(Including Other Program costs)

Table II-21 illustrates the total of other program
expenditures incurred by each district that participated in
the program. Thesé‘expenditures were calculated in the
following way. The eight project directors indicated on
the questionnaire the ﬁotal amount of expenditures that
were made in each of their districts for 1974-75. The
evaluation staff subtracted from each of these totals the
direct cost of the ALL WIN Program in each respective
district (see Table II-15). These new totals (Column 4
‘of Table II-21) then fépresented each district's expendi-
tures excluding their expenditures for the ALL WIN Program.
By dividing these totals by each district's average daily
attendance for 1974-75 (which the evaluation staff obtained
by telephoning the offices of the Los Angeles County
Superintendent of Schools and the San Bernardino County
Superintendenf of Schools), the total district costs per
student excluding the costs of the ALL WIN Program (Column
6 of Table II-21) were derived., By multiplying each of
these costs by the number of students enrolled in the ALL
WIN Program in each district, the evaluation staff obtained
the costs of the regular program in the eight participating
districts (Column 8 of Table II-21).

Compton had the highest indirect costs of the
progfam and Los Angeles County Special Schools had the
lowest fegular program costs. Since Compton had the highest
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total expenditures- and Los Angeles County Special Schools
hhad one of the lowest of the eight districts,_these results
are not surprising. Because of the special nature of the
schools administered by Los Angeles County, the evaluation
staff calculated the total regular pfogram costs of the
program in each district as well as the total regular pro-
gram costs in each district exceﬁt the Los Angeles County
Special Schools. Each of these totals are also shown in
Table II-21.

Table II-22 depicts the total expenditures includ-
ing the regular program costs that were incurred during
1974~75 in conducting the ALL WIN Program (Column 5). When
these total expenditures were divided by the total number
of enrolled étudents, the total expenditures per student
($1,380) were derived.

Once again, because of the special nature of the
schools administered in Los Angeles County, the evaluation
staff also calculated the total expenditures of the ALL WIN
Program in all districts except Los Angeies County. To do
thic, the staff subtracted the total expenditures for Los
Angeles County Special Schools (shown in Table 15) from the
total expenditures made by all districts. The staff also
subtracted the regular program costs for the special schools
of Les Angeles County (shown in Table II-21) from the total
regular program costs of the program in all districts. To
subtract the share of the expenditures made by the grant for
Los Angeles County Spééial Schools, the staff first determined

II-35
56




TABLE II-21

Total Regilar Program Zxpanditures Per Student in ALL WIN-USA

Program by Digtrict for Fiscal Year 1974-75 ¢
. ogram
School District Total Districe Tetal District Total District District Total District Number of Daily eﬁﬁmv.wmmmwwmmmmom Al
Expenditures Expenditures for Expenditures Average Expenditures Per Students in All Win Dis Mwmamsnm PY 1675
Including All Win All Win Program Excluding All Daily ADA Excluding Program FY 1975 Win
Program FY 1975 FY 1975 Win Program ¥Y 1975 Attendance All Win Program
FY 1975 FY 1975 J
ay
(10 (2) 3) (%) (5) (6) (D) (8
Colton $ 13,670,215 $125,672 $ 13,544,543 11,495 $1,178 710 $ 836,380 .
Compton 45,923,969 207,078 45,716,891 33,397 1,369 . 1,580 2,163,020 L0
Duarte 5,362,733 77,572 5,285,161 4,300 1,229 648 796,392
Fontana 15,482,139 201, 202 15,280,937 13,048 1,171 1,132 1,525,572
Gatvey 7,134,371 " 82,385 7,051,986 5,985 1,178 552 650,256
Lawndale 5,520,407 122,636 5,397,771 5,224 1,033 960 991,680
L.A. Co. Spec. Sch. ° 5,575,770 233,394 5,362,376 8,048 664 906 601,584
Ontario-Montclair 17,297,684 199,349 17,098,235 15,932 1,073 1,514 1,624,522
8,002 8,989,406
Total 115,967,288 1,249,288 114,717,900 97,429
Total excluding
L.A. Co, mﬁumn- -Nsowm mnumﬂnmNN
Sch. 110,391,518 1,015,894 109,375,524 89,381
Sources: Column 2: Data mcvwwumm by participating districts. Column 3: From Table II-15, nmwnss 4: Column
3 subtracted from Column 2. Column 5: Data supplied by office of Los Angeles County Superintendent of
Schools and office of San Bernardino County Superintendent of Schools, Column 6: Column 4 divided by
Column 5. Column 7: Prom Table II-16. Column 8: Column 6 x Column 7.
o=

[E
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) TABLE HHINN.

Tctal Expenditures Per Student in ALL WIN-USA Program for Fiscal Year 1974-75
(Including Regular Program Costs)

Special Schools

School District Total Direct Total Regular Total Expenditures Total Number of Total
District Program District Made by Grant: Expenditures Daily Expenditures
Expenditures EXxpenditures for for Program Students in per Student
for Program Program Program in Program
(L (2) (3 (4) (s) (6) (7)
: 0
He)
All Districts $1,249,238 $8,989,4.5 $ 816,454 $ 11,055,148 8,002 '$1,382
All Districts
excluding )
Los Angeles Co. 1,015,894 8,387,822 124,031 10,127,747 7,096 - 1,427

N

Sources: Column 2: From Table II-15. Column 3: From Table II-21. Column 4: From Table II-20. Column

5: . Total of Columns 2, 3, and 4. Column 6: From Table II-16. Column 7: Column 5 divided by Column
6. _
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the percent of total students which were enrolled in the
special "schools (11.32 percent). This percentage was then
multiplied by the total grant expenditures to obtain the
grant expenditures that went to the special schools of Los
Angeles County (§92,423). Subtracting that amount from the
total grant expenditures produced the total expenditures
made by the grant to all districts excluding Los Angeles
County Special Schools (Column 4 of Table II-22). Finally,
dividing this amount by the number of students enrolled in
all districts except Los Angeles County Special Schools, the
evaluation staff derived the total expenditures per student
(excluding Los Angeles County Special Schools) enrolled in

the program (Column 7 of Table II-22).
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The educational impact of the ALL WIN-USA Program
during the 1974-75 school yéar has been assessed and re-
ported in the final evaluation report of Educational
Evaluaticn Associates. In an effort to identify information
that will be most useful in performing a rigorous cost-
effectiveness analysisvof the ALL WIN Program, we reviewed
the evaluation procedures and outcome data that were prev-
iously reported.

Although a number of different outcome measures
covering a variety of program effects were utilized in the
original evaluation design, only the student cognitive out-
comes lend themselves to a reliable cost-effectiveness
methodology. Measures of student, staff and parent affect
were used in the evaluation, but the outcome data generated
by these instruments must be cautiously regarded as
"suggestive" of the program's impact. This concern for.the
possible unreliability of these data was shared by the EEA
evaluators as they commented that ''the general ineffective-
ness of affective measures or the inability of educational
programs to alter affect is, ofAcourse,'a hotly debated
issue in the field of educational evaluation® (EEA: 1975,
p. 55). '

Student cognitive effects were assessed with stan-
dardized achievement measures and criterion-referenced
tests. The latter were constructed to measure specifically
the learning objectives of the New Century educational
program, the curriculum package which provided the instruc-

III-1
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tional feoundation for thé ALL WIN-USA Program. The testing
procedures for these criterion-referenced tests followed a
rather complex sampling plan that was designed to avcid
overlap with district standardized testing, and to minimize
testing time in general. The actual sampling plan for the
criterion-referenced reading tests appears in Table III-1,
while Table III-2 presents the compafable plan for Mathematics
tests. It is important to note from these tables that
approximately half of the learning centers were scheduled
for either pre-~testing or post-testing. Unfortunately,
collection of these outcome data revealed that only four
mathematics centers reported complete pre- and post-test
results, while comparable data for the reading centers was
even more critically scarce. Since complete pre- and post-
test data for the same schools are necessary for meaningful
cost~effectiveness”assessments,.the criteriqn—referenced
results are unusable for our purposes. Consequently, we
defexr further discussion of these data in favor of the
standardized achievement outcomes.

Procedures for the analy-is of standardized achieve-
mént outcomes included a pretest-posttest gain analysis, as
well as a time series assessment of the program's impact.
The latter was performed by comparing student performance
on standardized tests to their achievement growth in previous
years. Reccrds of ALL WIN students in grades three, four,
five and six were searcned for test scores from the vears
1973 and 1974. Stud-nt; with comparable end-of-year test

ITI-2
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TABLE III-1

School and Grade Sampling Plan for Criterion-Referenced Reading Tests -

District School Grades

Duarte . Andres- ' Pre Pre Pre
Unified Duarte
Duarte Pre/ Pre/
High School . Post Post
NorthviewV 77777 Post Post Pre Pre
Lawndale Anderson Pre Pre Pre
.Elementary Roosevelt Pre Pre. Pre
Addams Post Post Post
Green Post Post Post
Rogers ) Post Post
Fontana Randall Pre Pre Pre
Pepper o
Ontario- Missicn Pre
Montclair _
Colton Lincoln Post
Unified , — : _ .
Number pretested 200 150 200 100 100 80 80
Number posttested 150 150 150 120 12¢ 80 80




TABLE III-2

School and Grade Sampling Plan for Criterion-Referenced Mathematics Tests

District School Grades
L 5 6 7 8 9 10

Fontana Oleander Pre/ Pre/ Pra/
Unified : Post Post Post
N. Tamarind Pre/ Pre/ Pre/
Post Post Post
Ontario- Imperial Pre/ Pre/
Montclair Post ‘Post
DeAnza . Pre/ Pre/
Post Post
Number pretested - 110 110 110 180 180 .
Number posttested - 110 110 110 180 180

—
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scores were then selected for an analysis of the program's
- impact during the present year over achievement growth in

previous years when students did nct participate in ALL WIN

learning centers. The range of standardized instruments,

their forms and levels of administration during the three-

year period appear in Table III-3.

In order to determine the differential impact of
the ALL WIN program, two periods of achievement growth were

T

statistically compared f£6r different "cohorts," or groups

of students. Period "A" referred to achievement gain from
1973 to 1974, and was termed ''predicted gain' since it repre-
sents the amount of growth that might Be expected in the
absence of the ALL WIN program. Period "B' referred to

achievement gain from 1974 to 1975, and was termed 'actual
gain' since it represented the effect of the ALL WIN program.
Superior perfbrmance by ALL WIN students would be indicated
by greater achievement gain during Period B than during Period
A. This information is summarized in the upper portions of
Table III-4. Specific comparisons of actual and predicted
gains were carried.out for four separate cohorts of students
whose progress’through the ALL WIN program began at different
times in their eduéational careers. These groups are pre-

¢ sented in the lower portion of Table III-4.

The results of this analysis are summarized in Table

ITII-5 for the reading centers, and Table III-6 for the Math
centers. Inspection of these tables indicates that about
28% of all reading center compérisoné showed superior achievement

III-5
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TABLE III-3

Standardlzed Achievement Tests Administered In Each
Dlstrict and Grade for Each of Three Years

'Distrlct Grada 75 Postzest 74 Posttest 73 Posttest
Colton Unified 3 CPT-23A CPT-23A CPT-12A-
4 CTBS-Q2 CPT-238 CPT-23A

5 CTBS-Q2 CTBS-Q2 CPT-238

6 CTBS-Q2 CTBS-Q2 CTBS~-Q2

Compton Unified 3 CTBS-SC CPT-128 CPT-12A
5 CTBS-S1 _CPT~23R CPT-23A

5 CTBS-S2 CTBS~Ql CPT-238

6 CTBS-S2 CTBS~Q2 CTBS~-Q1
Fontana Unlfied ls CTBS-S1 CPT~23! CRT-23A .
5 CT8s-Q2 TBS~Q2 CPT-23A

6 CTBS-Q2 CTBS~Q2 " CTBS-Q2

Garvey Elementary 3 CPT-23B. CPT~23A CPT-12A
4 CTBS-Q2 CPT~23B CPT-23A

5 CTBeS-Q2 - CTBS~Q2 CPT-233

Ontario-Montclalr 3 C78s-S) CPT~23A CPT-12A
Elementary k4 CTeS-S1 CPT~23B CPT-23A
5-6 CTBS-S2 CTBS-Q2 CPT-238B




TABLE III-¢4

ACHIEVEMENT GAIN PERIODS ANL- STUDENT COHORTS
COMPARED IN "STANDARIZED TIME-SERIES" ANALYSIS

Gain Period Time Span All Win Status
2 (predicted) 1973 post-test to 1974 pre-test | Not implemented
B ( actual ) 1974 post-test to 1975 pre-test | Implemented
Student Cohort 1973 l2~i 75

1 -2 -3 Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3

2 -3~ 4 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4

3 -4-~5 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5

4 -5~ 6 Grade 4 “Grade 5 Grade 6




gain during the period of ALL WIN implementation. For the
Math centers, only one comparison out of a total of three
proved significant. The tentative nature of the Math center
results was pointed out in the evaluatien report.

Procedures for the standardized pre-test/post-test
gain analysis included all learning center students who were
Pre~ and post-tested withh a normed reading or mathematics
test for purposed other than cthe evaluxtion of the ALL WIN
program. These purposes included statewide, district and
Title I testing, and utilized the Cooperative Primary Test
(CPT), the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS), and
the Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT). The actual
distribution of these tests across districts and grade
levels appears in Table I[II-7.

Standardized achievement effects were determined
by statistically comparing mean pre-test/post-test gain
scores to an estimated criterion of 1.25 months growth for
each month of center operation. Beccause ALL WIN centers
were only operational for eight school months, the observed
pre-test, post-test gaing were acjusted by a factor of
10/8 ths. This correction factor was intended to project
each center's achievement growth through a regular ten month

school year. The comparisons of "adjusted" pre-test/post-
test growth were then made for each s:hool, district and
grade level in both reading and mathematics. The results
for each grade level are summarized in the upper portion of

Table III-8 for reading, and the lower portion of Table TII-8

IT{-8
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for Math. Inspection of these findings indicates a greater
achievement growth at upper grade levels in both reading and
mathematics. |

In an effort to utilize the most powerful analytic
tools to provide outcome data that would be useful for a

cost-effectiveness analysis of the ALL WIN program, the

--gtandardized pre- -and -post-test scores were re—analyzed by

the method of linear regression (Guilford, 1965). This
procedure generates a statistical prediction equation that
specifies the expected relationship between pre-test score
levels and their corresponding predicted post-test levels.
The analyses were performed separately for each grade level

in reading and mathematics, and the results of these

analyses .are presented in Table III-9 for the standardized

reading outcomes, and in Table III-10 for the qorres§0nding
mathematics outcomes. Inspection of the prediction equations
in Table III-9 indicates a differential pattern of pre-test/
pnst-test growth from grades 2 through 6. We determine

this by inspecting the number that multiplies the pre-test
levels in each of the prediction equations. For examinle,

at grade 4, the best statistical prediction of a reading
post-test level is obtained by multiplying a given pre-test
score by a factor of .973, then adding this result to the
constant 1.064. The most important thing to note about the
prediction equation is that the multiplication factor for
the pre—test»actually specifies the rate of achievement
growth in post-test scores relaive to pre-test achievement.

CIIT-9
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Table III-5

Mean Predicted and Actual Reading Gain Scores and <m~cmm of t-Statistic for Each Oﬁ_wmcﬂ Grade Cohorts
Based on Grade Equivalent Scores from Schools with Reading Learning Centers!

-

Grade Cohorts

School/ _ 1-2-3 . 2-3-4 . 3~4-5 4-5-6
District - .
Gain A Gain B t Gain A Galn B t Galn A Gain B ¢t Gain A Gain B t

District | . . Ve

1A ) 42 .52 47 .32 1.03 2.29% 93 .80 -.20 1.07 31 -1.17

iB .54 .99 2.26% .05 1.05 5.30% .63 .82 .mN .86 .67 ~.58

1C k) - - .10 45 1.25 .75 .68 .97 1.02 1.46 1.58

10 .98 45 2,39 .63 b6 -.63 .85 I.52  2,73%  },56 48 -4,.86
Total .64 . .66 .11 .28 .74 2.32% .79 1.05 2.00% 1.12 Th -1.46
District 2

2A .30 .97 5.82% 1.30 -.58 =1.90 " .

23 - W34 1.28 5.98% -- - -- -- -- --

2C .21 .10 2.53*% -.08 146 1.13 .55 -.bo -1.72

2D - .75 b5 -1 b .86 1,56 -. .63 248 - - -

2E .28 2.34 2.45% b6 .80 1.12 1.26 2.96 2.38% -.02° 2.30 L .71+

26 -- -- -- 72 80 .3 .77 1.19  2.17% - - -~

2H : -.06 34 1.36 .29 1.20 3.25 .53 .21 -.81 -.08 1.14 L.30%*

.. Total .30 34 1.36 .29 1.20 3.25 .53 .21 =81 -.08 1.14 7 4,30%

District 4

LB . .69 1.30 2.24% .99 o -1.07 .58 .67 .25

Le : .94 .51 =1.33 .39 .69 1.15 | .70 1.88 5.22%

Lf . 61 .. .76 A5 .37 .86 1.96% . 7% .57 -.62

LG .57 .87 1.4 .86 1.47  2.32% 1.16 .85 -1.42

bR -.22 .53 2.33% .08 1.6] 5.28% -- B

Total o | BU 79 133 .53 1.00  1.39 .80 .99 .58

70
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Table III-5, Continued

»

Grade n@mbﬂnm

School/ 1-2-3 2=3-4 3-4~5 4=-5-6
District e
Galn A Gain B t Gain A Galn B t Galn A Gain B t Gain A Gain B t
District 5 Ly .
5A .34 .80 2,98+ .81 .95 .65 A3 1.0k 1.29
District 8 , _ :
8A .16 .70 1.31 .25 1.08 3.,95% .90 1.76 1.53 1.00 73 =.9%4
8¢ .57 .52 -,12 «31 1.24  2,25% .60 .95 .72 1.22 1.26 .04
8D .21 60 2,12% .65 1.68  2.92% - == - - - -
8E .60 .35 =-.29 . A7 .92 1.18 .58 .15 1.82% 1.12 1.03  -.27
- 8G .38 .88  2,59% W45 .03 3,13% .73 .79 .29 .91 .42 1.71%
Total .38 .61 1.42 42 1.19  7.04% .70 .16 2,71% _.om 1.1 .28
Cohort Totals .40 .87  3.38% 4§ .82 2.66% .57 .97 2.66% .86 1.05 .90

l umvm:am:n t-test employed wlth mﬂcamsn gains as unit of analysis

* Significant at .05 Jevel.

O
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Table III-6

tHean Predicted m:aw>oncmd Mathematics Gain Scores and Values of t-Statlstic for Each of Four Grade Cohorts
Based on Grade Equlvalent Scores from Schools with Mathematlcs Learning Centers!

}

Grade no:omnm

School/ 1-2-3. : 2-3~4 3-4-5 4-5-5
District - : - - T _
’ Gain A Galn B t Gain A Gain B t Gain A Gain:B t : Galn A GainB -t
District 4 :
bﬁ obm .Ww -NW owm rmu N.WPW . ¢NN .mm .mb
Lp |.\mxm. .84 “.24 . 1.0k .81 -.56
Total | 53 .57 .18 36 .81 2.5k 78 .30 .69
District 8 - ) : -
8H .88, J9_ -.2h 81 .64 -.63  1.20  1.63 .41 1.02_ 1.4 1.66 N
- O~
Cohort Totals .88 79 =.24 T4 .67 -1.00 .78 1.22 %k .92 1.08 .78
dcmnm:am:n t~test mav~o<ma with mncuw:w galns as unlt of analysis.
*Slgnificant at .05 level. .
**Insufficlent number of schools to compute overall t-value.
Y .
Y - :
O
kl
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Table III-7

Standardized Achievement Tests Administered In Eaéh Distrlct and Grade

“DistFict ‘Grade ' 1974 Pretest 1375 Posttest
Colton Unifled 3 CTP-23A CPT-238
L-6 CTBS-Q2 CTBS-Q2
Compton Unified 1 CTBS-SA CTBS-SB -
2 CTBS-SB CTBS-S3
3 CTBS-SC CTBS-SC
4 £TBS-St CTBS-S1
5-6 CTBS-S2 CTBS-52
Fontana Unified L CTBS-S1 & CTBS-S1
5-6 cTBS~R2 ) CTBS-Q2
. Garvey Elementary 2 CPT-23A CPT-23A
3 - "CPT-=23B ' CPT-238
4-5 CTBS~Q2 CTBS-Q2
7 CTBS-Q2 CTBS-Q2
L.A. County Speclal 7-12 WRAT WRAT
Ontario-Montclair
Elementary 2 CPT-23B CPT-23A
3-4 CTBS-Ql CTBS-51
5-6 - CTBS-Qz CTBS-S2
7-8 €TBS-Q3 CTBS-S3
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?aBLE III-8

Mean Grade Equivalenk g2il scOres in Reading_l

——W&-—--&.
grade Level
-2 3 4 .5 6 Grand Total
A—A/\/~/\/-\/-—'\-V~ i
1.0 1.2 1 7* 1.6%  1.3% o L.ax

Mean Grade Equivalent Gain scOreS in Mathematics 1
Grage Level
2 3 4 .5 6 7 8 Grand Total
WW
.8 1.1 10 1.5% 1.3%  2.1% 2.9% 1.6%

1. Entries rounded £y one ded{ﬁél place

* Meets criterion of c#C8%qing 1.25 months growth




" STATISTICAL PREDICTION RESULTS FRCM STANDARDIZED READING OG&QOZMm

TABLE III-O

Observed | Observed .

Grade Pretest Posttest Pre-Post Corr. mmﬁwwm

Size
Mean Mean

2  |Posttest = .270x pretest + 1.745 1.432 2.171 .35 174

3 Posttest = .629x pretest + 1.660 1.934° 2.877 .57 412

4 Posttest .973x pretest + 1.064 2.694 3.686 .75 786

5 Posttast = .794x pretest + 2.098 3.429 4.822 .52 636

6 Posttest = .954x pretest + 1.197 4.375 5.369 .83 461

O
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STATISTICAL PREDICTION RESULTS FROM STANDARDIZED MATHEMATICS

TABLE III-10

OUTCOMES
. Observed ovaH<m@
Grade rrediction Eguation Pretest Pretest Pre-Post Corr. Sample Size
Mean Mean

2 |Posttest = --.159¥Pretest + 2.912 1.908 2.601 .15 26
3 Posttest = ,592X Pretest + 1.783 2.218 M.omq B4 62
4 |Posttest = .790x Pretest + 1.433 3.000 3.801 .61 198
5 Posttest = 1.139x Pretest + ,.704 3.641 4,850 .77 130
6 WOmﬂﬂmmd = ,953x Pretest + 1.271 4,852 5.89% .95 145
7 - |Posttest = .662xpretest + 3.277 | 4.549 6.287 .56 194
8 Posttest = .6l14xPretest + 4.063 4.432 6.790 .53 156
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For example, at grade 4, a one-year grade equivalent increase
at pre-test co~responds to a .794 grade equivalent increase
at post-test. Thus, whenever the multiplication factor
for the pre-test is lecs than 1.0, it indicaces that a
one-year increase at pre-test corresponds to some lesser
degree of achievement at post-test. Consequently, the
larger the multiplication factor the greater the achieve-
ment gain and the greater the impact of the educational
program.

The pattern of increasing pre-test multiplication
factors with increasing grade levels suggest greater achieve~
nent growth in the upper grades for standardized reading
outcomes. A similar, but somawhat less consistent pattern
is evident for the stanﬁardized mathematicé outcomes
appearing in Table III-10. A glaring exception occurs at
grade 2, where a one-year grade equiwvalent increase at pre-
test corresponds to a .159 grade equivalenf decrease at
post~test. We should accept this result with great caution
since only 26 students provided the basis for this analysis.
Such & small sample size can hardly be deemed representative
of the enftire ALL WIN~USA program.

That greater pre-test/post-test gfowth generally
occurs at higher grade levels'is a fiading that is consistent
with the results of the previously reported AL WIN evalvation
(q.v., Table IIi—S). We speculate, tentatively, that the
poorer achievement growth observed at lower grade levels may
result from the younger child's more limited ability to work

III-17
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wicth complex curricular products. Of course, we possess
no empirical evidence to substantiate this speculation,
but we offer it merely as an educated guess about the cause
for the results of the standardized achievement analysis.
The use of regression analysis to examine pre-test/
post-test achievement relations would provide an excellent
~“foundation for statistically sophisticated cost-effectiveness
because constraints in the ocriginal sampling plan did not
permit the kind of representative sampling that cost-
effective analysis necessitates. Examination of the last
column in Tables III-9 and III-10 reveal a wide variation in
the number of students tested in reading (174 to 786
students) and mathematics (16 to 198). Such variations
would, unfortunately, render some of the cost-effectiveness
ratios (based on predicted outcome residuals) unreliable.
As a consequence, we utilize the best alternative procedure
to provide informative cost-effectiveness results for the
ALL WIN program. This approach involved cost-effecﬁiveness
ratios that are computationally based upon cost per gross

outcome unit utilizing the data from Table TII-&.
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CHAPTER IV

COST EFFECTIVENESS AMNALYSIS
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This chapter is concerned with producing cost-
effectiveness ratios for the ALL WIN-USA program. These
ratios will be produced for both reading and mathematics
and for each of the grade levels for which appropriate
data are available. . We will consider the fiscal data
produced in Chaptef IT and the outcome data of Chapter III.
- ~“Each ‘will be examined -and modified ‘as necessary to bring
the two sets of data into conformity. Next, the cost-
effectiveness ratios will be calcuiated. Finally, we will
repert on the procedufes fellowed in attempting to attain
cost-effectiveness data from other projects or programs

that might be used for base-line comparison purposes.

Fiscal Data
~In Chapter 1I, we have indicated procedures utiliéed

for determining the costs of the ALL WIN program. Calcula-
tions have been made based upon the various data sources-and
in a succession of tables we have indicatéd quite clearly
the manner in which each calculation was performed. Based
upon this meticulous fiscal analysis, precise cost data
for the program ﬁave been determined.* Three catcgories of
cost have been isolated:
1. District expenditures directly r=lated to the ALL WIN

program.
2. ZIxpenditures made directly from the grant by Los Angeles

County Schools; uiind

* . .
Under the assumption of the accuracy of the data
reported by lccal school districts.
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3. Regular program costs.

Examining the first of these, district expenditures
. directly related to the operation of the ALL WIN program, we
note that the results of our calculations have determined
this figure to be $143.00 per student in the program. This
was determined by dividing the expenditures in this category
from Table II-15, Column 7 by the total number of daily
students in the program (7,096). We have performed these
calculations excluding the Los Angeles County Special Schools
data for the reasons 7 dicated within Chapter 2. Included
within this $143 per siudent expenditure are the costs of
teacher's salaries, aides, administrative costs, employee
benefits, regular supplies and expenses, and the maintenance
and cperations costs attributable to the space utilized by
the program. (As previously noted, this was determined on
a student pro~rata basis.)

The second category of fiscal data is expenditures
made directly through the contract as supervised by Los
Angeles County Schools. These costs include project admin-
istration by the Los Angeles County Schools, pre-service
and in-service training, evaluation, instructional supplies

and equipment (appropriately amortized). The per pupil

average cost for this category of expenditure is $102.00.
This figure was determined by'div1ding $724,031 (Column &
of Table II-22) by 7,096 (.olumn 6 of Table II-22). The
total of the above mentinned items gives a sum (3$245) which
may be considered an indication of the supplemental expendi-
Iv-2
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tures for the program.

However, students in all cases are in regular
classrooms and attend the ALL WIN Center for only a portion
of their total school day. Thus, the total cost of education
for each student must include the regular program costs of
providing education in the indicated school districts as
-supplemented by the $245.00 additional cost incurred from
the two sources mentioned above. Calculations from iable
11-21 of Chapter 21 yield an average regular program cost
for the districts involved (excluding Lcs Angeles County
Special Schools) of $1,182 per student in Average Daily
Attendance.

A closer examination of the actual practices that
takes place within the school districts reveals a further
difficulty with the fiscal data. While each of the school
districts reported teachers' salaries associated with
operating the ALL WIN-USA Learning Centers, apparently tliis
does not represent. an incremental teﬁcher salary above and
beyond that which would normally be provided for the number
of students stinnlated. Whether it was the dintent of the
program that there be an additional teacher, we do not know.
But based upon our observations and follow-up conversation
with Dr. Harry Holmberg, we have been assured that what
happens in actuality is that through a process of students
being assigned to teachers for varicus hours (e.g. the ALL
WIN Learning Center is a homeroom for a group of students)
no-incremental teacher cost is incurred. Thus, while the
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data reported by®the districts and the program, as we under-
stood it, seemed to imply tﬁe necessity of calculating
teachers' salaries as an additional district expenditure,
apparently there is the need to modify those fiscal data to
concur with the reality of the situation. The expenditures
for teachers' salaries indicated as spent directly by the
-districts~(Table I1-3) is $564,847.00. The expenditure fdr
substitute teachers which need not be included since it is,
by this line of‘reasoning, already a part of the regular
program expenses of-the district, is $8,092.00 (Table I1I-5) -
and the associated health and welfare benefits for the
teaching persornel excluded (Table II-8) is $27,973.00. Thesév
total $600,91Z2.00 in excluded‘expenditures for all districts
except Los Angeles County Special Schools, or a total of
$84.68 per student.

When the $84.£8 per student is deleted, this reduces
the di;ect district expenditure per student from $143.00
to $58.00, which when added to the $102.00 per pupil average
cost directly spent by the contract yields a total of $160.00
per pupil in supplemental costs. A further comment on the |
subject of.the actual practice of the school districts and
potential areas of conflict--while some instrictional aides
in the districts may have been paid fcr by “other” grant
funds and unot directly chargeable to ALL WIN, this practice
is by no means uniform and, in any case, seems to be
appropriately listed as a divect district expenditure for
the program. Likewise, all other costs charged to the direct
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expenditure category, including proportionate share of
administrative expenses, related benefits, inéfructional
supplies and materials, all appear to be quite appropriate.
Thus, to summarize, based upon actual practice in the
districts invclved, and not necessafily upon the intent
of the program, the total of the direct expenditures
viﬁnurred«either‘by:the district or through the contract,
is $160.00 per student.

However, the inclusion of $600,912.00 from district
Jdirect expenditures, increases the regular district
expenditure tabulation of Table IT-21 (Column 4) by a like
amount. Thc¢ net efifect of this addition is to increase our
estimate of the average regular program costs for the
-districts invelved by $7.00 per student, to $1,189.00.

This is summarized in Table IV-1, which follows.

Outcome Data

The out:ome data are presented in complete form in
Chapter III. The resqlts presented in that chapter are not
in need of adjustment in order to be compatible with the
fiscal data és modified. Thus,we will simply present a
summary of the pre-test/post-test diffnrences as indicated
.in'Chapter I1I. They are summarized by grade level in

Table IV-2, following.
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TABLE IV-1

Expenditure Summary (per ALL WIN Student):
Before and After Teacher Salary Modification

Before After
Modification Modification
Direct District :
Expenditures $143.00 $58.00
Expenditures Made ’
by Grant $102.00 $102.00
SUB TOTAL $245.00. $160.00
Regular Program C :
District Expenditures’ $1,182.00 - $1,189.00
TOTAL $1,427.G0 : $1,349.00

TABLE IV-2

Pre-Test/Post-Test Differences
(By Grade Level)

GRADE READTHG | MATH
2 1.0 . 0.8
3 1.2 1.1
4 1.7 1.0
5 1.6 1.5
6 1.3 1.3
7 2.1
8 2.9




Since L.A. County Special Schools fiscal data have
been excluded, it is necessary to be Sure that Special
Schools test data also are excluded from the cost effect-
iveness analysis. Fortunately, these schools were not
included in the test sample used in this study because
they used a wvastly different Reading Test. This omission

insures a "cleaner" comparison of fiscal and outcome data.

Cost Effectiveness Ratios

The fiscal data were collected on a basic aggre-
gated by district; thus, there is no breakdown as to the
expenses incurred at each specific grade level within
district or incurred at a grade level basis across districtsf
Given thLe time of funding of the project and the necessity
for making great demands upon district personnel during
the difficult yagation period, we felt it best not to
impose the additional request of itemized breakdown of
costs by individual class. Thus, we are unable to deter-
mine different cost figures for different grade levels and
must use the aggregate data discussed above as indicators
at all grade lecvels. Yortunately, the test data to be
utilized in this analysis are only available up to the 8th
grade and our examination of fiscal patterns in the school
districts of California reveals that greatesf cost increases
occur past that level. Thus, the use of the same aggre-
gated cost total for each grade level is noﬁ viewed as a
severe disadvantage. : ‘

Using the fiscal costsldirécfly incurred:by the
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program ($160.00 per student) and the regular program  *
costs ($1,189.00 per student) in coﬁparison with the
student test gains reported in Table IV-2, we are able to
determine cost effectiveness ratios for each grade level.
These cost effectiveness ratios are, in essence, the cost
per month gain in student achievement fcr every month
students are in the program (cost per month's gain per
month in program). These calculations are shown in

Tables IV-3 and IV-4.

Comparison Data

As previouély noted in Chapter I, there are no
comparison programs available within the school districts
in ﬁhich the ALL WINR-USA program was implemented. Thus,
in order to make any kind of comparisons of cost effect-
iveness ratios, even crude ones, it was necessary to
generate baseline data from bther sources. Nothing was
available currently from either the Californié State
Department of Education, Office of Planning and Evaluation,
or the Office of Evaluation of the U.S.0.E., that would be
of assistance in this study. .The study team conducted
an extensive cowmputer search of the literature on compensa-
tory education using a number of descriptors de:igned to
potentially provide information on the cost effectiveness
of compensatory education programs. This procedure, which
is described more fully in Appendix 2, yielded 681 refer-
ences which were tl :n systematicall:r examined Ly the

1v-8
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TABIE IV-3

ALYL WIN Cost Effectiveness Ratics: Reading
(by Grade Level) -

C/E Ratios fo C/E Ratios for
Grade Supplemental Cc . . Total Corsts.
2 $160 N $1,349
— I = 160 . —r— = 1,349
3 —30 . = 13 1,349 1,124
\ . o . .
4 160 - o4 L339 - 794
—T.s = 100 5 - - &7
6 160 _ 1,349  _
I3 = 123 —3— = 1,038
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TABLE IV-4

ALL WIN Cost Effectiveness Ratios: Mathematics
(by Grade Level) .

C/E Ratios for C/E Ratios for

Grade Supplemental §$ Total $
2 il,%_ -~ 200 L3489 = 1,686
3 : L0 s =30 1,226

4 280~ 160 . L34 - 1,349
5 i% = 107 13“2 = 899
6 "1593 - 123 1»3f§ 1,038
7 | 2 g6 L343 -
8 J_E%_ - 55 13‘}8 = 465
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A large number of the more comprehensive étudies in terms
of the description of costs as well as outcomes of com-
pensatory education programs were found in Georgia.
Apparently, state laws there require the inclusion of
certain fiscal data in the evaluation reports. However,
the school accounting practices in Georgia vary substan-
tially from those in California and those reports were
- found to be not appropriate for use for cemparison purposes..
The studies foﬁnd through the course of this

extensive investigation to have _he greatest potential
relevance for use in comparison in this study, were two

California Title I reports for fiscal 1972. One, the Annus?

Report for the Evaluation of ESEA Title I Projects of

California Schools 1971-72, provided average gain scores

by grade and average dollars per student spent on tha
program statewide. These data proved to be too highly
aggregated to be of value for comparison purposes. But this
report did prove to be of value in helping to establish the
credibility and correctness of .data in another report found
through the literature search. We had been-informed by the
California State Department of Education officiéls that there
were problems with respect to the uniformity of fiscal
reports provided in 1971-72, and no attempt at systematic
collection of fiscal data for cost effectivenass purposes
has occurred in California compensatory edi:zation prograims
since that time. However, in a‘study performed by G. Kasten
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Tallmadge of the American Institute for Research in the
Behavioral Sciences, relatively ''clean" cost and student
achievement data are available for 1971-72.

First, Tallmadge considered compensatory programs
as being in either of two categories: "saturated" (consist-
ing of 75% or more of the student population 2ligi! _e for
Title I participation), or "unsaturated." For purposes of
the ALL WIN comparison, it is more appropriate to use his
data from saturated schools. For his analysis he utilized
those schools within each cafegory which had reported both
achievement data and expenditures in their ESEA Title I
report of 1971-72. Results were reported by grade level for
both reading and mathematics. The average monthly gain for
reading in the saturéted programs was 1.04 and the similar
gain for mathematics was 1.29. These mean results across
grade levels are summarized in Table IV-5. The comparable
data by grade level are summarized in Tables IV-6 and IV-7.
In these tables, we note that the greatest gain in student
achievement relative to total expenditure occurred in
the 7th and 9th grades withk high (for the most rert) but
generally unpredictable costs and cost effectiveness ratios
in grades 10-12.

It would be inappropriate, however, to simply compare
these co~t effectiveness ratios (cost per month's growth)
with the ALL WIN ratios of the same type since 1971-72
school costs were quite different [ m 1974-75 school costs.
Thus, in order to comparc (even in some kind of tentative

Iv-12
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Table IV-5

Achievement, Expenditure Means and Cost Per Month's Growth

Across Grade Levels - California

1971-1972
READING MATH

1. Average Monthly Gain

{Month's Growth) 1.04 1.29
2. Regular Cost per Pupil $817 $817
3, Total mcvmpmamnnmnw Cost $104 S 86
4, Cost per Month's Growth

-Supplementary Cost $100 $ 67 *
5. Total Cost per pupil § 921 $903
6. Cost per Month's Growth

- Total Cost $886 $T00 **

* Row 4 equals Row 3 divided by Row 1

** Row 6 eguals Row 5 divided by Row 1

92

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



Table 1IV-6

Achievement arnd Expenditure Means-- Reading Projects in California Saturated Schools -

1971-72%
Average Regular & Supplementary Cost per Month's Total Cost per
Grade Mo. Gain  Per-pupil $ Growth, Supplem.$ $ Month's Growth
Total $

1 1.02 832 172 169 1004 $ 984

2 .96 814 99 103 913 951

3 .99 814 100 101 914 923

4 1.07 815 101 94 916 856

.9

5 9 814 97 a8 911 920 o

6 1.07 814 95 89 909 850 =

7 1.71 873 : 153 89 1026 600

8 2.34 873 153 65 1026 438

9 3.46 890 150 43 1040 301 ,
10 99 9635 373 ? 1338 ?
11 . 1.0D 965 373 373 1338 1338

12 - 1.50 965 373 249 1338 892

* Adarnted from G. Kasten Tallmadge An Analysis of the Relationship Between Reading and
Mathematics Achievemaent GainS and Per-pupil expenditures in California Title I
Projects, Fiscal Year 1972. Final Report.
_LJ
&l
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Table IV-7

Achievement and Expenditure Means-- Math Projects in California Saturated Schools,1971-72*

Average Reqular § Supplem. § Cost per Month's Total $ Cost per Montk's
Grade Mo. Gain Per Pupil Per Pupil Growth, Supplem.$  Pexr Pupil Growth, Total $
1 1.36 811 108 79 91¢ 676
2 1.33 825 123 02 952 716
3 1.41 812 | 64 45 876 621
4 1.31 814 65 50 879 671
5 1.21 815 66 55 1881 | 728
6 1.13 814 64 57 878 777 =
7 2.61 836 72 28 908 . 348
8 2.46 836 72 | 29 . 908 369
9 2.26 877 143 63 1020 451
10 -1.82 265 373 ? 1338 - ?
11 . .50 965 373 746 1338 2676
12 .33 965 373 1130 1338 AD54

* Adapted from G. Kasten Tallmadge An Analysis of the Relationship Between Reading and
Mathematics Achievement Gains and Per-pupil expenditures in California Title I
Projects, Fiscal Year 1972. Final Report.
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fashion) the ALL WIN cost effectiveness ratios with the
1971-72 comparison ratious, it is necessary that they be
converted to similar dollar equivalencies. An examination

of the Annual Keport of Financial Transactions Concerning

School Districts of California for the years 1971-72, 1972-

73 and 1973-74 provides infurmation on the average total
current expenses of education per ADA in California fev

each of those years. These d~'a are summarized in Table

IV-8.
TABLE 1V-8

- Total Current Expenses of Education

: per ADA in California¥

Elementary  Percent Unified Percent

Districts Increase Districts Increase
71-72 . §792.10 $ 896.47
72--73 866.61 9% 969.70 8%

73-74 985.48 14% 1,083.41 12%

Conversations with finance personnel in the admin-
istration section of the California State Department of

Education reveal that comparable data are not yet available

e

“Data from Annual Report of Financial Transactions
Concerning School Districts of California. 1971-72, 1972-
73, 1973-74.
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for the year 1974-75. Thus, it is necessary for us to
estimate the appropriate increase in TCEE.

Since we do not have data reacily av _iable on
the distribution of districts within the Tallmadge study
that were elementary as opposed to unified districts, we
have chosen to take a yearly rate of increase equal to the
average of the percent ircreasas for the two categories
designated in Table IV-8. This would amount to an 8%%
increase to 1972-73, a 137 increase over the previous year
to 1973-74. VWe have arbitrarily selected, based upon
historical experience as well as our own best judgment,

a rate of increase of 117 to use in the conversion of the
data to 197475 cquivalencies. The application cf these

cost inflators provides 1974-75 cost effectivensess eqguivalent
ratios for each grade ievel and in total for the Tallmadge
data. ‘these are show.: in Table IV-9. With the eifect of
compounding of the percentage increases (13% of 8%%, etc.)
the total percentage necessary to apply to 1971-72 data,’

in order to nbtain comparable 1974-75 data, is apyroximately
36%.

Applying the cost inflétors to the California
Title I 1971-72 data, new ratios are determined which may
be considered as adjusted to 1974-~75 dollar equivalencies.
These adjusted vatios are shown in Table IV-10.

In Tables IV-11 and IV-12, we have displayed the
cost effectiveness ratios of the California Title I pro-
ject (adjusted) . Table IV-10, and the ALL WIN cost
effectiveness ratios (cost per month's growth) from Tables
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Table IV- 9

COST INFLATORS FOR FISCAL DATA *

-

Elementary School Unified *Average Percent
Districts Districts Increase
1971-72 to 1972-73 9% 8% 8.5%
1972-73 to 1973-74 14% 12% 13 %
1973-74 to 1974-75 - - 11 g **
3 Year Compounded
Percent - - 36+ %

* For vsnwommm of determining a basis for inflating costs, an average of Elementary
’ School Districts and Unified District has been taken.

Data are not available; this has been taken as a crude estimate.
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Table 1IV-10

Cost-Effectiveness Ratios, California Title I, 1971-72(Adjusted to 1974-75 Dollars)

READING MATH
_ Supplemental Total §
Supplemental Total §
Grad $ per Month's Per Month's $ @mﬂmzobﬂw_m me020bﬂw_m
rade Cain Cain ain ain
2 $140 $1294 § 125 $§974
3 137 - 1256 61 845
4 127 1165 68 913
5 133 1252 75 991 0
(@]
6 121 1157 78 1957
7 38 474
8 39 502

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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IV-6 and IV-7. -An examination of Table IV~-1ll shows lower
cost effectiveness ratios for ALL WIN relative to the com-
parison programs at all grade levels other than grade 2.

At several grade levels, in particular grades 4 and 5, the
différence-in cost effectiveness ratios seems to be quite
substantial. The higher cost efféctiveness ratios in read-
ing at grade 2 seems to be compatible with the phenomena
that we have been hypothesizing throughout the course of
this report; that is, it may well be that ALL WIN materials
are less effective with younger children becéuse of the
complexity of their use. This "explanation" must be con-
sidered as merely speculation on the part bf the researchers
into possible causes of the.diéparity.

In Table IV-12, we have displayed the cost effect-
iveness ratios for the ALL WIN program and the comparison
programs  for the area of mathematics where the results were
much more mixed. 1In no instance was thé supplemental doliar
cost effectiveness ratio for ALL WIN schools more advan-
tageous than for the comparison programs. In part, this may
be related to the generally lower level of expenditure for
mathematics as opposed to reading in Title I. In part, the
achievement gains on the State averages of the comparison
programs are higher than for ALL WIN. When we turn to an
examination of the total dollar cost effectiveness ratios
for mathematics, the picture is somewhat more favorable.

In this category, the comparison programs have more favor-
able cost effectiveness ratios in four instances, While‘the
IV-20
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Table IV-II

Cost Effectiveness Ratios: Reading

All Win P?rogram and 1971-1972 California Title I Comparison (adjusted)

C/E Ratios for Supplemental $ C/E Ratios for Total $
Grade All Win Comparison All Win Comparison
2 $160 : $140 4 - $1349 $1294
3 133 137 1124 1256
4 99 127 794 1165
5 100 133 843 1252
6 123 121 1038 1157
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Table IV - 12

Cost Fffectiveness Ratios: Mathematics

All Win Program and 1971-1972 California Title I Comparison (Adjusted)

Grade

= W N

(811

C/E Ratios for Supplemental $

All Win ooa@mnmeb
$200 $125
145 61
160 68
107 , 75
123 78
76 38
55 39

C/E Ratios for Total $

All Win Comparison
$1686 $974
1226 845
1349 913
899 | 991
1038 1057
642 474
465 502
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ALL WIN program has more favorable ratios in three instances.
Again, the familiar pattern noted in the earlier description

of reading persists. That is, the ALL WIN program does less

- well at the early grade levels {grades 2, 3, and 4) and does

better at the middle gfade levels (grades 5, 6, and 8). The
pattern is broken at grade 7 where the ALL WIN cost effect-

iveness ratios are higher than the ratio for the comparison

programs.

Summarz

When compared to the average cost effectiveness
ratios of California Title I reading programs, for 1971-72,
adjusted to a 1974-75 level of cost effort, the ALL WIN

program appears to have more fgvorable cost effectiveness

57

ratios at grades studied other than CGrade 2. The consis-
tency of the finding of.generally lower scores and gener-
ally highex cost effectiveness ratios at early primary
grades may be related to the nature of the ALL WIN materials.
The results at grades 3 through 6 would certainly seem to |
be an encouraging indicator of the potential cost effect-
iveness ratios of ALL WIN reading materials at these grade
levels. Especially is this true when one considers that
the ALL WIN program results were achieved auring the first
year of implementation of the program{ ordinarily a time
cf considerable chaos.

The cost effectiveness ratios for mathematics bear

out the tendency of ALL WIN students to do less well at the

_ early grade levels and consequently all of the cost effective-

Iv-23
102



ness ratios tend to be higher. The performance of the ALL
WIN mathematics program at the middle grades yields cost
effectlveness ratios slightly more advantageous to the-.

ALL WIN program. It would be worth examining the extent
to which the settling of the program in subsequent years
modifies the cost effectiveness ratio differences between

ALL 'WIN gnd  the compardison program.

Final Note

As we have indicated throughout this entire report,
thié cost effectiveness study must be considered as primarily
an indicator of potential cost effectiveness. We have en-
gaged'in an exercise designed to consider the manner in which
a cost effectiveness study might take place. To the extent
to which the cost data initially éollected are sound,.
effectiveness data are correct and the comparison districts
are similar, the results of this study increasec in signifi-
cance. The methodology employed in this study has been
sound. _Hopefully, greater attention to refining procedures
for cost data (as discussed in Chapter II) should increase

the trust that can be placed in the findings of subsequent

studles .
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EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION ASSOCIATES
E& 9230 Jellico, Northridge, California 91324, (213} 923-8070

Dear

As you undoubtedly know, EEA has been conducting an
evaluation of the ALL-WIN program for the Los Angeles County
Schools. We have been asked to expand the study to include
cost effectiveness considerations. Certain data is needed
for' the cost effectiveness study being sponsored by OEO and
the Los Angeles County Schools. Would you he kind enough to
provide the information requested on the enclosed questionnaire
related to your District's overall costs and to ALL-WIN costs
and operation. You may need the assistance of your district's
business division in providing some of this information. All
data required should be for the 1974-75 fiscal vear.

1f there are any questions about what is needed, pleasc
feel free to contact me at (213) 825-4800 or (213) 993-8070.
I will be pleased to provide whatever clarification is necessary
or to provide other assistance.

Please make cvery effort to return the auestionnaire by
July 28. Time is of the essence and we do appreciate vour

assistance.
Sincerely,
MCA/k Marvin C. Alkin

Enclosure , Director




Questionnaire on All-~Win Financial Data

1.  Please provide information related to those District personnel
(irrespective of funding sources) serving directly in the All-Win
program. Please list all.

, Per Cent
Name of . School of Time
Category Person(s) lLocation _Salary in Program

A. Central Office Admin. |
Responsible for Program

B. School Principal(s)
Serving in Program

"C. Classroom Teachers
Serving in Program

. D. Teacher Aides
Serving in Progran

* ‘Present best estimate possible -
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2‘

What was the district average expenditure per employee for Health and
Welfare benefits.(Health Insurance, Tax Shelter Annuities, Life In-
surance, etc.)?

Certificated Employees

Classified Employees

According to district bolicy do all classified employees receive a
full Health and Welfare allocation?

Yes No

If not, what part of the Health and Welfare allocatior did the Teacher
Aides (1D above) receive?

Name Amouv.: or Percentage

S~

How much did the District spend directly in the All-Win program for
supplies and materials?

How much was spent in the Operations (custodial, grounds, atilities)
portion of the District budget as determined by the program budget?

How much was spent in the Maintenance portion of the District budget
as determined by the program budget?

&

Is the District securing classroom facilities under a lease or
lease/purchase plan specifically for the All-Win program?

Yes No

If yes, what is the znnual payment(s)?

Per Classroom | Total for All-Win Facilities



What was the District's total expenditures for all budget categories
(1000, 2000, 3000, 4000, 5000 and 6000 excluding 7000)?

How many full-~time equivalent teachers served in the District during
the 1974-75 school year? Include all regular, special education,
special project, and Federally funded teachers in count.

What is your daily rate for substitue teachers?
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I.

DATA NEEDED FOR COST DETERMINATION

Direct Costs

’Item

..Determination

Data Collection

Central Administrétion
- Person responsible
at District level.

Site Administration
~Person responsible

. at 'School level

Teacher serving in
program

Aide(s) serving in
program

Health and Welfare
benefits of all parti-
c¢ipants

Custodial and Opera-
tions .

Maintenance

Supplies and
Materials

~ -

Retirement

Percent of actual salary
as estimated by respondent

¢

Percent of actual salary
as estimated by respondent

Actual salary of partici-~
pant

Actual salary of partici-
pant(s)

Percent of actual fringe
benefit

Actual expenditures for
operations prorated
according to number of
work stations

Actual expenditures for
maintenance prorated
according to number of
work stations -

Actual expenditures for
All Win

Use percent of salaries
determined in A-D above
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1I.

Indirect Costs

Items

Determination

Data Collection

All expenditures for
the following categories:

1000 Certified

2000 Classified o.

3000 Fringe benefits
4000 Supplies, Materials
5000 Contract Services
€000 Capital outlay

Take total expenditures.
for 1975-75 and subtract
1t¥  following:

.wvVJ Debts, transfers

All costs determined in
IA-I above

All lease payments for
All Win facilities

Prorate according to
work stations
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LITERATURE SEARCH PROCEDURES AND
ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY

The SDC On-line Bibliographié Search Service has
been developed and operated by System Development Coxrpora-
tion. The educational data base for the literature séarch
"is ERIC “"lucational Resources Information Center), developed
and 1ine Jd by the U.S. Office of Education. Currently,
there a.. eighteen ERIC clearinghouses located throughout
-the United States that now report to Lhe National Institute
of Education. They collect, screen and abstract the #eports
and periodical literature in education and éducation-related
fields. SDC's ERIC data base covers all citations published
monthly'in'Research'in'Education and Current Index to Journals
in Education, and it is retrospective to 1966.

In order to conduct the most efficient and relevant
~ search possible, the study team established certain search
parameters. First,“%%}_citations referenced to Eﬁe
descriptors "compénsatory education,” "Title I," "ESEA Title
I," "cost effectiveness,"” ”studént expenditures,’ and
"program costs" were located. This produced an initial
.reference file of over 1,400 citations. The second phase
of the search ihvolved further refinement of this reference
~file, and was.conducted.by first specifying all descriptors
associated with higher education. Next, any of the 1,400

citations referenced to higher education were deleted from
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the file. This procedure ensured that the final citations
would not only cover éompensatofy education, but wquld.be
restricted to compensatory education at grades K-12. The
final citation file contained 681 references. .Those refer-
ences which appeared to be most releQant from the reading of
the abstract were examined with relevant information
;summarizedﬂOn'the'foiiowing form. These references have

beer resented to Dr. Har lolmberg for his further

QA uatlion,

113



ALL WIN COST EFFECTIVENESS STUDY

Data Form

Complementary Ed. program

- What grade level was the

Yes

No

program ?

What subject field?

' What kind of outcome test
was used?

Gains showr

(descrize 21 y)

Costs descErized

How muchz

Yes

No

What is i=nchluded in costs?

or how u=re they determined?

Source:
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