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ABSTRACT - o

One purpose of this study was to examine the adequacy
of existing policies regarding the provision of textbooks }n a large
suburbanp school district., Another purpose was to determine’'the cost.
of meeting a proposed standard for te xtbook availability, namely,
that every student should be provided with corles of the texts he or
she uses, in all basic academic subjects. Data were gathered from two
sources; a survey of teachers and administratore in a sample of 25
schools and an analysis of expenditures for textbocks and other
‘instructional materials. Results chowed that nbeds varied sharply -by
both grade level and subject matder, with the greatest needs found at

" the middle or junior high schcol level. The study also provides
descriptive information on textbook usage for classrocm and
cut-of-classroom experiences acs well as data on the need for
supplementary materials, Fxtensive taltles are included and the -
appendix offers an alternative cost analysis aaﬁ a summary ofe\

findiﬁgs. (Author/LD) . '

ol

~

- ‘.
” N

- . v .
!;****** **‘****************************V*** o b ook ok o o o o o oo o ook sl ook ok oo ke ok ke

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the begt that can be made *
* frcr the original document. - *
**#**************5*******************m************t****)***************

A N




.‘ \\ ‘.
n - o0 ' ' . | ' us, DEPARTMENT QF HEALTH, -
(o] . , o , . e . 0+ 'uDuCATION&W g,uu .
' S ) v , ANATIONAL INSTITUNE OF .
-+ ' . . . . B EQUCATION -
O , " . . " THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN n‘nJ
: » - : _ _ DUCED EXACILY AS RECEIVBO FROM
N ‘o : o THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN.
. . <t ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR QPINIONS
00! : . - STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
’ - ) . : LSENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTROF.
4 < : . . ' . V . EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY. ‘
~ . | .
g ' . P - ! "
Q . * . ' A\ hd
- *
u" ( M -~ ' .
. . L. P o (\\7 .
’ . ’ . . * . ' >\\
. ) . »’ R . \ .
. g . ) < \
. -
4 :
. L]
' DEPAR | ME\N l OF
o ) ' EDUCATIONAL |
- ACCOUNTABILITY o s
n - . ) . n
) a ) :
An Evaluation o R
L] l . ‘ ' .
. . .
Costs, Usage -
1 , » . , '\ . .
-+ and Needs ~
. v
- - : , K
. ' . v . .
“ . . . ’ .
L . L]
! L]
R / . ) 1 h ’ - '
L. ) f ) RN l -
: ' . “PERMISSION JO REPRODUCE THIS
& . by Joy Frechtling and Steven Frankel N MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
- ) » ﬂaﬂ_}tlt’ont C()un ty
(- - ] L4 T

M __.t—b_é/’(. éc» 40;) O »

. . * TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES .
N ) « INFORMATION CENTER (ER{C)." .

1

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLI( SCHOOLS APRIL 1979 CHARLES M. BERNARDO
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND . SUPERINTENDENT,OF SCHOOLS

L]

4




% . EXECUTIVE SUMMARY '

.
¢ - . ) -
,, A . f ) _ . ) ¢

\

In March, 19]9;.the Department 6f'Educ&tioni1'Apcbunnabili (DEA) con-
duchea a study designed to provide #n estimate of the cost of meeting &’
;propased standard for tgxtbook‘avaglability; . o Y

Every student should haye his/her own copies. of the texﬁg;‘ {'.
- he/she uses in all basic academic subjects./. = '
) ' e a v |
Information was gathered from two sources: ) ‘& survey of the teachers
and administrators in a balancéd sample of £5 'schools which was. designed
to identify bot\kuaage patterns and percefved needs relating to instruc-
tYonal materials:y and (2) an analysis gf FY78 expenditures.for'textbooks
.and other instructional materials. . . '
- . .’ . ‘
The results of the 2gst analysis afe sumnarized below:
-0 Using the assumptions fet fofEh in the report, the total value of
the textbook 1nvent' ngeded to meet the proposed standard in the
basic academic subfects is $5,244,842, s

Depreciating pérdback textbooks:-on a‘straﬂghtliﬂq basis over five
years .and erback texts on a straightline basis over two years,
the value/0f the present inventory of texts in the Bapic academic

is $1;494,269. RSN

-

L]

- By ubtraéting the value of the_preéent inventory from the value
the’inventoty”needed to meet the proposed standard, the value
of the additional inventory needed to meet the proposed standard -

"is $3,750,593. .. a

Beeause MCPS must “eplace depreciated texts at ‘the samé time that
it will be attempting to increasé the size of the textbook ‘inventory,
the total cbst of reaching the proposed gtandard is substantially
more ﬁgan the value of the needed additI®nal inventory. Specifi-
cally N the cost of building the inventory to the required level
ovew & period of five years is $1,528,686 per year. To then sustain

'~ the inventory at the desired level will cost $1,363, 660 per year

' thereafter, - . ' ' '

i . S \

@

It must be stressed that the above cost projections are based upon & series’
of assumptions relating to the manper in which she number of texts students
"need in'different subjects was estimated; the manner in which depraciation
was computed; the manner in which inflation and enrollme trends were
treated; the way dbsts were computed; and the manner in/which the possibility
" of teachers sharing‘materihls was tyeated, Changes in fany of the assumptions
which were used could markedly affect' the cost estimated; and, in several
places, the report indicates the probable effects of adopting conflicting
assumptions, It also must be emphasized that the projected costs relate
only to expenditures for the basic academic subjects coming from the 01
‘Textbook Accourit. Since expenditures fér texts in these -subjects have
typically consumed about 90 percent of this account, it should be assumed
that the total cost of adopting the proposed standard will be from 5 to 10

- percent higher than the estimates provided above.
' v A
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The - :extbook .:udy elno yieldéd u-eful findingl releting to'textbook colto,‘.f-"zf*
usage patte}‘M. -nd perceived needs. . Amnz these were the following. Lo e

.‘ T ,.‘,',
- -0 The total cost of the texts needed by atudentn for all of N

' acndamic :ubjectn are as’ follown. _ ‘
elementary athool f - $ 28.84 per atudent , e e
middle/juniot’ high school - 100.13 per student K v e
senior high school < 53,65 per student E

' L

o Social studies and tcience ahere thre;\hietinctions. . They are the ....
subjects in uhich S ’

oo Teacheru ,nd adminiatrntora think thc mont additional
: texts are needed,

i

»

Y e Textbooka most rapidly beceme outdated. -
* g ' ‘/
«+ The cost of texts are the highest,

= e t—

o At a11 grade°1eve13 in MCPS, a multitext approach predominates. S

) Significant numbers of teaéherh, especially at the elementary
. level, do not use texts in teaching the'basic lctdenic subjects,
o° Workbooks and activity kits are used almost univeraalf& across
all subjects and' grade levels. waever, their use is the

_greatest at the elementary level = : - o
' 8‘ Many teachers report wanting additional copies of texts they . '
already have, and copies of textbooks other than those they .
presently have, - . : »
‘Where additional, copies of texts ;hey already have are wanted R
teachers reported that ﬂraviding,ﬂhem with additional copies )
would

. -
.

oo Improne the quality and/or variety 6f classroom
instruction. ’ : K

oo Re%:is;?ﬂe use of-snpplementary materials%

Where, new ;eries were requested, the qualitiEs most desired were:

1]

«« Better homework activities. . . SR
, «s More complete coverage qf“topics.v
. v - , o
s More up-to-date material, . _ '
4

Exhibit 1 summarizea textbook needs and costs for meeting the proposed
standard. - It does not include ‘the calculated value of the presend

. inventory. Exhibit 2 shows the four key asaumptions upon which the Jﬁj/

«o LoOwer reading-levela (junior[geniir’high only)

A
»

costing exercise was based,

‘
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/ . Exhibit 1
’ . o . A ) v
, Preliminary Estimate of“Copts <
. to Meet Proposed Standard o - i
" . ’ . " : . ., _fi
) - . . " Costs Per S.lu_dg\_i o th
o Elementary’| Middle/Junior High Seffior Nigh M
- Engli_sh}l.nngu‘ge Arts #H-1.2 #H-3.04 , 41 - 1.86 .
" - (includes Reading) .|l#pP-0.93" 4P-2,79 P-4, P
' \ $ 8.01 g $ 12,42 $ 12.97~
- R - 100% . 107.9% 104.0% °
) v 7 v - R —
( Foreign Language ' . y #R-1.08 41 - 11
e ’ ‘4P - 0.6 $p-09
- '_ . ‘ .
' . $ 10.34 $ 12.10
49,42 34,43
Social Studies # 1 - 0.68 4.0 - 2.56 4B - 0.8 |
l * v ¥ "P .- 0039 ' P.? 2.95’ ' P - 1.“‘
$ 5.63 - $ 39097 - $ 17.04
1002 - -103,8% B4.3%
. A ’
' Mathematics, ’ §,H < 1.25 #8- 151 ¢H-1.09 ‘
. 4 P- 047 4P~ 005 4P - 0.21
. $ 8.44 T $12.22 ] s 10.17
100% 96.1% 77.7%
Science # u- 0.8 t8-219 $8-1.23
. 4 P-0,31 #P-1.13 4 P --0.97
$ 6.76 '$ 29,27 $ 1938 d,
. 100% i "97.0% ' 7155%
] .
. - . \
WEIGHTED PER PUPIL - $ 28.84 $ 100,13 $ 53.65
*  COSTS
L 4
o N
MCPS FY80 Enrollment ‘ A ' .
Projections 45,817 22,39 31,334 -
Projected Systea Cost . :
(Valuation of Present $1,321,362 53,2&2,611 $1,681,069
Inventory not Con- :
sfdered) . ° )
$1,321,362 $3,923,480
. $5,244, 842
: 7
4§ R = average nunber, of hardbacks used by individual student *
# P = average number of paperbacks ‘used by {ndividual. student '
$ = inventory value of books needed to supply an {ndividual student
) 1 = percent of students enrolled in courses 1o subject area (may exceed’ 10007.) \
L L3 , *
' : _ : »
‘Note: These represent co&té for reaching invegptory goals for

the basic academic subjects only. These presently
consume about gd'z of the 01 Textbook Account.

/ - -3 '5,_ o ) ‘
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| T . //A 1 SRR
' Key_Aasuﬁptioha Upon Nhiéﬁ the Costing Exerciqe Haa;Baned ; .

. !

(K] !

AQSUMPTION #1: Assume, for costing purposes, that the average nudber :
- of different texts students are presently using 'in basic’
academic courses is the best costing element to represent

o, L e _ demand For a class studying a basic academic subject
N ’ DEMAND = (# OF BOOKS INDIVIDUAL STUDENT USES) x CLASS ENROLLMENT
"ASSUMPTION'#Z: In estimating the.édst of bookai \Lx N ol
' * a) the most, recent prices should be used; ' .
b) mno allowance for inflation should be made' '
. _ ' \ ' c) costs should be developed for broad subject areas
v (reading/language arts/English, foreign langyages,

social studies, mathematics, science) within type
of school (elementary, middle/junior high senior
‘\\j C high); and .
- . d) costs of different media, in this case- hardback books
+ and paperback books, should be treated separately.

. ASSUMPTION #3: The cost analysis should not assume that texts will be
'(. ' : ‘ shared between classes.

ASSUMPTION #& (&n determining the value of the present MCPS textbook
' inventory, hardback books should be depreciated onta
‘ straightline basis over five years and paperbacks should
v _ T be depreciated on a gstraightline basis over two years.
Hardback books purchased prior to FY76, and paperback
books purchased prior to FY79 should be valued at zero..

\ - ' : : )
' ¢ ASSUMPTION #5: Cost projectibna should not allow for changes across

T\ ; . years due to”projecteq changes in enrollment or inflation. .«
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*  CHAPTER I: “INTRODUCTION - ° . . ’ ‘

. [

In March, 1979, qhe'Department of Educational-£ccountability (DEA) conducted .
an evaluation of textbooks and instructional{ materials needs in the Montgomery
County Public Schools (MCPS). The evaluation addressed a number of questions
regarding current use of textbooks, workbooks, and activity.kits; needs far
additional texts; and the costs of meeting textbook needs. . The purpose of -
this report is to present preliminary analyses of the findings which will _
aid the superintendent and the Board of Education in reaching crucial, . -
immediate policy and budgetary decisions, Futuré reports will present more-
detailed analyses of the:findings, .including information on relationships
between achievement and textbook usage.’ . ¢ L

-

by

~

~
R d

Backgyound of the Study - .
In meetings on November 14 and 27, 1978, the Montgomery County Board of
Educatdion discussed and adopted Resolution No. 807-78, "Request for Informa-
tion About Textbooks and Other Classroom Materidls, and Requesting Development
‘of Board Policy." .On January 9, 1979, a yvesearch plan for assessing avail-"
ability and usage of textbooks and supplementary materials in MCPS was .
presented Jo the Board of Education. On February 12, the Board of Education
approved .the study presented by the Depart?ent of Education Accountability.

1
.,

The textbook. study has several complementary. purposes, First, ‘it determines
the costs asdociated with meeting one, specific standard of textbook avail-
ability: that each child hawe hig/her own copies of the texts he/she used
in basic academic subjects. Second, it describes existing patterns of -
textbook usage and”selected aspects of instructional practices. Third, it
examines current needs, both quantitative and qualitative, for textbooks,

. as seen by teachers, principals, and department heads.

~

R

[N

. Procedures

The study collected>data~Trpp'two major sources: a suryey of schools and an
_analysis of previous textbook and instructfonal materials costs. 'The procedures
for each are described below. C

+

The survey was conducted in 25 schools samplea randomly from across the county.
The school sample, balanced for administrative areas, was stratified by type -’
of school (elementary, middle/junior, and senior high) and academic achipvemeqp
as measured by t&g Towa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS). . L
R - ». . » N i '

Three categories of<school personnel were included in the siurvey: teachers,
‘department head/resource teachers, and principals. ‘Ehe teachers were asked
to fill out a questionnaire regarding practices and needs in selécted subject
fmatters, Department chairmen/resource teachers in thg‘middle/junior and senior -

w.f
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high.schoora wore aaked to Fill out another questlonnaire covering texthook

iy ordering’ and sclection practices in thWeir subject argus. \ Principals were

intérviewed ‘to gather, a broad overall picture of eath’ school, its necds,
" and’ practicea. . . e ‘ : o

. - »
L]
. .t . .
: ! . ‘ RN I . : . !
Y . .
* 0 - K ¢ . ] . . .

»

mme QOSTS lv ' :‘\.‘ e '...v ., . e '-. | . . .,. .’.

- To® complement the school sﬁrvey and assess its budgetary implications, per’
“unit cogts for textbboks ahd materials of  instruction were determined. To
gather’ the data, the expenditures. of the “Fontgomery County School Systen- for
"FY78 (therlaﬁest {ear for’ which complete data ate avatlable) were examined
for ‘the. two .budge!
tion (account #03). These accountq incluﬁe ths fd%gowing tyhe of itgps°
.. Iextbdoks- textbooks frop: ﬁte-apprbved'iisth plus supplementary
D materials correlated with . tHbse, approved. texts. such as filmstrips” i
records, tapes, kits, transparercies;, workbooka, dittd masters,
manuals. teache; guides, answer books,'solution keys, practice
sets, tests, programmed supplemehts, and ‘shorthand dictionaries.
"

Materials\“T/Instruction~ printed instructional matsrials such as
filmstrips, tapes, and activity kits, and a full rgnge of non-print

instructional materials and" supplies such- as balance beams, .C rs, . -

sponge balls, glgss tubing, binders, blotters, clip boards, blac

-t board pointers, pencil sharpeners, staplers, crayona, and pencils.

] . .

From these accounts estimates of per unit costs were determined for tch
major instructional item. The instructional items of central interest
-were textbooks (hardback ang paperback), workbooks, and activity kits.

The estimates were gathered hy school level and where possible,. subject
matter. Two basic prbcedures.were used to derive the per unit measures,
depending upon the form in which information was availible. For textbooks,
where purchase information was computer accessible, all orders for FY78:E}
the textbook account were examined, For workbooks and activity kits, it
'was necessary to examine a random sample of purchase orders to-obtain an
estimate of system costs, , ) '

Ny
i
¢ ! *

- k‘ . . . -
~ ' PN Y .
.

e

accounts--textbooks (account #01) and materislggof instguc-

LN
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CHAPTER II:  GENERAL DESCRIPTIVE FINDINGS

L] . . ’
7 . '
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General descriptive‘findiﬁgs are preaénted below for three areas{
, , . -, , : 1

‘0 Current usage patterns : . ' L \

<0 Additional needs for texté. v R
. A ) L.k
o Costs ‘for textbooks and instructional materials

oY » . :
.

-

5'- ? ‘ . ) * .
//‘f LA " ' .Current Usage Patterns . ’ | .-

" \ LY

,Teachers in the su}véy were asked about their current practices regarding use .
‘'of téxtbooks and instructional materiafs. This information was gathered to -

provide general descriptions of current practices and specific information
required for the development of projected cost estimates. Responses for
selected items will be discussed here. Specifically, these data on current -
usage are presented for: : - . ' SN

d ‘Nunher and wariety of materials used in basic academic areas,

o' Homework practices, and

0 MAcross year correlations in textbooks used,

/7

NUMBER AND VARIETY OF MATERIALS USED ., o

elr subject areas. Specifically, usage patterns regarding
textbboks (hardback and paperback), workbooks, and ‘activity kits were examined.
Exhibits 1, 2, and 3 present:-their responses.

Teachers were diged to indicate the types of materials used in délivéring

’ ~

The data showrthat hardback-Qexts are widely used by teachers at the middle/junior
high and senior high school levels. At the elemertary level, however, the
use of hardback textbooks is noty as frequent. For reading/language arts,

' the percent of teachers who do not use hardback textbooks 1s 22.4; for social

e

studies, 58.5; for mathematics, 37,3; and for science, 35.4. Where hardback
textbooks are used by’ teachers, & multitext approach predominates and
individual students uge more than one textbook during the school year.

The exhibits also show that workbqoks and activity kits are used almost
universally by teachers across grades and subjects and that two to three

'activity°kﬁts are used per class. ’Deviationg from this generalization are

found only for social studies at the elementary and *senior high school levels .
and mathematics at the 'senior high level. 'The finding that teachers make .such A
extensive use of workbooks gnd activity kitg is not surprising.: It is of interest,
however, to investigate why this is so. -In the survey, therefore, teachers B
were specifically, asked why workbooks ware needed, Exhibit 4 presants the,
teachers' responses. b ‘ - '
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¢ ) . . ' g ’ s . Z. Ef(h:[bit\ i o . . , . o ) V
oL ' ) Percent of Teachers Using Hardback }iooks, Paperback
- : Books, Workbooks, and Activity Kits at Each . - S .
. _ School Level ,and Average Number Used “ _— :
L S | - S S -
: p ~ o o ' L S .
_ 3 Hardbacks 1 Paperbacks . i , Workbooks * Aq‘t:ivit:y Kits .
, N . d % of % of % of % of ' :
, /.,* . Teachers | Average | Teachers | Average |- Teachers ' | Average | Teachers’| Average
' . - { Using Number |,” Using Number « Using Number - Using | Number T
o Materials| Used Materials JLQ_{G Materialg | Used - Materials| Uged :
Elementary = 65:0 | 2.32 | 30,9 | 1.59 4 ‘837 | 1.59 | 969 | 3.5 |
Middle/Junior 91.7 .| 2.63 542 | 2,00 |  97.0 .| 2.00 .97.0 | 2.70 .
Senior ' 86.8' | 1.98 56,1 | 2.59 86v4 | 2.59. 91.2 | 3.40
~ ‘ n _ N . . ) . -
- v ; . ' - : -~ ] ' N '
L/ £
. *
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» ” .
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' Exhibit 2 - .
Percent of Teachers Reporting Using Each Type of Material
~ _ by School Level and Subject Matter
N » -} . . ' to . \0 P
s . N\ .7 {'.W(. B \ i
P 2 : ) Perc'e_nt:' Using . - .
C Hardbacks . Paperbacks ' - Workbopks " Activity Kits T
Mid/ . Mid/ ' o Mid/ . N - ] Mid/
4 Elem.,;' Jr.| Sr. |Elem.| Jr. | Sr, | Elem|. Jr. | 8r. | Elem.| Jr. Sr.
. . S 1 1 —
English/Language . ' : N
Arts/Reading 77.6 | 83.0] 81.8 | 40.3 78.7° | 87.9 86.6| 95.5 | 86.4 97.1 | 96.0| 87.5
Foreign Language - 91.7| 95.2 | - 41.7 [ 61.9 | - | 100.0 |'93.7 [.. -- |100.0 100.0
n .I ’ — V ' [
.Social Studies ‘ 41.5| 92.3| 51.9 | 24.5 |'82.1 | 52.5 66.6| 100.0 | 66.6 97.1 1 92.9 | 100.0
"' | Mathematics | 62.7 {100.0f 97.7 |28.9 | 5.1 |14.0' | 84.6] 92.9 | 6.6 | 92.3 |100.0 100/‘
\ Science . 65.6 | 93.5( 100.0 18.9 48.4 | 48.6 80.0| 100.0 | 93.7 100.0p 100.0 /4.0

3
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°
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Average Number of Textbooks (Har:)d

Exhibit 3

D
i

»

back and Paperback)

and Workbooks Used by an Individual Student
‘by’ Grade Level and Subject Matter

-

Efementary

Sénior‘ Highi

Subject Area - Middle/Junior High
IE ir v .?
English/Language Arts.| H - 1.%3 H - 3.04 H - 1.86
(includes Reading) - P-0,93 P-2,79 P - 4,23
* W - 1.93 -W"‘ 908.2 w -~ "1077
Foreign Lénguage - - H-1,08 ° . H-1,04
- - . P - 0.67 * P -0.91
« -y W - 1.20 W< 1,18
Socigl Studies " H - 0.68 “H - 2,56 H - 0,88
) P - 0.39 P - 2.95 P - 1.48
W~ 1.11 W< 191 W-o0.78
Mathematics H-1.25 ° H- I.51 H - 1.07
P - 0.47 P-- 0.05 P - 0,21
W~ 1.13 W=~ 1.50 W - 1.33
Science | H - 0.89 CH- 2.19 H - 1,23
P - 0.31 P-1.13 P - 0.97
W= 1.20 W~ 2.10 W - 1.31
o
[ J :" L
H.= hardbacks ‘
P = paperbacks
W = workbooks R
® .
g
6 . ~
4 “
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- _ + Reasons for Use of Workbooks: Percent of: .
s/ . Sample Teachers Choosing Each Alternative Rationale
4 : o v _ .
. * ' . L A - ‘ . . ~' - . «
‘. o B o a ' I Percent
. Provides in-class alct:ivit:ies not in text Co . 65.6.
. . ' ". ‘o . . . ‘ "
Workbook - supplement:’s't:ext: . I .o ' 65.6
Ve o Provides information not_in text S , 44,2
Provides homework activities not in text . 1 24.8 A .
.| Text supply is inadequate ' : . R 1 v .. 6.8
' /
. \
« 4
* ‘ f
. ' ' .. .
) ° .
(¥ ¢ 1 \
N * $
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. The data -show thaf the most prevalent reasqnb selected for using workbooks .
relate to their utility as a supplement to the bgsic classroom text. It is
-also clear that workbook use does not.suggest that the supply of textbooks -

is inadequate, but rather that.the content of the textbooks may be so. In

addition, while workbooks re, primarily selected because pf their contribu-- .
tion to in-class activitied, about one-fourth.of the sample indicated that
they were useful in providing homework assignments - = - POV : -

y - - . A

HOMEWORK PRACTICES ) _ : - | .

Several questizns regarding homework practices were included in the survey.
Pata to be reported here focus on t ree 1ssueg--frequency.of homework
assignments in a selected subject, materials used in homework assignments
in -this subject, &nd adequacy df the current textbook supply for homework
assignments, * Exhibit gﬁgfesents~data on the frequency ofehomework assign-
ments in a single subjecfl by type of -instructional mdtgt%al.
These exhibits show thdt considerable variation exists in the'frequency of
* homework assignments, although very few teachers” (2 percent) do not assign
.* such-work using at least one of the materials mentioned. Hardback textbooks
and worksheets are the most frequently used for this,purpose and, on the

average, assignments. in a subject area are given approximately once a week, ' .J‘,
. using each of these-materials, e o o
In respdnse to questions concerning textbook supply, teacher réports'indfcate y

that an adequate ‘supply of textbooks exists for such assigmments, with 70 .

percent indicating that the supply provided was sufficient for homework to
be assigned to an entire class, and 88.8 percent indicating that the supply -
provided was Mfficlent for assignment of homework to instructional groups.

<
ACROSS YEAR CORRELATIONS AMONG TEXTBOOKS USED - °
The extent tio which textbooks from the same sér:kgyfr publisher are used N |
« across grades in the same school was also examine To investigate this

question, teachers and printipals were asked to assess the dégree to which vt
books used in their subjects correlate from year to year ({.e., are part of
_the same tegt geries, are written by the same author, or published by the

same publisgqu. Exhibit 6 pregeﬁts the responses for teachers.

The data indzLate that substantial corvelations do exist in some areag but
there are clearly differences by both.gradg and subject matter. Year to
year correlations for mathematics are generally high, especially at the,
elementary and junior high levels. Correlations are low for“social studies X
except at the junior high level, and elementary social studies appears to
pose special problems., While relatively low figures are. also found for
several subjects at the senior highglevel, interpretation of this finding
is,;difficult, as it is not. clear that the program of studies at this level
requires the same degree of across year coordination as at the earlier grades.
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Exhibit 3 ‘ . o ' _
Mean Frequency® of Homéwork Assignments in a Single ‘ ]
Subject Area Using Each Instructional Material ‘
L e . R ’ e / . .
| T - Gradg Level’ 1. -
‘. Material Elemehtary Middle Jtini'or Senior oo .
= 7 . A
r " . ! ) R ¢
Hardback . ‘ 2.2 3.52 . 3.67
‘Paperback 116 - 7 w5t o | 197
, ! ' . . . _ . o '
Workbook . \ To1.22 1.39 . 1.25 1
 Worksheet - | 1.92 L 2.84 | 2.38
’ O‘ ) . } '
{ o »
"*1 = Never ‘ . - T . \,
2 = Less frequent than every 10 days / '
3 = Once a week to 10 days: o
4 = Every two to thr'ee?days- ) e T : : ‘ A o
. " 5. = Four or five days a week o
. . |
’ > ) ) . \
i L ’
-4
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. 3 . L EEN / "
" 4 Eﬂlibttﬁ 1r
' = Parcent of Respondents. Within Grade Level and
. .Subject Indicating Year to Year,
.- . , . Correlation of. Taxtbooks Used .
. . ~ - ) A -f,"
‘ /'EIeméntafy ‘Mjddle/Junior High " Senior High
. R ’ ) v \ , . ) -
< " N 4 s
| English/Language Acts R - ' ‘ .
(includes Reading) 72,7 75.0 . 56.7
- ' . ' 2 '
IF\oreign Language ’ - | 30.0, 90.5. ., .
Social Studies 26.4 .o64.0° - . |-+ 42,0
Mathematics 75.4 sl.o 7 69.8 "
Science 57.8 ' 50.0 48,5
' /
' ? )
. Y ¥4 '.
&
4 ‘ 0‘
»
™ : 10
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e | L v A&ditiona? Needs . ., - ° o
' W ' .’_ '. . Do . . '] ’ | .
. a7 ' y . , L, .
The survey:also looked at additiondl needs for textbooks. 'Need" was - ’/‘r)(
defined in two ways--need for additional -copies of texts currently in use, :

v

and need for additional series not presently used. Exhibit 7 presents the
.findings for the overall sample. ' L .

These data show chat?many teachérs rgﬁdrt wanting some addition texfbooks.
while the nged is somewhat greater for new textbook qﬁries.(po tive 1ésponses
ranging from 36.2 percent to 51.0 percent of the teachers syrveyed), interest

). in obtaining additional/replacement copies of currently "used series is-also .

present (positive respbnses ranging f;om,21.9 percent to 36.6 percent).
- 7. Al . . .o . : . . . .' . ] \,

Estimates of meed by grade level -am8 subject mattes® also reveal some inter-

esting patterns, Exhibits 8 and 9 present these datas™ ' .. o

For the subjects considered--the basic academic subjects-~th$*greatest need *
for texts s consistently reported for science and sociallstudief. will.
be pointed .out in the next section of this report,. these'also are thi%%?bject
areas in which texts are the most costly. - .

\

A need for additional/replacement copies of Engliéh/langﬁage'arts/feadigg

texts was also reported at the senior high level. For new textbook series,

needs were reported for mdathematics texts at the elementary level.and English/-
- language artsigeading at the senior high level. ' ' Y

Principals', department heads' and resource teachers' reports were quite
similar. ey indicated the following: /

‘o Bagfll and supplehentary-éocial studies texts are peeded.at'al(/J/ .

levels \ T /3

\
+

o Science texts are needed in the elementary, middle/ junior high, and
high* schools; and supplementary science texts are needed at the:
‘elementary and junior high levels ' '

o 'Englishllanguage arts texts are needed at the elementary and'ignior_
""  high levels; inp addition, for the elementary students, more '

spelling texts are desired ,

: A

.0 Mathematics texts are needed in the elementary and senior high schools.

Many,rqasons\were given' for needin ‘additional textbooks or sgrieé. Exhibit 10
presents the tedcher responses, Over half: the teachers wanting additional

. texta felt thatq;ncreased text availability would improve the quality or

variety of clasgroom instruction and that the need for supplemental materials
codl --be reduced. A little over one-third also felt that additional copies
of texts would geduce teacher preparation time and permit increased homework

:assignments.

-

1The numbers may be an underestimate of need because teachers who are

not at present using textbooks were not asked to indicate needs for additibnal

copies of books or new textbook series.
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. Exhibit 7 ‘ _
VRS -~ e
. f  w + . - o .
2 . ~ Reporte¥ Textbook Needs :
N, : T e . -
. r " .. :
> —N— o
* Percent'Wanting | _Average - .
Aglditional@opigls, . Number of Series. | Avagage
A of Series : Needing Additional | Number of
Grade Level Preséntly in Use Copie ] Copies
| Elementary *° N 36.6" 1,83 11.98
Middle’/Jun}or ¢ 21.9 2,28 16.97
Sénior 36.6 - 222 17.85
¥ ‘Percent Wanting .
. Series Not " Nimber of Series | Number of
Presently Used Needed Copies:
.o ) * * \.
Elementary - 51.0 ™  L.95 16.31
Mifldle/JM - 36.2 2,00 24,86
Senior - 43.9 - ©' 199 22,25

*
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© | Exhibte & . ) .
) .‘- - Percent of Teachers Indicét—it!g a Need - | ‘
L - .For_ Replacemeht/Additional Copies of - :
o Currently Used Series . S e e
- L . . » - . _ ' '_‘.v o .
: Lo . | Elementary | Middle/Junior | Senior { Total®l’ - "~. .,
Engliéh/_Languége Arts/ R B O _ 1 s . :
Reading . . - 2% | 2.7% |, 63.9%] 4.2y
-Foreign Lapggage : . ‘. A 9.1 P 19.0 . 156
: Social Studies ) 55.9 . 22,2 35.5 | 3748
 Mathematics | £33 . 7.1 | 116 | 20.4
L o T . | .
- Science
b ] .'A
. q. X
*»
d ‘ )
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) . Percent of Teachers Indicating a Need wd
For New Textbook‘Seglea'by Grade and .Subject Matter
J. « ¥ g & - . ,.

. \\’ T Elementary

English/Language Arts/

Reading T 46.,1%

—
Middle/Junior

25.0%

v

. -
' Sendor>

54,2% [

44,0%

Foreign Langﬁage ? - - 36.4 g 42.9 40.6
L.l : .. . . - . . \
Social Studies ] 47.2 61.3 - 1 57.4
Mathematics 28.2 | 20,9 | 37.3
Science J;- - 50,0, | 40.0 | 45.6
. _ , : . 9
" O
" ’ (. '
. i 0. N © . . -
N t ' .
L] (. ?
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'~/{ Exhibit.lo_ .
. Reasons " for waﬁting‘Additional Copies -
- . .of Qurrently Used Toxts-. | "
2 b, ' .
. \ . MG . R 3 4 ° - i .: ‘ .
.. | Percent Sfleptiqg;Reason
Improve qﬁality of class instruction 63.0 < '
. . 3 .
1) . . ¢
Reduce supplementary materials ‘ . 55.0
. D _
Improve variety of claqs'instrqct}on - 51.5
Py - . . a ° -
Reducd preparation. time ' 38.0,
) . ha }
: \
Increase homework “ 37.5
Reduée time on :a unit 23.0 |
Other = 22,0
Reduce the frequency of assignments : -
requiring uge of library 4 13.5 .
Decrease hdmework' / : 3.0
. u . J _
- Quality Desired in Additional Texts .u '
~' o .« | .
b . - ) . N\ o~
' Better homework activities g, ' 58.%f T,
More complete coverage of‘topigb ‘ + 55.0
-More up to dage material 53.1
Lower reading level ©47.6
° More relevant 40.0
Béttgr written v G370
Better illustrations 30.0
. More “homework assignments: 31.5
Higher reading level : S ' *\\\\Q0}5
Other . 11.4
. Briefer coverage of topics , 5.1 .
’ »
- [ "".‘9 ' ‘




where new series were asked for, the reason most frequently given was to pro-
vide better homework activities. Changes in the content of texts also was
rated as extremely desirable, Over 50 percent of the teachers indicating a
need for new series indicated that they woyld l1ike material which is more up °
to date or has a more complete coverage of topics. This is consistent.with
the findings reported earlier that workbooks are frequently used because they
" provide material not available in existing texts. Principals, department <
heads and resource teachers ‘also pointed out that the introduction of new \;
programs such aszghe Instructional System in Mathematics (ISM), as well as oth?_
curriciilum changes, has resulted in some texts no longer adequately meeting

current instructional needs. . ‘ o \'

-

Another frequently selected reason for wanting new séries was to obtain books
~with lower reading levels., Almost 50 percent of the teachérs felt this was
desirable and principals reinforced this need, The major problem, according
to the principals' reports is at the middle/junior and senior high levels,
where existing textbook series do not meet the needs of low achieving students.
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Costs of;Textbdoks and Instructional Materials,

_ Raw cost data were gathered for two budgetary accourits: ' the textbook
. account and instructional materials account. Budget allocations for these
afeas over the last five.ygars are shown in Exhtbit 11.

Per unit costs were determined for hardback and paperback books, workbooks,
and activity kits, using the expenditure data from one of these years, FY78.

' : Highlights of these analyses are presented in this section.
« o . ' L] . .
COSTS OF TEXTBOOKS : . 0
’ Exhibit 12 presents textbook costs by subject and level. 5

) ' These data ahow that
. ~
~o The average per unit cost of a book. issued at the elementary
) level was $4.37 with averages ranging from $2.5L to $6.61 for
different subjects. BEnglish language arts/reading was the least
costly basic 'academic area; scignce was the most costly. ‘

o At the.aecondary level, average per unit cost was $5.87, with ©
averages ranging from §2.13' to $8.81. As in the elementary grades,
for the basic academic/subjects,.English language arts/reading had
the lowest: cost; science had the greatest cost.

o The largest FY78 expenditures at the elementary level were in

' English language arts/reading ($187,339); followed by mathematics
- ($108,443) ; social studies ($41,142); and science ($39,848).

o At the aecondary level, gpe largest FY78 expeaaitures were in
- science ($136,738); Engliah language arts/reading -($132,582);
. mathematics ($103 538); and social studies ($99,705).

"0 About twice as many books were issued at, the secondary level
(193,395) as at the elementary level (94,442). *

-

WORKBOOKS
Textbook Account

Exhibit 13 presentg the cost analysis for workbooks charged to the textbook
account by grade level. Information was not available by subject area.
The data show that: * .
o The median costs for workbooks was $1.65 at the elementary level,,
$2.25 at.the middle/junior high level, and $2 97 at the senior
high level. ) : .

S




Budgets fof‘Textbooks and Instructional
Materials Across a Five-Year Period .

ot

Eghibiﬁ 11

‘.

~

i b B : 4]
. * , Per Pupil Materials of Per Pupil

Fiscal Year: Textbooks (01) "~ Alloé¢ation Instruction (03)* Allocation

FY 1975 _ ‘ | i
Elementary . 271,579, 4,98 719,615 10.50
Middle/Junior 217,199 6.52 542,360 19,00
Senior ¢ // 257,356 i 4,02 663,968 20,80 -

/‘. — . ]

FY 1976~ . ' :

 _Elementary 319,141 ‘6,08 869,861 " .13,96
Middle/Juntor © "249,199 7.95 683,868 23,37
Senior 281,825 4,90 J 810,312 24,76

, >
k4 I L ‘1 -

FY 1977 ¥ - - |
Elementary 354,939 £ 7.30 889,449 - 16.06
Middle/Junior 277,926 9.54 783,066 » 28.26
Senior 324, 941 9. 54 911,531 : 29,85
. ) .

FY 1978 | o ‘
Elementary 350,060 7.30 893,551 16,86
Middle/Junior 299,817 . 10.54 791,682 29.67
Senior 25,680 - 10,54 965,194 ¢ 31.34

- ' ) ‘ ~
. ¢ 1 .
| FY 1979 - « f&\\”
Elementary 403,321 - 7.81 855,220 17,42
Middle/Junior 312,334 11,26 148,484 30. 65
Senior . _359,358 11.26 1,027,463 32.41
. - ] _

FY 1980 (Proposed) D

. Elementary 630,295 15.00 877,853 19,16
Middle/Junior 447 ,900" 20,00 . 748,484 33.71
Senior ' 626,680 20,00 1,117,056 35.65

S

*Descriptfons of wh

at is purqhused.iq these accounts 'is included.on page 2,

<

i
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Exhibit 1 ”
[4 .
‘ Cogts of Jextbooks by Gra level .and Subject Area
‘For FY78 '
Number of
Books Issued '
e "~ From the
: Division
K , of Supply . L : .
Sub ject . 'Management Total Cost | Average Cost
FlementAry - .
Art g 2 13.20 $6. 60
Health' Education <‘ 331 - 1,317.28 3.98 .
ESOL 855 2,418,71 2.51
English/Language Arts 50,587 187,338.69 3.70
. Mathematics 22,139 108,442.97 4,90 '
v Mun?h\_ 2,214 11,992,27 ' 5.42
| Science 7,079 ~39,848.41 5.63 .~ '
Social Studies ' 7,766 41,142.36 5.30
Special Education . 163 461.97 2.83
Reference Books ‘3,306 19,971.23 . _6,04
Total Eleﬁintaz; . 4,442 $412,677.09 $4.,37
\ . v
Seconda _ .
Business Educati 2,269 - 16,748.53 7.38
Art v 428 1,450,78 3.01
j« Driver Education 605 4,240.68 . 1,01
| * English/Langdage Arts 38,095 132,583.36¢ |~ 3.48
- ESOL ' ' 875 3,051.5 3.49
Foreign Language 4,571 27,003, N_¢ 5.91
{| Health Education 396 1,062.32 T 2.68
| _ Home Economics ) 986 -~ 8,317.75 . . 8.44
Industrial Education 2,800 23,857.19 8.52
Mathematics ' 13,259 103,538,39 7.81
Music 220 1,011.96 4,608
Reading + 262 '558.36 2.13
Science ‘ . 15,513 | 136,738.46 8.81
Social, §tudies « 13,753 ' 99,705.09 7.25
| Special Education , 253 1,108.05 4.38
Cooperative Educational . T ,
- Program , , . 229 1,703.52 7.44
. Reference Books r 4,385 18,105,29 4,13
4  Total Secondary ‘98,95 %580,785.19 . $5.87
I !
1 Toﬁl& Eiémentary and Segondary 1;3;395 $993,462,28 $5.14
. . A

~
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Purchasing and Cost Data on W&rkbooks,Frpm
o . * the Textbook Account During FY,1928

ﬁxhibit 13

~
.

- ( Elementary Middle/Junior Senior JQQJL____¢.'
Samgle' - % | ’
Highest Cost Item, $ 10.70|°$ 3.30 |$ - S5.25[$  10.70.
Ipcluded in Analysis A . o, e
, Lowest Cost Item . 30 .45 1.35 .30
.. Included .in Analysis ) © -
Medidn ' _ 1,65 2.25 2.97 1.74
+ )
Expgndituresﬁjbr MCPS ©
(Estimated) .
Number of items ordered 555 ‘39 48 613"
| - [
Numbef of units ordered 7,186 709 1,104 8,652
. . . /‘_ . .
Cost $12,386.12 |$ 1,533.26  [$2,968.67|$16,311.48
o e
! \
\
. - L]
§
L }.'_
) ’
w
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o Far more purchases for workbooks occurred at the clcmentary :
. level than at other levels. Out of the approximately $16,000
r _spent on workbooks for the county, " .over $12 000 was spent at
the elementary level.

A

' »

Instruct*qnal Msteriais Account

The |costs ' for workbooks purchased from the materials of instruction
account during FY78 parallel those for the textbook account. The data

- reported in Exhibit 14 show that‘

o The median costs of workbooks at all 1eve1s was $1, 62 with 8

low of 15 cents and a high of $9.95. Median costs were $1.55

at the elementary level, $2.10 at middle/junior high 1eve1

and $2.40 at the senior high level.

o' Far more purchases were made at the eleméntary level than at’
other levels., Out of the approximately $65,000 spent* on work-
books for the county, over $48 200 was at the elementary level,

Out of the total expenditures of $81, 884 for Workbooks, 80:1 percent was
expended from the material8 of instruction account and 19.9 percent from
the textbook account,

“'ACTIVITY KITS S o | -

Exhibit 15 prebents the cost data for activity kits, It shows éhat;

o The cost of activity kits decreased from the elementary to the
senior high school level, Median cost- per-kit Values are $93
at elementary, $49.50 at middle/junior, and $38 50 at the

_ senlor high levels,

o The range of “costs for kits is exlremely large, extending from
’ a low of $2.50 to a high of $379.95. -

4

Ll

o' For the county, more money was spent for ki s ($98,027) than
' for workbooks ($81,884),

o Again, the largest FY78 expenditures for the c unty were at
the elementary level ($67,510).

»
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I - Exhibit 14 -
. . e - e
Purchasing and Cost Data on Workbooks From the , .
Materials of Instruction Account During FY 1978 L '
. 4 .
L
i Flementary | Middle/Jr, | ' Senior K-12
' Sample _ o
<. ”£ - : ‘ . .
Highest Cost Item . $ 7.29 | $ 4,95 5.00. ‘9,95
~ Included in Analysis ’ . . ’ |*
Lowest Cost Item . SRS B .15 45 .15
Included in Analysis o a .
M‘dian \1/055 2.10 2040 1.62
Expenditures for ! -
. MCPS-~Estimated
“Number of items ordered 1,172 . p. 106 166 ~~k‘ 1,500 -
Number of unifs ordered | 38,147 3,721 3,522 | 47,426
i » . ) , : .
. Cost $48,205,39 |$6,285.47 $8,761,.56 |$65,572.65
o " - A "
, W e N .
" &
’ o
-
' 22 36




: : . < .
» \ % )
) “5' .
Exhibit 15 L
. . .« Purchdsing and Cost Data on Activity Kits From the

Materials of Instruction Account 'During FY 1978

«!

; 1 ' ° Elementary Middle(Jr. Senior | gx-12 |
;Samﬁie o R . S > " ‘.'

Highest Cost Item 379.95° 288.40 | § 100.00 379.95

_ Included in Analysis \ ' .$ v p - $‘ .
. . Lowest Cost Item 4.50 | -+ 2.50.| . s5.56| . 2.50] -

E Included in Analysis | . v <

Median ) o * 93,00 49,50 ~ 38,50 74,00

. e | % , . . |

!

- - ,. " v | ~ /\ ’
Expenditures for : . -, . —“\\t\

o Jmcps--‘-zstigated

Number of items ordered .. 431 . - 153 : 97 . 700
Number of units ordered 5199 | 268 . 225 1,029 ,
. - ) : o, (\
Cost _ . $67,§10.11 $19,894.79 ?$7,066.66 $98,027.06|
. ﬁ Q
I ' . . ‘ [} . .
\ ¢ ) !
[ ] A ’
)
W \\
‘ . '
( | o
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CHAPTER II1: PROJECTED COST OF MEETING A PROPOSED TEXTBOOK STANDARD

P v . .

5 . = . . .
The primary objective of this analysis was to answer. the following question:Z
What would be the projected cost of adopting for MCPS the following
standard: that each chilE have his/her own copies of the texts he/she

uses 1n basic academiC‘su jects? :

~

' Assumptions s
The analysis presented here of pfojected costs for meeting this standard
rests on 8 set of explicit assumptions regarding answers to the following
questions: :

-

)

* 1. +In each basic academic subject, how many texts should be allocated
to each student for his/her exclusive uge?

4

2. How can the per unit costs ‘of different types of gexts be deter-
' mined’ :

3. Should it be assuméd that books'can be shared between classes?

4, . What assumptions should be made in relation to the value of texts

already in the schools?

4, L

This section presents the assumptions selected; provides a brief discussion
.0f competing assumptions which might have been adopted; and indicates the

cost ing exercise,

Questlon #1:

?-This question addresses the definiti
analysis. ‘Different assumptions which\could have been adopted include the
following:

21t should be noted that the .phrasing of \the proposed standard does
not call for students to be supplied with texts\where the teacher has made
the decision to use other instructional media in ‘place of texts; and it
does not preclude students from being provided with several texts for a
given subject. It .merely says that where an instructional decision has
.. been made to use basic texts as an integral part of the instructional
‘process in teaching a major subject, a.student should have his/her own
copies of the bookg available for use in class or at home\without having
to share with anyone else.

24




'.Alternetive #i: Assume, for cogting purposes, that each student

“ tary) or per semester (secondary), in every basic
academic subject for his/her exclusive use. - Assume

student in a class.

o ' ‘ .. N . .
o o Alternative #2: Assume, for costing purposes, that the average number
P Ty : .of different text atudents are presently using in

o : represent demand. For a class studying a basic K

academic subject, _
. [

DEMAND = (# OF BOOKS INDIVIDUAL STUDENT ﬁS S) x CLASS ENROLLMENT
Y . : N * ’, Iy .
Alternative #3: Assume, for costing pue;ises, that asking teachers
how many texts they think they need for each. studenb A

.1s the begt indicator of demapd,

All three of thege approaches have,their advantages and  shortcomings
. Y . .

The advantages of employing Alternative #l are that.it assumes an equal
minimum distribution of resources across the system; it ensures that every

student has at-least one text to.use in every basic academic subject; and
yet it does not require that every student be hssigned the same book. The
disadvantages of this alternative are that it ignores the fact that there

is presently a wide variation in the number of differént basic texts used
by students in different subjects; and that it might seriously impede the
- development of a true multitext approach, since one book per student would
probably prove insufficient to“support this strategy. Adopting Alternative
#1 would also not recognize the: finding, presented earlier in this report,
that a significant portion of MCPS teachess are deliberately not using any
"basic text with their classes; "and it might tend to be perceived as
signaling disapproval of either this practice, or of the multitéxt approach.

Alternative #2 assumes that the best indicator of demand is the number of
different texts students are presently using in a given course; and that

class enrollment, a realistic demand estimate is generated. Jhis approach
has the advantage of being based "in reality" since it uses actual data
relating. to present teaching practices in MCRS as the basis for the demand
estimate. Where it departs from®the status quo is/by substantiglly

they are presently using.

To illustrate’ 3"'3

‘.J

S ) ) @

The data show that in the study sample, medn student textbook usage
for high school mathematics was 1.09 hardback books and .21 paperback
books. Using this method of forgcasting demand, one would then say
that 1f the average class size éil a high school math class were 28

L}

r. 25 - A
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Ve ~basic academic courses is the best costing element to.

4

1f one multiplies the average number of texts used by single student by the

increasing the number of copies that teachers will have of each the books

students, the theoretical textbook allocatisn for that class would be: -

should be allocated one basic text, per year (eleméh- ‘

. further that this text need not be the same for every -

-

o



‘It should be emphasized that this is a thegretical allocation, designed.for ‘ \«z

back books and 6 paperback beoks. ‘Rather, ‘these figures would become the

- The primary disadvantage of this technique is that it assumes that the o '4
.« *present usage data which describes how many. books a typical student is now ° "
~using in each subject represents a satisfactory situation.  This may not
‘ be the case, .As has already been discussed, present textbook utilization
" in MCPS is far lower .in the elementary grades than in the secondary grades;
; and unfortunately there is no overwhelming evidence that indicates whether
" this occurs by choice (i.e., elementary teachers use far more workbobks.and

‘will result in an underestimate/of needs gince itr does not ensure that

1.09 hardback books'x 28 students = 30.24 hardback books
.21 paperback books x 28 gtudents =u:88zpaperback books

“

use .in a costing algorithm. Adoption of this alternmative would not mean
that every high school math class would aufomatically be allocated 30 hard-

basis for determining the total amount of ‘dollars needed to purchase high . "
school math books; and the allocation of those materjals would ‘be.the

responsibility of individual administrators' and teachers who would do their

(4

gest, to) ensure that an individral student's .needs would be met, o

activity kits) or as a result of past allocation practices.

: # . _ . : , :
Alterna-ive #3 has the highest degree of face validity since it would use

data, coming from individubl teachers, which reflect their opinions as to

wha@ they need. However, it also poses some difficulties., First, its use

would be viewed by some as fepresentipg ''pie in the sky," since it

assumes a level of resources far above the d®her two alternatives, Second, . - - °
there aré severe methodological problems encountered in posing the questions
needed to gather the p;erqquisite data since one needs to first ascertain
present usage using the type of questions posed f&6r Alternative #2; then one
neéds to determine what portion of the existidg texts the teacher would .-
really like to see replaced by new series; then one meeds to determine the
number of additional .series the teacher would like to use; and finally ong~
needs to determine the number of copies of.each series which wéuld“gonstitute
the desired mix. A series of questions, many of which were discussed earlier,:
were included in the questionnaires to permit this type of analysis to be
attempted. The word "attempted" is used deliberately, since this analysis *
poses far more problems thgp would the other two. '

After reviewing the implications of using the three alternative assumptions,
it was determined that the one with thé most advantages, and the fewest dis-
advantages, was the second. - This decision was based primaril& on two .~
factors: the costs resulting from using it fall in between the other two;

and it assumes that present teaching practices in MCPS, vis-a-vis the

variety of materidls an individual student,will use, are essentially
satisfactory. While it can be argued that select’ion of this alternative

every student -has at least one téxt‘and it does not allow for the fact that

some teqchers/may not have available to them at present the variety of texts

they teally feel is necessary),these- arguments. will be c untered by those:’ .

who feel that it represents an overestimate of needed resourcés when com-

pargd to the cost estimates that would probably result from using Alternatiwve .
#1. . ’ e /';'~ = :

3A brief analysis of the effect of using Alternafive #1 in place of
Alternative #2 is Contained in Appendix A. v . .

s i _ 1y . | o & .
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. ~+ .| ASSUMPTION #1a _Aaaume, for costing purposes,.that the average X
v number of, different texts 'students are presently ¢

. . using in basic academic courses is the best.
Pt R costing elémeht to represent demand. For g 1 ‘ o
R | " clqis studying a’basi¢ academic subject, . o .,

DEMAND L1 (# OF Booxs INDIVIDUAL STUDENT USES) x CLASS ENROLLMENT o
® . / . -
ferent types of texts

. Queltion #2 g
Lt TS Lbe dg;grmined?

P . . . \

In. examining different ways of abmputing textbook ‘costs, the decision was , .
made to. include &s many pertinent ele:7pta as possible into the process by “
which unit- prices were established foi/texts,  The following asBumption was ' '

& adopted L. . o . . -
, o . B . ) . ‘,. . . »

N

L4

—
4

* ASSUMPTION #2: “In estimating'the cost of books:
. 5 .
C o . a) the most receng prices would be used; ’
-« R . ‘b), no allowance for inflation would be made;
U T .- ¢) . costs would be developed for broad subject -
///// o ‘ . areas (reading/language arts/English, foreign .
‘ languages, -social studies, mathematics,
science) within type of achool (elementary,
: middle/junior.high, senior high); and’
‘ . : d) costs of diff - media, in this case hard--
el - back books ard paperback books, would be
. o : treated separately. .

@

Gl N
= - A

-

_ Since the most recent prices were available, we felt.that their use would
s be preferable to using an average of all prices paid during the past 12

monthg for a title, or.a aimiIar composite measure, This was particularly
" - true .since our pretiminary examination: of book cost trends showed that
. o inflation has not, had a marked effect on costs over the past year,

fact, this observation led to our deciding not to ianate our price estﬂgi;e

by .a ‘factor which would reflect the probable prices during the next few'dp
‘'years. Evideptly éompetition within theinduattyhas kept the prices pai :
for large quantitiea of books fairly stable. However, if prices should ' .
wo ¢climb markedly ands if this rise is not offset by drops in enrollment, this

it

¢

., decifion may lead to costs being updereateatimated by a significant amount,
n/

- 'The deciaa!p to gather precfse coat estimates for subject, grade level, and
». ¢+ media tombinations was a reflection of the previously discussed variance

found in coats berween subjects, media, and grade levels.

. .

Ce - Quegtion #3 §hguld it be asauméaﬁﬁbgt booka can be shared among .
. o | glgaa! s? . 7 )

Toae e
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I1f one assumes that in cases where a series is not used continuously in a

classroom it is possible to, use judicious scheduling to share sets .of books

among more than one class, significant cost savings can be aacomplished.
However, adopting this assumption implicitly requires teachers to modify
their instructional approach in order to accommodate the constraint that a

series may not always be available when a teacher would really like to use™ -

it. In fact, it can be argued that adopting the assumption. that sets of

books should be shared between classes would 'be counterproductive to the

thrust of the proposed standard, and/or might result in maintenance of the
Itatus quo, Given these considerations, the following assumption waﬁ} '
adopted: ¥ . . -

-

sy . e

-

\J

ASSUMPTION #3: The. cost analysis should not assume that texts

will be shared. among clasges
'

L2

Question #4: What assumption shouldﬂbe made in relation to the vqlue
- of texts already in the schools? _ ‘ i o«

ki

It can be_argued-that for a cost estimate to be developed which will
accurately forecast the costs of raising the overall text inventory to the
point where the propesed standard, will be me§, it is essential for the.
value of the present book,inventlxy’t e es ablished Using this argument
leads: to the basic costing func

(0]

COST OF MEETING STANDARD = (DEMAND x UNIT COST) - VALUE OF PRESENT INVENTORY
The manner in which two aspects of this function, demand estimates and unit
cost estimates, are being defined have been discussed above. The remaining
problem is to determine the manner in which the present inventory will be

valued ..o

There is no uniformity of opinion as to how long a textbook can be expected .
to last, Personnel concerned with textbook purchasing and replenishment -
within MCPS provided our staff with estimates of four- six years for a hard-
back book and one-two years for a paperback book, A small set of publishers
contacted suggested that two-three years for a hardback book and one year
for a paperback book were more appropriate. Realiiing that many texts in
MCPS are far more than six years old, and that many ‘papetrba purchased
more than two years ago are still in use, a final assumption wam. developed:

;. - . o

ASSUMPTION #4: In determining the value of the present MCPS
: textbook inventory, hardback books will be

dfpreciated on a straightline basis over five
years and paperbacks will be depreciated on a L
‘straightline basis over two years. Hardback

books purchased prior to FY76, and paperback

books purchased priof ‘to FY79 will be valued

at- zero.

. ) ."‘. ,
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| Whilea surplus value could have been ; placed upon - materials which exceeded |

the depreciation,period this was not felt to be desirable given the facts
"that (1) many, of these older books would be badly damaged (2) others, would
be obsoletq'vls-a~vis their content; (3) it would be nearly impossible to -

~ verify ‘the" inventory value without physically auditing every school and "

addinq than 2 10 the ‘inventory maintained by the warehouse; and (%) many of
the teachers responding to the survey indicated a-need for more recent and
relevant materisls, : .

LA e et

. e,
e
. -

'_ 6uerall Estimate of-Cost of Adgpting the PrOposed Standard

>

The cogt analysis dctivity followed the guldelines developed in the previous
‘section. Data collected from the sample of schools provided the demand data. .
used to.estimate the number of hardback and paperback books which individual -
students’ are presently using in different subject/grade level combinations.
“When these data were then linked to the unit cost data obtained, from the

. MCPS, purchasing system;, again byﬁsubject/grade level combinations, the pre-
liminagyrcost estimate of mgeting the proposed stgndard was developed. That
preliminary cost estimate, which does not include an estimate of the valua~

" tion’ of the present inventory of texts, is included as Exhibit 16. It shows
' the,projected cost .per student in each grade range, and the total projected .

costs'using the FY80 enrollment estimates.’

s
d

“As showh in’ Exhibit 16, if the assumptions used in the cost model are
accepted the - following are the total values of the inventory needed to

. sustain the prOposed standard using the FYBO MCPS enrollment projectians:
L

~

"élementary $1 321, 362
secondary - 3,223,485

., total- . - 5,204,842 . . N o
.

It should be emphasized that these figures represent only “the value of ‘the

texts needed :to-sustain the proposed standard in what has been referred to -

“in this: rEport as the basic.academic subjects, Since, historically, .these:

subjects have consumed ' about 90 percent'of the 0L Textbook Ac ount--with the

remaining funds gding for purchase’ in other subject areas for some of

the workbook purchases made each year, the total value of the inventory which

would be needed would be 1R the range of 5 5 to 5.7 million dollars. -

~

| Of,particular interest in this exhihit are the analyses of the per pupil

inventory costs.. These figyres are particularly useful since they can be .
multiiplied by any set of enrollment projections to arrive at estimated
costs for different size populations. These weighted per pupil costs are:

r_ EIe . A

elementary student o - $ 28, 84
middlé/junior high student - ‘ 100.13 "
high school student o= 53 65

The reason for the extremely high value " for middle/junior high school students
is that this group combines the high enrollment figures in basic academic
subjects of the elementary school, with the high per unit textbook costs of

~ the secondary -school,, As discussed previously, the low costs, for efementary

?
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° Exhibit 16
] 4
Preliminary Estimate of Costs
to Meet Proposed Standard -
Costs Per Stud;i;
- Elementary |/ Middle/Junior High | Senior High «
English/Language Arts $Hn-1.23 #H-3.04 # 1 -1.86
(includes Recading) 4 P-0.9 4 P-2,79 #P-4.23
~ $ 8.01 $ 12,42 $ 12.97
100% w9 104,02
Foreign Language . #H-108 | #R-1124
} 4 P - 0.67 v ¢4P-0,91
& b $ 10.34 $ 12,10
' ) 49.64% .47
Social Studies # H-0.68 # H- 2,56 44 -0.88
4P-0.39 . # P -2,95 4P - 1.48
$ 5.63 b 3997 ~— | $17.04
100% * ‘ 103, 8%. ‘ B4 . 3%
Mathematics 0 - 1.25 #1u- 1,51 #H-1.09
4 P - 0.47 l\z - 0.05 4P -0.21
. B.44 $ 12,22 $ 10.17
~ 100% 96.1% 77.7%
Isctience #H- 0.8 #H-2.19 #H-2.23
( #P-0.31" #P-1.13 #P- 0.9
$ 6.76 $ 29.27 $ 19.38
X . 100% 97.0% 71.5%
— - .
wnlcursk PER PUPIL ° $ 28.84 o $ 100.13 $ 53.65
COSTS P
L ] : N
- \ —_— T T o mmp R {
PR MCPS {(FY80 Enrollmerit ( .
. Projections 45,817 . 22,395 31,339
Projected Systém Cost ' '
. (Valuation of Present $1,321,362 $2, 263 411 $1,681,069"
Inventory not Con- ] ‘
sidered)
_ $1,321,362 $3, 923, 480 &“
‘ b~ e —— e 4 b —— - - . e —— et an e e
S e I _$5,704,842

# H = average nunber of hardbacks used by indfvidual stuldent

an individual student -
in coursfs 1n subject lrru (may exceed lOOl)

' 2

¢ - Note: IEFse represent costs for reaching inventory goals for
' .- ' the basi¢ academic subjects only. These presently
o .o consume about 90% q{ the 01 Textbook .Account.

| 30 44 ‘
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students probably’ yaflects their teachers' reliance on other media such as

+workbooks and activity kits, the lower per unit textbook costs, and the

‘; .

~ past disparity between their textbouok allocations and those made to second-
" ary school students, _ , ! :

It is also interesting to note that middle/junior‘high school social studjes
is by far the most expensive program,with a per pupil entitlement of almost
.$40 being required. a

Once the value of the needed inventory is established, the next step is to '
set a value on the existing inventory. The difference between these figures
will then determine the amount of additional funds which will be needed to
purchase the additional inventory which will be required to achieve the
proposed standard. - | e

The analysis in which a valuation was placed upon'the present inventory is
shown in Exhibits 17 and 18. As discussed ih the previous section, hardback
texts were depreciated over five years on & straightline basis and paper-
backs were depreciated over two years. . ' .

" As shown by these exhibits, ‘the total véihation which is then place;£§5’~\\
nd

the existing inventory is $562,312 for the elementary school invent arn
$931,937 for the secondary school inventory. _ \

In Exhibit 19, these values are subtracted from the required inventory

values depicted in Exhibit 15. In this manner, the total gap between what .
is needed, ahd what MCPS already has, is established. As shown in Exhibit 19
2 3.75 million dollars in additional inventory will be required if tﬁz\broposad
standard is to be met using the assumptions contained in this report.

/ﬂihibits 20, 21, and 22 present an analysis of the investment which would

“be required over three, four, and five years, respectively, to bring the
textbook inventory to the point where the standard can be met. Those .
exhibits provide two methods of funding the additional dollars: in increas-

. ing amounts over the specified period, or in equal size payments. 1f equal

,8ize payme d be desired, the prerequisite budget allocations for the
_specifiéd_period would be as follows: ,

‘ three years at $1,96%%755 per year
8
’

) four years at 1,69Y,836 per year :
five years at 1,528,686 per year - >

Again, this represents only the'Ol.Textbook Account funds which would be used
for the basic academic subjects. Funding the other subjects and workbook needs
for all subjects which have come from that agcount in the past would require
that each of the figures be increased by about 10 percent. ' ¥

+ . . ' /
" Also of interest in these exhibits is the projection that, after the desixed -*

level of inventory is achieved in the majbr subjects, it will cost an
.estimated 31,363,686 per year, thereafter, to maintain the value of the
inventory so that the standagd will continue to be met.

' . ':) Q
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) | T Exhibie 17 ,
| . .

Valuation df Elementhry.qrmtbook Inventory

. : Amount Used for 3 ‘. ' Additional . Final |
Expenditures from @ Purchasing Hardcoveér and . Depreciation Preliminary. Deduction fo / " Valua-
Year (0l Textbook Account . Paperbook Texts in Basic Subjectsij Basis - " Valuation. Paperbacks=  tion
. - . ' . N - : . - . . /
FY79 403,320 .. 358,956 . voso% 287,165, . 6% 269,9% /
FY78 ' 350,060 \ . 311,553 60% 186,932 . 217% 147,676}
FY77 354,939 "_ ' '315,896 ; _ . 407 1264358 ‘ L 21% 99,823' :
FY76 9,11 . 284,035 | 207, . 56,807 - 217 © 44,878]
. K o : o7 TotaL s62,31f

A : : ; . . . i
' 1Usi_ng FY78 data, it is estimated that 8% of Ol Textbook Account expenditures are used to purchase texts in other J +
subjects, and 3% are used to purchase workbooks. Thus, 89% of the funds gan be assumed to be used to purchgqe hardcove

and paperbagk texts in the basic subject, : , ; 1

2An estimated 21% of elehent;ry expenditures went for puréhasing paperbacks, For all jears exdypt FY79, these must
be yritten off entirely, For FY79, an additional 307%'depreciation must be taken on the 21% of the tot representing
paperbacks, Thus,’ the additional deduction for FY79 is 6%, ' ‘ > . ‘

‘ .

. . .
- . “
i




. R E . Exhibit 18
Valuation of Sécondary Tex:;pok Inventory

Tty
~

. ‘ . Amount Used for ' ' - gi ' Additional |, Final |
EXpenditurqa from Purchasing Hardcover and Depreciation Prelimihiary D uction foE/ Valua«~
| Year ‘01 Textbook Account Paperbook Texts in Bali€18ubjeots-/ Basis Valuation aperbacks= tion-
FY79 671,692 | 577,655 . 80% 462,124 | ('6z 434,397
| Fe7e 626, 382 : 538,689 T 607% - 323,213 - ae% 258,570
N s ' . : ' ’ I . . :
&Y77 602,837 ° ‘ 518,440 ' ' 0% - 207,376 . 20% 165,901
) . . ’ . I ) . . | . "
FY76 . ) 531,024 456,681 o . “ o 20% U 91,336 © 20% ©_73,069
] g 7T
-. o f \ o = TOTAL 931,937

IUsing FY78 data, it is estimated that 13.4% of Ol Texﬁbook Accouﬁt expenditures are used to purBQ::f texts in
other subjects, and .3% is used to'purchase workbooks. 8, 86% of the funds can be assumed to be us®d to purchase
hardcover and paperback texts in the basic subjects. Of this, an estimated 21% went\for the purchase oﬁ.paperbaaks.

2An egtimated 207% of secondary expenditures went for purchasing paperbacks. For all years except FY79, these must
be written off entirely. For FY79, an additional 30% 'depreciation mu‘t be taken on the 20% of the total representing:

_‘paperbucﬁs. Thus, the additional deductiqn for F79 is 6%, , ‘_\ ' R
| . . : -,- _ g o '
! ’ ~ ‘ 4 -
. /- | | oA L
/ | . g ~
. . Y =
A . L ‘ . uﬁ o |
{ - ‘:. [, ) f
$ . \ 4 \ ’
| | 19
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Exhibit 19 -

-

Effects of Including Inventory Valuation
in Cost Estimate of Meetimg the

LA Proposed Standard

A2 /

‘ Preliminary Preséht Estimate of
¢ a Cost Estimatel Inventory Total 'Amount

- Of Needed Inventory| Valuation? - Required
Elementary | 1,321,362 562, 312 759,050
Secondary - . 3,923,480 931,937 2,991,543
“TOTAL 5,244,842 1,494,249 3,750,593

lsee Exhibit 1. ;

25ee Exhibit 2.

4




Exhibit 20 M
‘ , "rhree-;flear Plan to Reaéh Inventory Goal
. . A FY 1980 , __ FY1981 FY 1982 > _FY 1983
| Value pf.Beg.inning Invento‘ry $1,494,249 ) i‘_ $2,744 ,447 | 33;994,645 $5,244,§43
- Dmeprecia‘tion on Beginning | , ' ‘ ,‘ - : .
Inventory \ ' 388,505 . 1{3f557 1,038,608 1,363,660
[ Addition to Invén;\ory J : 1,250,198 a 1,250,198° ‘1,25(-)\,.19é -
Total Cost by Year . 1,638,7‘03 T ,1,963,755 2,288,806 1,3.6.3,660
| Tree-Year Average Cosg" 1,963,755 | ;,965,755 1,963,755 -
Maintenanc;e Cost : ’ .
Fourth Year and Thereafter . - . _ - - 1,363,660

t

-

TOTAL COST OF REACHING STANDARD - $5,891,265

PROJECTED FIVE-YEAR COST - $8,618,585
e

*

-
‘.
L <
4

.Note: These represent *.o8ts for reaching inventory goals for the basic academic subjects only.

These presently consume above PO% off the Ol Textbook Account.

-~ { -
3
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Exhibit 21 N
\ ¥
Four-Year PIah t5 Reach Inventory Goal | " N :
FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1983 .FY 1984
Value of Beginning Inventory" ‘ $1,494,249 $2,431,897 ‘$3,369,545 '$4,307,193 $5,244,841 |
Depreciation on. Beginning | : y
Inventory . *\ ' 388,505 632,294 876,082 1,119,870 - 1,363,659
Addition to Tnventory 947,648 937,648 937,648 937,648 -
| Total cost by Year 1,326,153 1,569,942 1,813,730 2,057,518 1,363,659
. ‘ ' .
Four-Year Average Cost 1,691,836 1,691,836 1,691,836 1,691,836 -
& Q" , v
Maintenance Cost ) : '
Fifth Year and Thereafter 2 - e - - - 1,363,659
. . / )
¥ . /
e [
¢ f“m":,“’"\) ”‘ '
TOTAL COST. OF REACHING STANDARD - $6",‘{767,344
PROJECTED FIVE-YEAR COST - $8,131J1003
13 7’ r £
Note: These representnbosts for reaching inventory goals for the basic academic subjects only. v
These'presently_ponQQ?e above 90% of the 01 Textbook Account. '
’/,.f’.- * .\ & - b :
. te
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. o o ) .Exhibit 22 7
;1D | o ‘ Five-Year Plan td.Reach,Inven;q?y éoal. ’
_ , _15??555——‘7 FY 1981 ¥Y 1982 FY 1983 FY 1984 P 1985
Valie of néginnfhg‘xnvencori' $1,490,249  $2,244,368 $2,994,487  $3,744,606 .$43494,72§ §5,244,344
) Depreciation on Beginning o | ) ,‘ . - _ . _

Tavéntory | 388,505 583,53 778,567 973,598 1,168,629 1,363,660
Addition to Inventory 750,119 750,119 750,119 750,119 . 750,119 -
‘fotal Cost by Cost 1,038,624 11333655 - 1,5283686 1,723,717 1,918,748, 1,363,660
Five~Ybaf~Ayeragé-b6§éf 1,528,686 1,528,686 1,528,686 1,528,686 1,528,686 -
Mqintenance Cost i a / — .

Sixth-Year and Thereafter - - - - - 1,363,660

o
\
Le !

TOTAL COST OF REACHING STANDARQ -

PRQJECTED‘¥IVE-YEAR COST - $7,643,430 !
S

$7,643,430

IS

'J J
) 3
v , "‘o‘ k\
o -
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“ﬂ’r 1 “ »*"4IJ‘ T J'.‘
‘) { . s B e ]
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b T e '

N . ' ' -~
¥ These represent costs /for reaching indbqg

.
Ve
.

.

T ¢
ory goals for the baisc
These presently/popsume above®907 of the 01 Textbook Account\

academic subjects only.

1
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' reaching and maintaining the standard over a five-yegr period.
~ unexpectedly, the loqest total investpgnt is mage ‘when five years are

L
o

N .

\-_ . .

Kt

e

As a finnl the, Exhibits 20 21, and 22 ‘also examine the total costs of

Not

allocated to meet the standard that tétal infestment projected as
being.$7,643,430," paid out atf the rate of $1,528, 686 for five years. These
figures are therefore our begt estimate of the cost ‘of meeting the pxoposed -

texthook staﬁdard using the seumptions set forth in this report.
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APPENDIX A

Results of Using a Different Standard for Defining Demand

‘In the!previous section, three different assumptions relating to the

manner in which demand would be defined’ for the purposes of the cost

The alternative which was selected, and which
was used in all of the analyses presented thus far, said the following:

analysis were discussed,

e, for c%mfing purpoges, that the average number of different

tudents are presently using in basic academic courses iB
the best costing element to represent demand. For a class
_studying a basit academic subject, ' -

DEMAND = (# OF BOOKS INDIVIDUAL STUDENT USES) x CLASS ENROLLMENT

’ A'potentially less costly alternative, which was rejected because it was
-felx:¢hat'it might be counterproductdve, was the following:

. Assume, for costing purposes, that each student should be
allocated one basic text per year (elementary) or per semester
(secondary), in every major subject for his/her exclusive use,
Assume further that this' need not pe the same text for every
student in a class. oo

While the use of this assumption was rejected it was felt that it might

be interesting to exdmine the results it would yield .

This alternative analysis is shown in Exhibit A-1. - Use of this assumption
results in being able to meet the proposed standard--as modified by this
assumption-~by expending approximately 1.1 million.dollars on a one-time
18, and about $578,000 ‘per year thereafter,
ch must be -maintained is only $2,220,570, as compared to $5,244,842
under the previous assumption. _For all practical punposes,’ this standard

robably already been met in several basic academic subject matter

The total inventory value

. hasg
\M

. The purpose of presenting this alternative analysis 1is not to, recommend
To the contrary, a rationale for not adopting it has a
However, it does provide a graphic 11lustration’ of the'manner
which competing assumptions can affect the ultimate cost projection,

Also, it might suggest a completely
different allocation standard, e.g., one calling for each student to have
an average of two, or even three, texts in ea

eady been
presented.

or this reason alone it is useful.
major subject.
Also, we would warn that the textbook cost figures used in th¥s e

are a weighted average of the per unit costs of hardback and paperback

texts, respecYively. Thus, the analysis assumes that approximately 20

percent of the students in a given subject would- receive a paperback as
their gole _text.

o




Exhi'pi't: A-l

&

Comparison of OutCOmes
If a Different Demand Assumption Was Used
o - Costs Per Student
. SUBJECT Elementary Middle/Junior ‘High ',Senior High |
% - =
(" .
fi English/Language Arts $ 3.70 $ 2,13 $ 2.13
o4 (includes Reading) 100% - 107.9% 104%
P D
, |Voreign Lahguage N $ 5.91 $ 5.91
o - . 49.4% l 34.4%
1 ’ X
Social Studies $ 5,30 « $ 7.25 ‘g:;Tii::N
- i 100% 103, 8% 84.3%
‘. \ 1 :
Hathematick $ 4,90 $ 7.81 $ 7.81
. \ 100% 96, 1% * 17.7% v
',‘" .
7. |sctence ’ $ 5.63 $ 8.10 $ 8.10
100% 97.0% 71.5%
frotas .~ $ 1453 $ 28,11 $ 22,22
# |MCPS FY80 Enrollment , \‘% _
' Projections 45,817 22 395 31,334
Projected System Cost | & 894,806 $ 629,523 Is 696,241
(Valuation of Pres- . . .
ent Ipventory Not N o
Considered) + | § 894,806 $ 1,325,764
. i
$ 2,220,570 “\
:‘ \ D

.
—m

‘§ = weighted coat of purchasing an individual text (hardbacks and'paperbacks
are weighted according to their relative use in the subject area)
' % = percent of studghts enrolled in courses in subject area (may exceed 100%)

Amount of inventory needed using alternative assumption "Qg,220,570
Bl : \ , -
Valuation of egisting';nventory ) 1,494,249
. . H‘ f . b
Remaining inventory to be funded 726,321
........ S i | S )K
Annual amount negded to maintain an inventory at S
82, 220,570 /” . ' 577,348

Note: These represent costs for reaching inventory goals .for the basic
academic subjects only. These presently consume about 90% of the

01 Textbook Account,

. r’ \*’
. ‘)\ .
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APPENDIX B
/ Y o }.' .

Summary of Review of Findings Presented in This Report

This report as dybmitted for review to-all members of the Administrative ,
Team and to Gjbriel Massaro, Mr., Douglas Hall, Mr, Mason Nelson, Mr, Anson

Wilcox, and_pr. orge Goldsmith. As a function of this review process, a
number .of “questions regarding the survey findings and dssumptions used to
estimate proje%ted costsrwere raised, Thege questions and the responses

of the Department of Educational Accountability (DEA) are presented Pelow.

«?

Queation #1: The data in.ExhibitAQ suggest a surprisingly ligited use of

hardback and paperback books at the elgmentary level. I8 use of textbooks
at this level somehow under@stimated? = ° 7 :

v DEA Response: The DEA is also surprised>by the figures for textbooks
usage at the elementary level and shares the concern that the data may
represent anh underestimate of usage in gnades kindergarten through six.
There is, ‘hoyever, no ready explanation fqr why such an underestimate .
might have occurred. If ‘these figures are too low, the consequence

P _Would be an increase in the projected costs presented in Chapter I1I.

Qgg_;igg_ﬁg The cosg pgoiections assume that nd sharing of texts occurs.
d all vear long and texts used for

This means that copies of both ‘text’s uged a

a limited amount of time during the school year, e,g., two-three months,
wou 1 be provided to students for their exclusive use. _TIs this assumption
of no sharing justified? -Does its inclusion overly ianate the projected

costs of providing needed texts? °

-

*\ DEA Response: As discussed in Chapter 111, a number of alternative
assumptions could have” been made regarding the sharing of textbooks.
“The assumption selected by DEA of no sharing of textbooks clearly
provides a higher estimate of the costs of meeting the’ proposed
standard than would other alternatives. However, if use of the '"no
sharing alternative did result in an overestimate of needs, it would

: follow that the'average student-use figures presented in Exhibit' 3
would appear tp be sugpiciously high., This is not the case. In fact,
as shown by the first comment, at the elementary level the estimate
appears to be suspiciously low. This can only lead us to assume that
when responding to the question '""How many texts do students in your
class typically use in this subjeet?'" most teachers did not include
texts used for short amounts of time and therefore “amenable to sharing
with other teachers. Based on this, we do not feel that adopting the
"no sharing" assumption seriously biased the results upwards, However,

LA requested to do so, we can easily provide alternative costings baged
on other assumptions, e. g., 10 percent of the texts will be shared by
two classes, 20 pe%cent of the texts will be shared by three classes,

etc, , | ' \\\v/y/,:\ ,

Question #3: In galculating the value of the present inventorylfstraighgr
ling depreciation rates were used for &ll subjects. Is this straightline
approach the best? Do textbooks in alr'subjectg denreciate at the same rate?

"1 59
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DEA Response: Other depreciatioh rates could have been used; and
thesesmight have had significant impact on the cost estimate., We con-
cur that some textbooks, e.g., literature téxts, might not become
-out~of-date as rapidly as others such as science or social studies
texts, However, some. of the latter may be obsolete in less than the
five years allocated for hardbacks. Also, we know that many paperbacks

. do not last for two years; and that many hardbacks are lost or.
destroyed in less than five years. Again, we stand by our ‘assumptions,
but are williqg to cost out alternative depreciation assumptions.

Ouestion #o The proiecged cost estimates. do not‘tﬁkg into account ¢he
effects of declining enrpllment. Does this provide an overestimate qf

 long~-térm need?

L) -
K]

DEA Response: Two factors were ignored in developing the projected
cost estimates: decl{ning eprollments and increasing textbook costs
due to inflation. The assymption was tacitly made that these would,
to at least 'some extent, cancel each other out. To the extent that

this assumption is incorrect the cost estimates may be too high or
’ too low.

\ N he

Question #5: The study does not' address either the philgsophical basis or
empirical soundness of adoptimg the standard that each child have his/he#®
own copy of tlie texts he/she uses in basic academic subjects, Is there

any evidence to show that any positive educational impact should be expected

from its adqgtion? /

DEA Rbsponse In initjiating the textbook study, DEA attempted to
locate research on textbook usage relevant to possible relationships
between either funds allocated for textbooks or textbook usage and
achievement. Neither through searches of the ERIC. system nor conver-
"sations witl/,experts in the field of education and curriculum
developmen Verq twe able to locate such studies. We ftherefore limited
our analyfes to describing current usage patterns and the projected

¢ costs of meeting the standard described above, We do not consider

these analyses to be an evaluation.of that standard from an educational -

standpoint, Given the lack of relevant data on potential impact, the °
decision regarding either the adV133aiﬁity-or the cost~benefits of the
standard used here'is better Jeft t e judgment of policy makers
familiar with the needs of our school system.

Q@éqtion #6 : The study fails to address & number of impgrtant decisions
regarding alternative funds-allocation strategies fgr meeting the defined
needs, For instance, could some of the costs for textibooks be defrayedgpx

.using monies from the instructional materials acc&hp&¥ Do the prqjected

cost analyses assume that all schools will receive the same amount of money
regardlegs of current need? Do the analyses imply that the same textbook
series should be purchased for all students in a given grade or subject

matter?

DEA Response: The questions regarding alternative funds allocation

strategies specified above are extremely important and will need to be
taken into account in developing strategies for filling current needs.
The repprt by DEA does not address these issues, These questions are,

we feel, more appropriately the responsibility of administrators in
the school system.
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