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I, NEED FOR A DATA BASE IN COMMUNITY EDUCATION

Ly

—

\

- ¢

Over the past ten years a growing concern has been expressed

regarding the need for the devélopment of a base of information

within the field of community education. Whitt (1971) and

Van Voorhees (1972) were two early- autfiors during the seventies

who associated the collection of data with the need for account-

S : .
ability and research. A variety of other writers followed in ’e

late seventies (Moore, 1974; Weaver & Seay, 1974; Hammond, 1978

L]

=

and Burbach & Decker, 1977). All expressed concern about

the lack of adequate data collected on community education efforts

underway,

° s

.

Two rather Fecent trends appear to be now oreratinc which

a ’
have accelerated the need for a base of information. One, can be

associated with.the increasing contribution of public dollars to

community education'most,noticeably through state ard federal

é

. * % N .
doilars. As public funds have ‘increased, so too, have the accom-

panying reqguests for '

Ry

data on programs. The other trend has to do *-

‘

.with the reduction in public dollars to social services presently

taking place under the leadership of the Reagan administration.

0

. As the reduction in dollars continues,increasing pressure has

been placed upon all social service organizatiens (including

.

.educatioh) to prove "their worth". These two trends would appear

-

to place community education in\e very precarious position during

the emerging 1980's..

-

-

Community .educators need not feel alone in this position.

One author (Bina, 1978) had noted the evolution of fifty-five (55)

.

A
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.
national data bases relgged to education alone. Each is
attempting to design a system to maximize the'use of information
for the advangage nf its con%tituents. While most are desidned

. N
for use with computers, one author (Bearly, 1979) had attempted
to demonstrate how non-procedural languages for information
resource management ‘can be used effectively.'

A data b;se system islingeed often assoc?ated,with computers
and programmers. The terminology "data baée" may even ;ound
foreign to many of us . Yet, accoring to Date (1981) a data base

' system is nothing more thran a repository for\stored data. The
information can be anything that is deemed to be of significaﬂbe
to the organization the éystem is serving. In other words, any-
thing that may be necessary to the decision-making processes

involved in the management of that organization. The key 1s the

storage” of operational data which can be used at’ the appropriate

R4 v
time. - ‘
’ ’

The advantages of such a data base system are rather straight-"

forward. As Date (1981) has noted, a data base system can:

-

! A\ . .

improve decision making

reduce redundancy in data collection
data can be shared '

integrity can be maintained.

]

For community educators the evolution of a’ data base system can
Vi ~

also mean a wide range of users tapping into the system.

L]

Perhaps the strohgest case for a data base in community .

educatiom has been detailed by Gansneder et al (1980) in a

<

publication entitled Toward A Data Base For Commumd ty Education:’

An Exploratory Design.
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» \While one might assume that communiﬁy educators already recognize
P '

this negd, the publication for the first time documented this -

~

need in detail. The authors also offered an excellent conceptual

framework for a data base design. Elsewhere (Kaplan, Gansneder

and Rochen, 1980) argued for the development of a mulfi-dimensional,
modular data base for community education which would have utility
at the local level as well as the governmental level,i.e. univer- ,

sities atfd departments of education. The intent would be to

provide information which will be useful to the local operational’

P4
7

program level as well as address fundamental research questions
}

regarding the impact of community educatién.

4
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II. DESIGN OF.STUDY : '

The purposes of this étudy were two fold. First, to
determine the present level of data being-collected by selected
local education agemeies. This phase of the project was directed

toward discavering the present’ state of-the-art" with regard

-~

to data ¢ollection. The‘sécond purpose was to determine the

perceived data collection needs of the future withip these same

-

Y

local education agencies. - -

A cross section’ of twenty (20) local community education

dircctor . were .contacted for their invol®ement in the study. Their

f
.

programs represantéd both rural and urban areas as well as a

[

broad geographric representation from various regions of the country.

" -

Programs were selected with diversity in funding bases (federal,

3
i

state, local) asﬁréll as diversity in institutional affiliations
of the prime spodsor.: A final criterion was the selection of key

leaders of communit§ education at the local education level who had
’

. extensive knowledge and experience in commuaaity, educdation and

were 'likely to support rand respond to a study of this scope.

Phase I: * Present Data Collected

Y

4

A letter was mailed to the adiministrators éf-all tweﬁty (20)
perspective Qifgrams The letters outlined the purposes of the
study and request%g the assistance of local admlnlstrators in two
possible ways. (See Ap@gndix D). Administrators were asked to
elther 1) list those data items colleéted on at least an annual
basis at the éresent time or 2) send copies of all such data 1tems
and reports for analysis by the project staff.

An initial matrix was developed from this informftion listing

d )

LS . ' - 3 -
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all data items and all project responses.- This matrix was

"designed as a working draft’ in an attempt to Jain a better

perspective on the Kind of data presently collected as well as -
the frequency with.which these data were collected  across programs.
/
This initial matrix was then mailed out to eaéh.participat-

N\ ing administrator with the instructions to modify the matrix

-

to reflect the actual data collected at the-:local level. This
was done to enable local program administrators to react to

data.collected by other programs and more accurately depict
i‘ [ .
their data collection efforts. It was also designed for veri- <

o

fication purposes. Seventeen (17) or-85 percent of the local

' 4
program‘admihistrators completed the initial matrix on present

~

- B . -

‘déta collected.

A final revised matrix was then developed based upon this

o

input (see Appendix A}. This matrix included all data items with
1

responses from all participating prbqram administrators. - It
& : » e
also included the total humber of programs which .collected each

[y

specific®data item and the corresponding percentage of the total
population which this figure represents. ‘This information has
been used to develop a prcfile of the kind of data most often

collected at the local Ievel and reported *in the next section.

A

“Phase II: Futuré Data Needs -
A questiopnnaire was designed to collect information on
perceived future data needs. Items for this questionnaire were

derived from the following sources:

-

1. those items which local program listed as presently

MR

)
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. . *
collected (all items in Phase I fatrix).
» -
2. items from federally requested data (Local Data Moni-
toring form developed by Developmental Assogiates, o

’

1979) , . . '
3. impact items listed from a réview of the community
‘. . ! ‘ : '
edycation 11terature and Mid-Atlantic Center research

publications (Gansneder et al., 1980,b). ~
. . ' 1 . .

4. environmental items listed by Mid-Atlantic research

and evaluation publications (Sclwartz et al., 1980)."

LY

A five-point scale was developed to reglect weighted responses

to the perceived importance of collecting each éata item in the
future. Respondants were given the~féllowing response categories:
- 1. superficial
2. of little importance
3. useful . ' ,
4., highly important - . .

5. survival data.

-

A .
One of 'the key points outlined in GansSneder, et al. (1980,b) was,

. & ’ . o,
the need for local programs_to discriminate on the kind @f data

3 ‘ . o .
most needed at the local .level. According to the report, only

then can boundaries of the information system be sét and parameters

. . & !
chosen to deal with.constraints related to time, user expertise

and dollar expenditures.

.

The future prioritiés data questionnaire (see Appendix B)

.was mailed o all participating program administrators. Fourteen
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

/\\

(14) or seventy percent (70%) responded to the future question-

4

" s

naire. Results were then tabulated 'and are réported in the

¢

next section. . -




- III. FINDINGS, ' ' s

~ M <
:A N :
. Listed below are the results of the study related to present
» N / N .
.data collected and future data needs. /

A. Present Data Collected

- Breadth & Range - The seventeen (17) program administrators

" participating in this phase of the study: }eported presently -
.
collecting data in two hundred and eight (208) different areas.

These data were arranged into the ﬂGllowind major categories.

°

Participation: data re;ated to actual number of participants,
%ours of participation and par%icipation af
selected variaﬁles.

Activities: data related to number of programs and activi-

] ties, frequency of programs, cancelled-activi-

ties, programs by selected variables.

)

Involvement: » data related to volunteer involvement, advisory
council data, agency involvement. ( )
Finangial: data related to fundihg - amountss»and sourdes,

operating expenses, costs per site, cost-benefit
’ '

analysis, longitudinal data comparisgn.

Program Support: data related to goal/objéctive accomplish-

ments, facilities utilized, planning %Fta,
staff data, participant evaulation data, state

and federal requested data.
] -
Environmental: data related to role develcpment and change,

3

organizational climate assessment, facility .

needs, demographic information.




o . \ : ‘
Impacth: data related to actual outcomes; such as .
. . ! ‘) v .
' .
personal success stories, Skill_attainmentai

agency benefits, number of requests for

A
.
A ] -

Services filled. ~ -

The following profile of the present Yata collected emerged

I

from titis framework.

- ' ~—. ?

-
‘ COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE:
f -~
PRESENT DATA COLLECTION BY MAJOR CATEGORIES
Table 1
Category Number Items Percentaée of Total
Program Support 56 T 26.9
Involvement 46 22.1 '}
Activities 29 ¢ 13.9
Environmental 29 . 13.9
Participation 18 - 8.7
Financial 15 7.2
Impact 15 o 7.2
Total ' 208 99.9 a

\ In an attempt to get a better picture on the breadth of the
data presently collected at the local level, the data itemsr were
also organized into mailor "component"*as often a'ccociated with
community education (Minzey & LeTarte, 1579). Compoﬁents dealing

s
with additional programs for school age children and youth and

programs for adults were combined into one category on the follow-

. N~y :
ing page (additional programs for all ages).

y ) b ]
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. s ‘COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE:
'\\‘ ] . . ! - e d N
PRESENT DATA COLﬂiCTION BY COMPONENTS .
¥ - v ] ‘
Table 2 . -
. N A —
‘ ' . T Number Feréentage'
. Major Component ° ' Items of Total
Additional programs for all ages 55 36.4
Community involvement : . 38 25.2
! Delivery and c¢oordination of
community services. 29 19.2
Educatlonqé program for school age
children ‘ 20 . 13.2
Use of facilities S , 6.0 , '
Total : 151* 100
*The remaining g7 items did not fall into any of
the major component ca%;gories.
Most Commonly Collected Data - Following are those individual

data items that are presently collected by at least seventy
LN
vercent (70%) of the local programs responding. These data reflect

a profile of the most commonly collected data.

b

[y 4
A Y
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COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE: g
v PRESENT DATA ITEMS MOST COMMONLY COLLECTED | ,
R | .Table 3 :
’ . . Percentage of LEAs
Data Item & Number + + Collecting Data
Grand total number of Qafticipaﬁts ) 100
(n.17) v N
* Grand total number of prodrams. (n.17) 100 \ :
Grand ‘total number of participants S\
. * by age (n.l4) o 82
Grand tptal number of participants »
by attemdance area (n.l14) 82
Number cies/organizations using
scho facilities (n.14) ’ 82
Total' operating expenses (n.,13) 76
Local funding source/amounts (n.l13) - 76 -
Other funding sources/amounts (n.12) 71
List of cooperating agencies (n.l12) 71
. * Council data (genexal} (n.]12) 71
State or federally requested data (n.12) 71

-

A-profile of th-dataﬂcollectéd by at least fifty percent

- o3
(50%) of the local programs is listed in Tables£4—8 according to

.

' . emajor data categories. th~information is designed to give the

reader a better understanding of the kind of specific data collect-

‘e
ed within each of these major categories.
.
COMMUNITY- EDUCATION DATA PROFILE:
PRESENT DATA ITEMS WITHIN PARTICIPATION CATEGORY
Table 4
7
.Percentage of LEAS
Participation Datg Item . Gollecting Data
Grand total number of participants (n.17) 100
Grand total number of participants
by age (n.14) 8w
-~ Grand total number of participants
T )i by attendance area (n.l4) 82
‘ ; Individual activity rosters (n.9) ° 53 -
. ! . “\,
. .. ' I3
. ‘ ‘ -12-. Ay
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COMMUNITY EDUCATION.DATA PROFILE: '
- .
PRESENT DATA ITEMS WITHIN ACTIVITIES CATEGORY

. “Table 5 - '
. Pefcgntage of LEAs
Activities Data Item . Collecting Data
Grand total number of prograps (n.17) 100
Nuymbér of co-sponsored agency '
~ programs (n.Lkl) ’ 65
Number of educational programs (n.10) 59
Class meeting days (n.9) 53
Number of credit/non-credit ’
programs {(n.9) A 53.
Number of special events (n.9) 53
Number of meetings of each activity
& (9 T ' 53
Activity meeting days (n.9) 53

]

COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE:

PRESENT DATA ITEMS WITHIN INVOLVEMENT CATEGORY

-
t

Table 6
Percentage of LEAs”

Involvement Data Item Collecting Data
Number agencies/orga‘zations using .

school facilities (n.14) 82

List of cooperating agencies (n.12) 71 -
Council data (general) (n.12) 71
Total number of volunteers (n.1ll) 65
Number of participants in other agency

sponsored activities (n.11l) 65
Council attendance figures (n.10) 59
Total volunteer hours (n.9) 53
Council meeting dates (n.3) 53




- : - : \
COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE:

PRESENT DATA ITEMS WITH FINANCIAL CATEGORY

d

Tdble 7 R
Percentage of LEAs
Financidl Data Item . Collecting Data
'Total operating expenses (n.13) ’ 76
Local funding sources and amounts (n.13) 76
~Other funding scurces and amounts (n.12) 71
Total cost of community education by site
(n.10) . - 59
Total revehue by site (n.9) *53
Net cost—per’school (n.9) 53
Total expense/income by program or activity
areas (n.9) . 53
¥ \
\
{ 5 .i
. N | 1

A
COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE:

PRESENT DATA ITEMS WITH PROGRAM SUPPORT CATEGORY

Table 8
. Percentage of LEAs

Program Support Data Item Collecting Data
State or fedefglly requested data 71
District goal/objective accomplishments 65
Facilities utilized 65
Staff evaluation data 65
Participant evaluation data 59
Local programs site goal and objective

accomplishment ) 59
Narrative information on activities

related to K-12 59
Narrative information on activities re-

lated to interagency cooperation 59
Number of designated community schools 53

- b

(‘ ~
~

-14-
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Only one item under the environmental category was
collected by at least half 6} the participating programs.
This data itém concerned the collection of de@oéraphic
information on th#® community school attendance area, No
data items under the impact category were collected by a
majority of the participating programs. éee Appendix A
for complete listing of all data items inheach category.

-/

Data Examples
A variety of data collection areas deserve spegial emphasis.
Many of these areas are either unique or could serve as

models for data collection elsewhere. ‘ &

Cost-Benefit Analysis - Four programs 1qgégated the collec-

tion of cost-benefit analysis data. One such example is
data collected in the Gloucester Coﬁnty Department of Com-
munity Education located in Gloucestgr, Virginia. Through 5
the use 0f a series of questions related to agency invest-
ments, user 1nvestments and agency benefits, a formula has
been designed to calculate the additional)éqllars 1n services
due to interagency collaboration efforts. A Nist of specific
questions related to the cost ‘effectiveness analysis as well
as the formula for calculating the-total benefits has been
deve%oped. The efforts underway in Gloucester could easily

be adopted for use by other local programs.

Computer-Assisted Data Collection - Anchorage, Alaska 1s

presently installing computers at both the district level

v




A}
and local building site level to éollect and share data.
AnchQ;age récenEly received a report prepared by a consuylt- \
ing firm on the kind of data which could be 'stored foer
community gchool programs. The use of computer-assisted
data collection and analysié wlll surely be a {rend worth

futuré,invesﬁigation by any number of local programs.

Role Development And Change Information - Tucson Unified

-

School District in Tucson, Arizona presently collects data

on role development and role change related to school prin-
cipals, teachers, students, parents and agency personnel.

The information is included in two narrative sections of the
quarterly reports which are eted on.the program. The
one page summary sheets enable the community educator to doc-
ument the develdpment of and change in roles for the various
identified groups.

Curriculum Enrichment Support Services - Five programs

complle datg related to curriculum enrichment. Salem Community
Schools 1n Salem, Oregon, as an example, collects data in each
of the following areas: 1) field trips (number filled vs.
requested), 2) number of classroom volunteers, 3) number of

~

resdurce persons, 4) resource mat&rials development, 5) nunber

of intern/practicum students and 6) number &f room parents.

Kind Of Volunteer Involvement - Eight programs collect data
on the kind of volunteer activities made available tRrough

L}

community education efforts. Many of these opportunfities

I
[
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are listed in annual reports in a variety of different

formats.

~

Historical Financ¢ial Anélysis‘- Seven programs maintain
longitudinal,financial data fpf comparative purposes. . One
example is the Birmingham Community Education and Community
Services Program in Birmingham, Michigan. This information
is included in the annual report in both sgatistical and
narrative fashion. One unique feature of the Birmingham -
report is the inclusion of financial information on all
grant applications submitted to various sources over the 2
past five years and a list of all contributions which have
peen received at the local level. _.The fifteen page Histor—
ical financial data plan may be a’model from which others

could benefit.

Blectric Energy Useage - Three programs indicated the

collection of data related to electrical consumption. Brockton
Community Schoolss in Brockton, Massachusetts and Gloucester
County, Virgina both have formulas £er such computations. A

recent article by Outman and Cox (1981) in the Community

¥
Education Journal also offers a formula for arriving at such
®
data. *

Dollar Value of Volunteer Efforts - Six programs reported

collecting data on the total dollar value of volunteer
contributions. The Yanawha County Community Educaticn Pro-
gram in Charleston, West Virginia uses a five dollar per hour

figure for volunteer contributions. Monthly reports are

filed for each community education center.

o -17-

« 9
o4




/,' .o ' .

Impact Data - Nine programs reported impact data of various

.

sorts. There was no cofmon element other than personal
') <
1
narrative success stories that proved to be a common thread.

One unique approach has been taken by the Birmingham, Michir
gan program. The program included a lfgt of "assets" of
community education and correspepnding page numbers which
explain each of these assets in their annual report. The

Gloucester County progrart presently calculates benefits

derived from community education efforts in terms of a)
<
¥

publicity dollars, b) volugteer dollars c) facility rental

savings and d) equipment savings. The Salgm program calcu-

' -

lates a "service" indicator based upon the ‘number of f1lleds
and unfilled requests for services for each attendance area.
Salem and three other programs also include a narrative on
how community needs are being met by the program goals and
objectives. Both Salem and Gloucester also record the number

of contact hours with other agencies as a part of their data

collection. ~ /
3 : K 3
Council Effectiveness, bata - Five programs collect data
1n various ways on council effectiveness. Roseville Community

Schools 1n Roseviyle, Minnesota includes both council eval-

3 - 3 3 ¢
uation of the organization as well as assessment of their own

effectiveness.

Goal/Objective Accomplishment - Eleven érograms reported

AY

various methods for recording the accomplishment of objectives.

Perhaps the most detailed data Lé&prespntly collected by

.Salem, Oregon. Each attendance site records 1) the number .

SO 22

<, “
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.

-

of objectlves‘de;eloped, 2) the number of onectives

accomplished 3) the.percentage of objectives accomplished

per site and by the overall dist¥ict, and 4) written narra-

ti?es by each site on the manner e;ch objective was accom-
, ) .

plished or the reason for the lack of completion. All of

the information is combiled in the annual report presented

*

to the board. ' .-

3
B Unlqueﬁgpta‘ﬁollectlon - Among the more uncommon areas in
r '
which present community education programs are collecting
Vs - .

. da;:a are tne following:
1. number of volﬁnteers 1nvolvé§§with other agencies
2. longitudinal data on staff size
34 humber of agencies 1nvolved in community needs
assessmenés

&

/L.
consumable and non-consumable supplies inventory

.. ="
o,

K -
5%, ‘impact of khowledge of the lecal neighborhood on
hl
the program ~—
6. .role change and development data “ 7

7. skills attggpted/skiils remediated by participants

data.

C. Future Data Needs
Two-hundred and forty-oﬁe (241) data items were listed in the

future data needs questionnaire mailed to participating program

administrators. Fifty-six (56) data items or twenty-three

-~

percent (23%) received a mean score of 4.00 or better (1l-5

scale). On the other hand, only ten (10) data items or four
. percent -(4%) received a total mean score of belcw 3.00. The
O -l9_

ERIC ) - ‘ | 4
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rating scale was as follows:

5 - survival data (must collect) v )
4 - highly important (would liKe to collect) ' N
3 - useful '

2 - of little importance °

1 - superf1c1al. o .

The highest priority data items are listed below in Table 9
followed by the hidhest data items in each of the major

A :
categories (Tables 10-16) on the following pages.

- -
.
N ¢

\

COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE:

) HIGHEST PRIORITIES OF FUTURE DATA NEEDS
4 ) t

. Table 9 - v
. ‘ P
Data Item Mean Score”’
Grand total number of participants 4.92
. Number agencies/organizations using '
school facilities 4.79 ’
Local funding sources/awards 4.79 ‘
Total, number of programs 4.71
Total number of volunteers 4.71
District goal/objective accomplishment 4.71
Local attendance site goal/objective o
accomplishment 4.64
Council data (general) 4.55
Number of programs Sponsored by other agenc1es . 4.50
List of cooperating agencies 4.50
Other funding sources/amounts . 4.50 ‘
Total volunteers. by each local site 4.50

o
-
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COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE:

FUTURE DAT? ITEMS WITHIN PARTICIPATION CATEGORY

) - ‘ Table 10
7 )

Participation Data Item, Mean Score
Grand total® number of participants | 4.92
Total number of participants in non-school ‘ N

sponsored activities in school buildings 4.29
Total hours of participation 4.21
Total participation/contact hours 4.14
Grand total number of participants

by age categories 4.07
Grand total number of participants by

attendance areas 4.00

COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE:
FUTURE DATA ITEMS WITHIN ACTIVITIES CATEGORY
Table 11

Activities Data Item Mean Score
Total number of programs 4.71
Number of programs by other agencies , 4.50
Total number of programs 4.07

by co-sponsored agencies 4.07

by educational 4.07

by recreational < 4.00

by cultural 4.00

by community instructional gervices 4.00

] -
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COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE:

-

’ ‘ - .
FUTURE DATA ITEMS WITHIN INVOLVEMENT CATEGORY

Table 12 .

Involvement Datg.;péms ) Mean Score
Number of agenc1es/organlzatlons d51hg school P

facilities . . 4.79
Total number of volunteers 4.71
Council data (general) 3 . . 4.55
List of cooperating agencies 4.50
Total volunteer workers by each local site 4.50 «
Number gf participants in gther agency ,

sponsored activities v - 4.36
Number of classroom volunteers 4.36
Number of initiated inter—-agency projects 4.29
Number of classroom resource people 4.21 N
Average number of volunteers per local’site . 4.21

\ , i
~
t
COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE: ° -
‘FUTURE DATA ITEMS WITHIN FINANCIAL CATEGORY
Table 13

Financial Data Items _ : Mean Scoffe
Lecal funding sources & amounts 4.79
Other funding sources & *amounts 4.50
Total operating expenses 4.43
Total cost of community education by site 4.14
Dollar value of volunteer hours 4.14
Total revenue by site ) 4.07
Net cost per site 4.07

Total expense/income by program or act1V1ty
areas 4.00

LAY




COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE:

FUTURE DATA ITEMS WITHIN PROGRAM SUPPORT CATEGORY .
* .

Table 14
Program Support Data Item Mean Score
District goal/objective accomplishments o 4.71

Local program site goal/objective accomplish- o

ments : 4.64
Number of designated community schools 4.29
State or federally requested data 4.14
Number of objectives of local site and y

‘nercentage of accomplishment 4.14
Results from specific target group assessed .

needs . ) 4.00

[ 4
. .
\ , . N
» ,
COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE: ‘»

FUTURE DATA ITEMS WITHIN ENWIRONMENTAL CATEGORY - <

[y

Table 15

) .
Environmental Data Item . Mean Score
Number of trained directors ) 4.15
Community- school attendance area demographic

information 4.00
Action$ taken to increase awarenesgy of -

*community education ' Ly — 4.00
Policy support information 3.93

44




COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE:

»

FUTURE DATA ITEMS WITHIN IMPACT CATEGORY

’ »
p 7£r Table 16
N L ]
Impact Data Item Mean Score
Increased use of community resourée people
and materials in regular school 4,21
Redudtion in agency duplication of services 4,07
Improved community problem solving capacity 3.93
‘ Increased decision-making in school by )
community members 3J 3.93
Improved a;titude of teaphers/admini rators
toward role of community in education 3.93

In addition to the preceding tables, an analysis was under-

»

taken to determine the grand mean scores Jf all items listed

within the major categories for comparative purposes discussed
'_, ’ <

\/ “in the next section. This information is continued in Table 17.
<
- COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE: P
GRAND MEAN SCORES OF FUTURE DATA NEEDS BY CATEGORY
Table 17 .
Majox Category ’ Grand Mean
Program Support 4.02-
Involvement ¢ 3.954
Financial ) 3.952
Impact : 3.65
Activities 3.60 <
Programs 3.97 ™
Environment . 3.42
¥
/
-
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Tables 18-22 reflect the highest data items which could be

associated with the "components" of community education.

Items 'are cross listed where appropriate.

- COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE:

FUTURE DATA NEEDS - EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS FOR SCHOOL AGE
CHILDREN ' .

Table 138
Data Item . Mean Score
“ [
Number of classroom volunteers 4.36
Number of resource people 4.21
| Impact data on increased use of community
resource people and materials in regular
school 4.21
‘ A
’
COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE:
FUTURE DATA NEEDS -~ 'USE OF FACILITIES
Table 19

Data Item Me¢an Score
Number of agencies/organizations using

school facilities 4,79
Total number of participants in non-school

sponsored activities in school budlding 4,29

>

£
o .
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COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE:

. 4
FUTURE DATA NEEDS -‘iROGRAM FOR ALL AGES

- ) Table 20
Data Item

GPand total number participants
Total number of programg
" Total hours of participants
Grand total number participants by age
categories
Total number of programs by education .

Mean Score

4.92
4.71
4.21

4.07
4.07

COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA PROFILE:

Table 21

Data Item
datd L= , -

Total number of volunteers ,

Local programs site goal & objective accomp-
lishment ~ -

Council data (general)

‘Total volunteer workers by each local site

Average number volunteers per site

Number sclassroom volunteers

Number resource people

. l FUTURE DATA NEEDS - COMNUNITY INVOLVFMENT

Mean Score

- 4.71

.64
.55
.21
.21
.36
.21

R S N R
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COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA .PROFEILE:

FUTURE DATA NEEDS - DELIVERY AND COORDINATION OF COM-
MUNITY SERVICES

Table 22

Data Item Mean Score

-

Number agencies/organizations using school
facilities 4.79

Number of programs by other agencies 4.50
List of cooperating agencies 4.50
- Number of participants in other agency

L sponsored activities . o 4.36
1 Number of initiated interagency projects 4.29
‘. Agency benefits (volunteer -dollar amount) 4.14

"+ Total number of programs co-sponsored with -
other agehcies 4.07

;‘ Agency duplication of services 4.07

=W
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IV. DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

[N
Present Data Collection

Discussion Item #1 : Range of Data Collection

A wide range of data appears to be collected by various
local community education programs around theécountry.

This is evident through the rather large number (208) of
different data items that ;!e presently collected on at

- least an annual basis and reported in the earlier findings.
‘Part of the reason for such a wide range of items may be
the nature of £he primary fuﬁding agencies and community
ed;cation itself. The véfy nature of community education
lends itself to locally desigmed and controlled data collec-
tion’propedures. Outside funding at both the state and

federal level have recently imposed data collection pro-

cedures to add to the existing base of information collec-
¢

-
1

tion. s

Discussion Item #2: Emphasis éx Category
Table 1 reveals a high emphesis placed by local programs on
collecting data related to program support and communiéy
involv%pent. A review qé the kind of daté in these two
major cétegories reveals a rather wide range of data col-
lect%on underway. On the other hand, very little data of °
any significance appear to be collected in the impact

L . -
‘category. This may be due in part to the relatively

.

/
new nature of most community education efforts which may

( need to concgnhtrate more on- basic survaal data.
“ > : X

It may be due also to the

Q -28- 32




lack of assistance received in determining how impact
data can be collected. While the financial category also 5
doesn't reflect a wide range of data items, it should be

pointed out that on closer examination ee Table 7), there

LY

is a comﬁon set of core data items ich are presently
collected by local programs. Also, %he range of data in
this category may not need to bg as broad. Thus, the num-
ber of data itens by itself can be misleading and analysis
must rely upon bpth the breath of data collected and the
frequency with which it is collected..

Discussion Item #3: Emphasis by Component

Table 2 indicated a high emphasis on collection of a wide
range of data items related to the community education
components‘particularly the componénts dealing with programs
for all ages and community involvement. Over sixty percent
(60%) of the data, which could be categorized, fell into one
of these two major areas. Data 1tems regardi%g the use of
facilities were ld@est; however, it may indeed not be
necessary to collect a wide range of data in this area.

Very little research beyond the work of the Mid-Atlantic
Center (see Cook 1979, and Kaplan, et alg, 1980) has been
done on the detailed data which should even be collected

in each of these component areas. If data are not being
collected in sufficient detail in each of these areas it

may reflect a greater need of the community education field

to clearly address itself to these components for data

collection.

e S |
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Discussion Item #4: Profile of Community Data

Table 3 illustrates the kind of data most commonly é@‘f
lected among the participating programs. A closer ;bok
at the data items reveals a high emphasis upon programming,
participation and financial data. Table 3 repres;nts a

% profile of baseline survival data whiéh is not only col-
lected by over seventy percent (70%) of the participating
progr;mi, but could also be a baseline for all local programs
to consider. £

Discussion Item #5: Profiles Within Categories

Tables 4-8 represent the most commonly collected data within

categorieig; Local programs would be Wi§F to consider how

they com;are to each of these tables. There appears to bq’
P little or no data on impact of the environment. There are
some cautions which should be noted. 1In several instances

‘

data items listed 1n other major categories could be cond
sidered a part of one of these two categories. This is
particularly true if one looks at the program support items
a?d relétes these items to the environmental category.

Several items dealing with inter-agency relationships could

¢
also be linked to the impact category. Still the lack of

=

any data items in the impact category 1s discouraging for.
those who wish to draw any c;ncluwion about hard data
;elateq to the impac£ of community education. Various social
service fields have had difficulty in arriying at approacbes
to truly measure the impact of. the prégraﬁ: Community _

education is no exception.

T
8

*«30- \ g




-

Discussion Item #6: Data Examples

Several excellent examples of data collection in specific
areas have the potential for serving as models for other.
local programs. Gloucester County's‘Eost—benefit analysis
and Salem's objectives verification process are two such

- egambies. Birmingham's annual report as well as those from
several ‘other programs deserve to be shared with local
program administrators. Simply, the sharing of information
by local program administrators of what kind of information
they collect and how it is used and reported merits inves-

" tigation. On the otﬁer hand, there also appears to be a
large amount of superficial data that may be of quectionable
value. Gansneder et al. (1980) have noted that %hg\??rlety and
magnitude of community education's goals may be contributihg
to an inability to come to consensus on the kinds of ques-
tions and corresponding data which should be collected.
Failure to set boundaries on the fnformation system does
appear to be a prob%em with which community educators have

yet to come to grips.

"Discussion #7: Overall Strength and Weckness of the Data
Collected

The overall strength of the data collected‘ﬁy the participa-

ting programs includes a good emphasis in each of the follow-

-
' a

ing areas:

.volunteer hours/volunteers
.activities and programs

.interagency documentation

.variety of council data

.total participation/contact hours

.financial data .
..goals/objectives documentation
.participant evaluation data.




s ‘.

The program administrators themselvessexpressed a positive

response to the study and a willingness to provide data as J(/

well as to return guestionnaires. Several commented on
the desire to obtain information in specific areas or
‘obtain copies of annual reports for review.

On the other hand; a pajor weakness among pre@grams would
appear to be the lack of an overéli system or approach for
establishing a data base of i;formation. Much of the in-
formation presently collected could be termed summative
data used for réporting purposes almost exclusively. Perhaps
greater attention needs to be directed toward answering
the following questions for future cqllecgaén efforts as
Gansneder et al. (1980) have noted.

1. What'kindé of decisions need to be made by whom,

!

about what? . .
¢
2. What particular topics are of high f&iOrity?
3. 'At what point in time is information needed?

&\ 4., What constraints and limitations should be imposed

upon this system?

\
Future Data Collection

Discussion Item #8: Highesgt Data Items

Twelve items received a score of 4.5, or high regarding the

importance of future data collection., This core group of

T

* data items is very similar to those presently collected. by
- programs (see Tables 9 and 3). The items once again reflect
an emphasis upon part{cipation, proéraming, financing and

»
‘

’ YA
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agency relationships. One item dealing with the develop-
ment and verification of local attendance site goals/ob-.

w

. Jectives deserves special note. If program administrators
LY
' do wish to place greater emphasis on this area then model
efforts such as those in Salem, Oregon need to be shared

with others.

Discussion Item #9: Data Items Within Categories Again, iy

many of these same items are listed as presently being *
collected (Tables 5—8;. However, several itehs listed on
these future needs did not appear with the same degree of
significance in the present data study. As mentioned above,
the development of local sité goals/objeétives is one such
example. Several others also merit‘clo;er attention. Moét
notably are the following:
.data on classsoom volunteers and resource people ‘
.data on‘the dollar value of volunteer hours
.the cost of community education per site
..a&erage number of volunteefs at the local site ,
..data on locél site demographics
.impact data on increased use of community resource
people and materials in the regular school
..lmpact dat; on reduction in agenéy duplication of
¢

services.

Future data collection efforts appear to place an increasing

emphasis upon both the development and use of data at the

local atténdance site.level as well as data related to the

L J

regular school prcgram. <




Discussion Item #10: Overall Data Emphasis

The findings illustrated in Table 17 indicate a strong, contin-
. . <~ )
ued effort in the collection of data irfms most often associated
. with program support, involvement and financing. Impact data

s

follows these categories but rates above others. The collection

. of impact data ‘would appear to be a stronger emphasis for

LN

future data coldection.

. .
Discussion Item #11: Components Emphasis

Tables.18-22 represent the findings associated with the
components of community education. The lack of items
in Tables 18-19 dealing with the K-12 program and use
of facilities may in part be a result of biases in the
design of the questionnaire itself. The q;estionnaire
was not designed specifically around these component
areas. The length of the questionnaire (241 data items)
was already exceedingly long. Any attempt to develop an,
expanded list of items within these categories would have
meant an unmanageable number of items. Still, Table 18
does suggest a future interest in c%lléction of data
relateg to tige classroom. Data related to progtamming.
for all ages, community involvement and the coordination
services do suggest a profile worth reviewing and refer-

‘
encing at the local level.  However, further extensive
research with regard to data items in the major compon%nts

of community education should be undertaken before attempting




to generalize the findings. Instruments could be
developed for determining the kind of data presently
gollected for each of the components if it were deemed
appropriate. Howevéf, theré‘is a danger in viewing
these components as %gparate items.

Discussion Item #12: Relationship Between Present Data

Collection and Puture Needs

By far the majority of tag priority items preéently
N\
collected by locfi programs ﬂere also viewed as important

to céllect in the near future. Tables 3 aqd 9 aré striking-
ly similar. Of particular importance to note is the ratﬁer .
hlgh mean score received for the top items regarding future
data needs. There appears to be a core set of data items
: wﬁich are‘perceived as important to collect both now and in

the future. Researchers and those working in institutions
‘of highei"education may want a different set of data priori-
ties (perhaps those dealing with impact and the environment).
One of'the implications from this study 1s to point out the
difficulties which no doubt will evolve {rom trying to de-
velop a data coilection system which can serve both 1lgcal

» program needs and research nee@s. This does no*t mean %hat

such a system cannot evolve but only that such efforts may

take further study and analysis.

&
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V. RECOMMENDATI ONS
|

The purpose of this report was to summarize present aad future

data profiled as they relate to community education. The follow-

‘e
.

ing suggested recommendations are directed towards varioeus con-

stituents in the community education field.

To All Community Education Groups

1.

. % s
It is not recommended that a sophisticated data base system

3

be developed at this time. As Gansneder et al (1980) have
noted elsewhere, any attempt to do so would likely incur low

panyf?/;elative to costs. Results from this study would

~

also indicate districts may not be prepared to undertake

such a system anyhow.  Further, there is little evidence to

-

suggest that community educators deem Such a system necessary

in the future. -

’

Community educators ‘at all levelyg should attempt” to share }é

more often with others, prese data collected within their

domain.

-~

An emphasis on dat ection is likely to continue to grow. .

[3

This does require that additional thinking and planning be

done at all levels to determine ?pecffic immediate needs as

[

well as longer range projects. /

To Local Community Education Programs

4.

Programs are encouraged to review their own efforts in data .
collection and compare them with the findings 9f this repart!

Programs are also encouraged to review the following set of
guidelinas as outlined by Gansneder et al.’!!BO) concerning
L

~ . . B ) L
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their own data collection effort. Consider collecting

“1

data which:

a. concerns the most important goals or intended outcomes
b. concerns the most important activities

C. 1s needed by the grantor -

d. 1is most negeded by local persons, e.g. the advisory

_council, school systems, and local agencies
4

€. 1s accessible, relevant, reliable, and valid .
£. concerns the most important target groups. =N
Programers need to take greater initiative and develop net-

‘working strategles in order to improve their knowled,of '
¢

data presently being collected around the country. This also K“
requires! taking on a large share of the responsibility for

exchanging information. ° This study indicated a high interest

in follow ub and involvemenr.

Programs are encouraged to seek further ass;stance from
-ty .
communlty educatlon centers from aroun@ the country regard-

ing data collection.' Too often in the past, this has been

'\. - ’

seen as a rather low priority by both trainers and partigi-

pants. Clearly, the implications from the collectton or lack
S
of collectlon of data related 4o .impact must be addresses
2
The political and economic conditions of our times will not

let this major focus remaln unresoived.

To The Mld Atlantic Center

8.

)2
Every,effort should be made to follow up this report with

-
those programs which wished to be kepp'informed and involved.

Among the possible options which should be considered are the

»
following: :

372 .
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a. sSserve as a convenor Or host center to enable the
participating programs to share information with each
other’at workshops br conferences, (N.C.E.A. conference
"is one such example).

b. discuss_directly with participating programs their
ideas on the most useful follow up apgroaches éo this
study . ' . )

c. consider the development oi/pne or more pubiications
related to those model daté examples listed in this - .
study. The report would be a supplemental pubiication

 to this one and would enable programs to deal with the
%ctual form with which pre;ent data is collected.

d. onsider an additional nationzi@e search among LEAS in
selected data items to incorporate -with recommendation
8(c) - ' %

Longer range follow up recommendations include consideration

of the following activities.

a. In?estigate the development of specific data collection

‘ instruments related to thé components of community educa-
tion. This could be done by building off the existing
work'of Cook (1979,a,b,c) and_outlined in Kaplan et al.,
1980) .  Three of those component areas (facility use,
interagency relationships and citizen participation)
have already résulted'in a list of subareas. Local pro-

grams would need to be involved heavily in this effort

to insure the data 1is related to local neéds as well.

\ .
12
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h)

sz;stigate gpe development of specif%c instruments

in the two impact areas rated highest in this study.
These two items were i)measyring impact on the K-12
program and ii)measurizg impact on agency reduction

in duplication of services. ’Such development and field
testing agahuimould‘be done with close coordination.
at the local level. . 4 ', .
Assist a selecfed number of LEAs in the desigh of an
overall data basé system. This would also entail
tfaining and follow up tailoéed to l?cﬁixdata gollec—
tion efforts with research, planning ahnd evaluation

similar to the conceptual frameworR outlined by Decker

& Burbach (1978). The work of Gansneder et al. (1980)

B

. \
could also serve as an excellent planning and reference

guilde.
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e TOWARD A COMMUNITY EDUCATION DATA BASE:

APPENDIX A

INFORMATION PRESENTLY COLLECTED AT THE LOCAL LEVEL

s
. A Matrix of Local Programs and Data o :_3
Revised - -
'lod o @
248t
Local Prograns 3388
DATA Sgse
1] 2] 3] 415 8 910 111213 14 115 |16 i e 17
Grand total number of participants’ X X[ X X| X X0 X X X ox x| x| x| X 171100 X
a) by sex X X X X | X X 71 4
b) by age categories X X1 X1 X1 X X X | x| X| X X 14 8] X
c) by attendance areas < X X X X x| ox | ox! x| x| x| x |14] 8] X
d) by education X X X" 3] 18
L4 .
e) by parent/non-parent X X X 3| 18
f) by distance from school X X 21 12
‘( |
g) by race : X X X 3| 18
h) by other geographical data - x|, X 2] 12
i) by previous participation X X X 4| 24| |
Ed 4 K
Total number of participants in non-. X X | X 5129 x
school sponsored activities in school
buildings
Total hours X X| X X| X X 71 14| X
Average participant hours X X1 X X 51 29. X
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[ 1 ]2 (3451617 |8 ]9 |10]11 A
Total participation/contact hours . | X X | X | X X 8147
Weekly average participation L X X 3118
Participation hours by type of ’
program X X
Longitudinal datj comparing annual ¢
years participation X1 X X X
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+ Individual activity rosters \_ X X| X} X| X X
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DATA 2325
: - 1 8 |9 |10]11]12{13{14]15} 16| ja |17 |
Total number of programs X X x [ x P x [ X [ X {X X [ X1 17{ 100
a) credit/non-credit X | x X X 91 53| X
b) recreational X X | X x| X X 5| 29
c) cultural X X | x X x| 71 4
d) educgtiona1 X X | X x| X x L 10| 59
e) community instructional services X 31 18] X
T E— g
]
f) co-sponsored agency program X1 x| x X x| 111" 65 X
g) enrichment ' X x| X x| 7] 4
h) special events x | X X X z 53] X
i) health X x| x X x| 6 35 |
j) skill ¥ X X 3] 18 ]
k) social X X X 5] 29
1) civic improvement X X X 3] 18 1
? ’
m) self improvement X X X 3] 18
n) religious X 1 6
o) reimbursable classes x| 2f 12 X
L B |
-p) non-reimbursable classes x| 2| 12 X
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Activities

activity for each local site
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DATA 3524
1 8 |9 j10]11(12]13]14}15] 16| x|a&[17
q) continuing programs (not classes) L y | 5 23 ) X
r) number of students in remediation '
programs X 2112 | X
" Number of programs by other agdencies X I X ['Xx ] X X X 8| 47| X
Frequency of programs X ["X X 6] 35 ! X
Most successful- program (listed) 2| 12
List of community school instructors
names, addresses X X1 X 71 4 X
Heekly progrén number totals and .
participants X1 X} 4] 24 | X
Number of cancelled activities ¥ X X X X | 5{ 29
Individual course outlines \"2) X 3] 18 | X
Class meeting days X [ X X{ X X 9] 53] X
Number of meetings for each activity X‘ X1 X X1 X 91 53| X
Average number of participants each * )
A X 5 29 | X
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) o 3 5 8 19 [10]11]12]13{14]15] 16| °2x|a &[17
Total number of volunteérs Q* X X X X |X X X | 11] 65
Kind of volunteer activities : X X XX | g 1x | 8147
Total volunteer hours X X X X | X X X 9153
/
Total volunteer by each locat site . X X X | X X X 7' 4]
Council data X X X X X X x | 12171 | X
A ~ &
a) meeting dates X 9 X X X 953 { X
354
b) attendance figures Y X X X y 110159 [ X
g) action and topics of meetings X X | X X 8| 47 | X
d) role of staff B X X 4124 | X
. e) meeting time X X | X X 7014 | X
"f) location of meetingg X X | X X 7:41 | X
g) manner of council selection ] W X 4| 24 | §
h) council strengths/problems X 3 %L
i) council tasks/role X X 4. 24, X
" j) council member names etc. X X | X g X 8l 47 | x
k) staff attendance figures X 3[ 18 1
1) number of meetings X X X X 71 41 l X




Involvement

DATA

.

Local Programs

Total No. of
Responses

Respondaﬁts

Percentage of

m) evaluation of organization

—
[0}

~n
O

n). evaluation of effectiveness

o) number of councils
4

4

p) advisory council profile

24

q) narrative on involvement in
objective development

29

Number of citizen workshops

29

Average number of volunteers- per local
site

><

35

Number of meetings/community partici-
pants S

><

41

Curriculum enrichment support services
provided (data)

29

a) field trips (number filled vs.
requested) -

24

b) classroom volunteers

35

c) resource people

41

d) resource materials

24

e) 1intern/practicum students

18
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DATA S3L @

) . 8 |9 j10]11]12)13]14]15]16|2&|& &7
f) room parents X 3|18 7
Number agencies/organizations using X [x [ x | x| X x | 14182 1 X
school facilities
Number of participants‘in other agency X
sponsored activities : X X |x X x | 11] 65 ] X
Narrative on inter-agency cooperative
efforts X 5129 | X
Agency attendance fiqures X X 8| 47 | X

4

Contact hours of facility use by other

agencies X [ X | X X 8] 47 | X

Number volunteers involved with other

agenciesY ) X X 21 12

Number of initiated interagency

projects R X X X 6| 35

Agency involvenient by types X X X 6 35 | X

List of cooperdting agencies X | x [ x| x| x X {12 71 | X

Agency investments . X 1{ 6

a) personnel dollar contributions X 2| 12 | x¥

b) travel contributions X 21 12| X
X X 3] 18 |* X

c) supplies

i
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Staff involvement in Eouncils,
committees & projects
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| : L ul b on
1 12 |3 ]a 15 |6 171819 j10l11]12]13/14]15]16|°&fa |17
_ \ocal funding sources and amounts | X [ ¥ | X| X| X | X X X | X Xl X X 11376
Other funding sources and amounts X i X Xi X X1 X | X X | X X X 112171 X
\\
Individual program dollar contri-
butions X X| X X | X 6] 35 | X
Total operating expenses X4 Xbox | X X x| xpx X X1 X 13176 | X
Kd LY T
Instructor cost for individual )
activities Xp X X1 Xt X X 81 41 X
o ] :
‘G Other/material”cost for individual : f ) i
S activities Y X | X X X 5] 29
c
“ Total cost of community education by
site X X| X1 x| x| | X | X Y | 10| 59 | x
4 ' .
Total revenue by site X X1 X} X X X X X 9) 53 X
<3 = -
Net cost per site X XXl X)X X X X gl 53 + X
Total expense/income by program or
activity areas X X1 X | X X 9, 531 X
Dollar value of volunteer hours ’ X| X X X X X 6 35
Monthly financial statements by
individual sites ° : X 2124 X
Longitudinal financial data ,
comparison X\ X| X|{ X - X X 71 41
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DATA —9ls g
Salt a
1 3 141516 8 |9 |lop11|12]13]|14]15[ 16| |a &7
Longitudinal costs for publicity on —tee S U S S — B, -
annual basis X X 2112
X R ¥ Y al 24

Cost-penefit anaiysis
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DATA , - Saea
1 3 8 |9 |10f11]12]13]14]15]16|°&|a &|17
District goa1/objecfi)4e accomplish-
ments X X X X X 111165 | X
[ Local programs stte—guat-and-obsective| , .
accomplishment X *——K—% X X1 10§59 | X
Number of objectives at local site and f
percentage of accomplishment X 3|18
o
= = -4
€ Future goal listing X X 6| 35
Q ~
=
v Availability of facilities at each ,}
5 program site (data) X 12 . X
<
=Y <
© Facilities utilized x1 x| x| ¥ X X | 11]65.} x
O- .
) Electric energy useage . X 3118 | X
% Narrative information on activities X X X| 8|47 [ X
a) related to K-12 X X | X X X]10/|59 | X
b) inter-agency cooperation X X | X X X110 59 { X
c) community development X X X X1 7;41 | X
d) use of facilities and resources X X | X X 6|35 | X
e) youth activities X X | X X 8|47 { x
f) adult activities: X X | X X 8| 47 | X
h planning and evaluation narrative X X x| 5/29 1 X
A
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Local Programs I
DATA B : , SH18 al -
2 4 |5 7 18 ]9 j10]11j12]13| 18] 15] 16|2&& &7
Historical narrative on program d X | X X X 6135 | x._
Narrative information on oppé?tunities h&' )
for improvement/problems X, X X | X X - b 36’!’
i . A . :
Narrative information on anticipated o
* action/future plans X X X { X. X 6135,
\?‘_\Narrative on actions taken to imple- . A R o '
8 ment reqional concept of community ) . 3 ] .
S education X X .t - X : 8.
n . .
5 Staff size - X] X : X X [ X X v 8| 47 , X
< - T = , -
g Staff numbers and costs X| X X X : X, X 8{ 47 1 X
Q, E //'7 - . 1~ N
Staff hours X| X 1 X X 61 35| X
R . - - 9 . e, N .,
" “Staff development activities | X X X - X X X A X
h ‘ I P ] ]
Staff evaluation data ? Xip X| X X X X- X - X R 6‘5"X .
’ Longitudinal data.en staff size X < X 2| 12 .
., Staff,development priorities and ‘ _' - o
© listing - . , ) » X X 3| 18} x|
Needs assessment dates® - = ' X{ . x| - X X | X .a X ’ 6-35¢1
- ‘ . - s
Number people surveyed Xl X | X X | X X 6/ 35| .
. - F . M - ) . .
Number returned assessmends ) ] K= X, X X1 X4 X + 6 35
.‘ - . : ’v
Number volunteer involvement in ";’,_. 1. X X | X P 4 24 -
assessment - - ] ) o 1
Q R - ! . . b .7 \
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PATA | gale ol
1 8 |9 |10 1112 13|14 15| 16| x|8 &|17
. y ‘
Number agency involvement in -assessment X X 1] 6
Results from spécific target group ' .
assessed needs ) 5 29
h Y
a) volunteers X 4 24
b) teachers X 4 24
c);;princi;kWs X 4] 24
"d) parent/community X | X 71 41
Participant evaluation data y |y oy X1 10] 59 X
a) evaluation of instructor X X \ X X\ 711 41
b) evaluation of activity X X X X| 8] 47 | X
c) future programs . X X X 1 X x| 7] 41
"d) method of learning about the program X X | X X! 6f 35
e) facilities evaluation . X X| 3] 18 | X
f) f}equency of past participation X X{ 31 184 X
Type of communication/publicity X X X| 6 35]
List of public relations activities X X X[ 4 24
Newslgtter dates N X X X 6 35
’ D)
8 b




. F;rogram Support
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Local Programs fg gg
DATA | . 8P 2
6 8 |9 {1o]11]12]13]14]15]16[°2&|a &]17
Total newsletters distributed X X | X X 71741
Number of issues X X X 6|35
-Registration sources X X X x| 6{35 | X
Regfstration times X X | X X X 714 X
Equipment inventory X X X‘ 4'24
Consummable supplies X X 2112
Non-consummable supplies X X 2 12
Number of designated community-schools X X | X X 9[53 | X
P
Summary profile of local community school X x| 6135 | X
State or federally requested data X X X ] X X 12] 71 { X
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’ "™ 4
o 1




[
“ |o
o %
Q &
rwnf O C
123|33
| . Local Programs ~ —Sls <
DATA ' - : sofp o
1234 5|6 (7189 /10/11[12]13/ 14|15} 16| | =fi7 .
i Role change "information ‘ X 1 6
! a) principal X X X . 2] 12
| 0 !
| b) .teacher X 1 6
i L]
{ c) parents/community members X : 1
| d) students . X | 1 6
| o T
- . l
c e) agencies X | - 1 i
E ;
§ Role development information X 1 CE
> L .
E a) principal X X ) 2l 12
b) teacher X - 1 g
c) parents/community members y | 4 1. 6 *
/ :
d) students ‘ X - 1 q "
e) agencies . X ' 1 g
Number of trained directors X X : X X X| 6135 }X
Actions taken to increase awareness of X X X v | ¥
community education ~ X 7141 X
I@pact of increase/decrease in school . X X X
enroliments on program - 318
“Impact of knowledge of neighborhood on - ) i .
@ program a8 X , 7
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hNarrative cranges 1r courc1ls serfor- N . ; f ,
~ance . ¥ ,{ T~ Y - . i 3 ]B_L
. ; : E
Personrel assess—ert af organizatior ; ' ‘ i | -
climate y ¥ 4 . 3,18
i . } + i i
1 H {
NJmper speecnes/topics glier / , o Y L X 428 &
i ]
- L1s% 0f 542 1rygljemert witr ctrer . Lo
= organizations arc counc1’s , ! ' ! X yi 6 35 X
= +
3 ' . t :
i .. . ) ) * ! ! ) ‘ )
£ Receptivity of princizal to s3cneol - ; | |
= . . ; -~
o facility Jse 5y eatr s1te DX XL ozyp 12,
= . + — ! r_
> . L. . ) -
S faciiit i3 , P X Z, 12 X
< V:geC1a1 faciiities needs ; ; f :
: ' '
Nomber of reguests refeived ‘or service . ' ;
- . ) : i )
at eaon site - ro ; 2 12§
. . ‘ i
- . | | : i 2
Number of reques*ts fiiled at eacn site Yooy L i o3 18
Y ‘ ‘ ! ; i !
Annual staff developrert pian with dates, f ! l E f 4 12 gx
and focus f ¥ LA S S S L L
. . t ’ ‘ }
Community school attendance are3 ’ ‘ ; i =
OmmUNI Ly ° : PO Y 1 ¥ Y, X Py 9 531X
. demographic 1nformaticon N N - , l N 1 |
- E i MR
' . ' ¥ H
Jther information of special ign1f = ‘ g : ; -
cance to indiviidual attendance sites ‘ , : ! : . : P j
- .Y . T i i
{2 bussed students, = of free lunches, ‘ ! , Lo :
: 5 ’ : ! s |
: businesses — R S U SRS U SN D § SN &
ry = 4 - . i s E l
f ‘ . ! . { : i
Number of contact “hours with other ‘ , , ‘ i | | !
\ o IR xi L o2 12
agencies - — —
Q . } ' ’ : : i ‘\.,,I | |
ERIC. . .’ ‘
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- Local Programs ~6|® 5
DATA 3al2 o
1 {2 |34 (5|6 |7 819 (10]11]12]13]18]15]16|°&|a &[17
Narrative personal success stories X . X X X1 5] 29X
| Adult special interest verification of P i
| competency data . X 1 6
Skills attempted/skills remediated by . ™
. participants . X . 1 6
| ‘
| Perception of impact of community . i
schoo]l ) . X X 2l 12
| Human interest stories . X X 3 18 . X
-~
§ Narrative on community needs being met by -
E- program goals and objectives X | X X X L 4] 24
| Number of teens employed via Rent-A-Teen X X X . 3 18
‘ ' ]
! ARgency benefits X 1
a) publicity dollars X 1 §
b)> volunteer dollars ) X 1 6|
<) facility rental savings . ’ X 1 6
d) equipment savings X r 1 6
Total agency dollar benefits - X 1 6
User investments X| - 1 g
_ Number of requests for sEFvices filled i : X ‘ I
. \\‘




'APPENDIX B

Toward a Community Education Data Base:
- . oFuture Priorities at the Local Level

. * ’ -
Listed below is @ wide range of information which could be a part of future data col-
lection at the local "level. .Please.read each item and decide upon the degree of
importance of collecting this_jﬁnd of information to assist your own local efforts.
Include both the priority areas you presently collect data and wish to continue, as
well as areas you présently do not cqllect data but belsteve are important future

priority areas for your program. Please check all items on this Tist according to
- .the rating scale on the right side of the paper. Return questionnaire by August 9,
1981 tp: Jahn Warden, The Northern Institute, 650 West International Airport Road,
Anchorage, Apdska 99502. Thank yow for your help. - s g
Degree of Importance to Collecgt this Data
{check one response for each item) //
L v /
. < Highly Important p
< Survival Data  (would like to * Of Littl :
Data Item (must collect) collect) Useful Importang@ Superficial
.G 4 : ] ' (5) (4) . (3) " (2) (1) M.s*
rand total number o , )
participants 11 1 » :92
" va) by sex ‘ ‘ 2 - 4 .6 2 .43
b)Y by age categories 5 5 4 N .07
c) by attendance areas 5 ' 5 ' ! .00
' | 4 . s 3 . '
d) by education level : 4 4 > 1 .85.
e).by parent/non-parent 1 g 8 1 .29
f) by distance from school 1 2 _ 4 ~ - 79
" g) by raée - 2 7 3 2 2.64
~h3 by-otherigeogr&phica] ) 2 B o 6 . 4 2

4 data

i) by previous | - . . 10 ) I . 3.
partickpation . X ) ., T R B !

.29

Total number of partic- 6 6 \ 2 ng ™

, ipants.in non-school - AT 2/
‘sponsored activities in -~ ‘ ) T s :
'school buildings . & !
Total hours pf gartic- ° ’ o3 . 4

ipation ° . \ " -

14

21
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bata/ltem

Survival Data

Highly Important
(would like to

L

0f Liﬁtfeg_ Super-

Average participant hours @

.Total participation/
contact hours

Weekly average partic-
ipation "

Participation hours by
type of program’ ;

Longitudinal data com-
paring annual years
participation

Individual activity
rosters '

Total number of programs

_ a) by credit/non-credit

h) bysrdieational,

c) by tultural -
d) by educational

e) by commumity instruc-
tional services

f) by co-sponsored
agencies

g) by enrichment

h) by special events

i) by Hea]th

j) by skill | -

k) by social

1). by ¢ivic 1mpf0vement

m) by ‘self-improvement
., n) by re]iﬁ}ods

o) by.non-reimbursable
< classes .

-»

(must collect) collect) Useful’ Importanc ficial
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1) M.S.
2 5 4 ‘ 3 3.43
5 5 3 ‘ » 4,14
4 3 4 3 3.57

4 .
2 6 5 1 3.64
5 4 4 iy . 3.93
3 8 2 1 3.14
11 2 1 4.71
6 5 2 1 3.57
7 1 5 1 ___4.00
7. 2 3 2 _4.00
' 7 3 2 ) 2 4.07
3 5 4 2 4.00

yi
5 5 4 4,07
4 3 6 1 3.71
4 3 7 3.79
3 4 6 3.64
3 . ;3 7 1 357
A ]

4 4 5 1 . 3.79
3 5 5 1 AR
) ¥

3~ 3 7 1 Tt 3.97

1 2 3 4 1 2.86

2 ' 1 4 BT 2.85

4" 4 - 4 1 . 3.15

» i‘

p) by reimbursable classes

*Mean Score




Highly Impgrtant

.o . “Survival Data  (would Tike to ’ Of Little Super- |
Data Item (must Collect) collect) Useful  Importance ficial
o) (4) (3) (2) (1) M.S.
q) by cont1nu1ng programs 4 3 4 1 3.57
(not classes) . x
r) by number of students 4 2 S -3 2.50
in remed1at1on programs
) Y work related ’ G - 3 E 4 3.21
t) by basic education 1 3 8- 2 3.21
attainment . -
Number of programs by 8 - ' 5 1 - 4,50
other agencies
Frequency of programs 4 ' 3 6 1 3,71
Most success ful jprogram 2 ‘ 3 6 1 2 3.14
(1isted) , ) N = LT
5 . ' .
List of community -school .5 \ 4 2 . 2 <1 3.71
instructors' names, ) . /
addresses ‘
Weekly program number 4 1 g S Sl 3,21
totals and participants T
Number of cancelied 5 5 2 2 . 3.93
activities : - '
: 2 1 7 .3 1 3.00
Individual ‘course outlines .
C]aés meeting days ‘ 5 2 4 3 3.64
Number of meetings for - 6" 2 ‘ ‘3 2 3.92.
each activity : - . .
Average number of"partic- 2 6 . 4 2 3.57
ipants each activity for N -
each local site \
Total number of courses 1 4 8 o 3.29
for mentally handicapped
Total number of courses 1 , 4 8 1 3.29
for physically handicapped )
Total number of courses 6 6 1 1 3.21
for limited English
speakers . d
Total number’ of volunteers 1 2 1 4.71
Kind of volunteer 5 ’ 7 2 _4.21
activities- ‘ : ) ’
‘. : *M S
]: | , ' ean Score w. o-
PN ! S, ]
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IToxt Provided by ERI

\ Survival Data  (would like to : . Of Little Supe}-
Data Item (must collect) collect) Useful  Importance ficial
. s (4] v (3] (2]
Total.volunteer workers = 10 2 1 1 4
by each local site :
&
Council data e 7 3 1 4
a) meeting dates 4 5 5 3
b) attendance figures 6 4 3 1 4
c) action and topics: 6 4 4 4
“of meetings . ’
d) role of staff 4 4 6 . ) 3
]
e) meeting time* 4 3 5 2 3
f) location of meetings 4 3 6 1 3
g) manner of council 6 3 4 1 4
selection
3 6 5 3
h) council strengths/
problems "
i) council tasks/role 4 7 3 4
j) council member names, 4 5 3 2 3
etc.
k) staff attendancé 3 5 3 3 3
figures
) . 5 2 7 3
1) number of meetings '
m) evaluation of 5 37 6 ; 3
organization /] ,
n) evaluation of 6 3 5 4
effectivengss
0) number of councils 6 2, 6 N T g
p) advisory council profile 2 : 7 . 4 1 3
q) narrative on involve- 3 5 5 1 3
ment in objective -
. development
. 3
Number' of citizen - 4 ‘ 2 . ! 1
workshops -
Average number of volun- 7 4 2 1 4
teers per local site .
o *Mean Score °
. - o . U
ERIC ¢

-

Highly Important-

.50

.55

.93
.07

.14

.86
.64
.71
.00

.86
.07~
.79

.57

.86 -
.93
.07

.00 *
.71

.71
.64

.21




Highly Important

IToxt Provided by ERI

¢ Survival Data (would like to Of Little Suber-
Data Item (must collect) collect) Useful® Importance ficjial
- 5) 9} 137 27 T M.S.*
Number of meetings/com- 5 3 ’ 6 3.93
munity participants
Curriculum enrichment 7 1 5 4,15
support services provided r
«(data) N
a) field trips (number 3 5 4 2 3.64
0 filled vs. requested) \
b) classroom volunteers 8 4 1 1 4,36
c) resource people £ 6 1 1 4,21
d) resource materials 3 6 4 1 T 3,79
e) intern/practicum 4 3 4 3 3.29
students .
£) room parents 4 2 5 3 " 3,50
- v
Number agencies/organiza- 12 1 1 4.79
tions u&ing schovul
facilities . N
Numtfer of participants in’ 8 3 3 4,36
. Other agency sponsored
Tactivities
Y :
Narrative on interagency 6 3 5 4.07
cooperative efforts
Agency attendance figures:* 7 1 5 1 4.00
Contact hours of facility 8 1 > 4 1 4.14
use by other agencies
Number volunteers involved 1 7 4 2 3.50
“with other agencies
" 6 6 2 4,29
Number g¢f initjated inter- b
agency projects
Agency involvement by types 3 - 5 6
List of cooperating 9 3 2 R 4.50
agencies . .
AgenTy investments 5 -3 3 2 s 3.85
? - -
a) personnel dollar 5 1 5 3 3.57
dontributions : ,
b) travel contributions 2 \ 3 5 4 3.21
3 ' _ T, - .
"~ pplies - 2_ - 3 5 4 3.21




. ) s
(4) (3) (2) (1) M.S.
/ (5) Highly Important )
Data Item N Survival Data  (would like to Of Little  Super- -
(must collect) collect) Useful Importance ficial

Local funding sources and 12 1 1 4.79

amounts

Other funding sources and ‘10 : 2 1 1 ~4.50

amounts :

Individual program dollag . 6 2 4 2 3.86

contributions :

. Total operating expenses 10 2 2 . 4.43
Instructor cost for , 3 4 6 1 3.36
individual activities : )

Other/material cost for 2 5 6 1 3.57

individual activities

Total cost of community 5 6 3 .14

education by site ,

Total revenue by site 5 6 2 1 4,07

Net” cost per site 4 7 3 4.07

. % }

Total expense/income by 4 7 ’ 2 + 1 4.00
. program or activity areas . S

Dollar value of volunteer . 6 4 4 “ e 4,14

hours ;ﬁ\\ '

Monthly financial state- 2 ’ 3 7 2 o 3.36

ments by individual sites .- '

. ,

Longitudinal financial data 3 2 6 3} 3.36

comparison

Longitudinal costs for Y 3 2 6 3 3.36

publicity on annual ) :

basis '

Cost-benefit analysis 3 7 2 1 3.92

‘report ' 4

10 4 4.71

District goal/objective e
- accomplishments ’

Local programs site goal 19 5 Aeb 4
_and ob)ective accomplish- ’ , .
/' ment ,

Yumber of objectives at 5 6 3 4.14

Jocal site and pércentage
of accomplishment

*Mean Score

3

IToxt Provided by ERI »
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N Highly Important ] -
; Survival Data - (would like to Of Little Super-

Data Item (must collect) collect) Useful Importance ficia
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1) M,S.*
Future goal listing 4 7 3 3.57
Availability of facil- 3 3 7 3.79
ities at each program '
site (data)
Listing of facilities 3 4 7 3.71
utilized
Number of groups per week 2 5° 5 2 3.50
using facilities N ‘
Electric energy useage 3 3 6 N 1 3.43
Narrative information 1 4 £ N 3.46
-on activities . -
- a) related to.¥-12 5 4 4 Z 3.33
b) 1nter-agency cooper- 4 3 4 N 3.86
oation
c) comunity deseloohent 3 5 3 - _ 3.71
d) use of facilities and 3 7 4 3.93
resources
e) youth activities 3 4 B - 2.71 7
f; adult activities 3 4 7 3.71
Planning and evaluation 4 7 2 3.57
narrative A
Historical narrative on 4 1 ) g \ N 3.71
program
Narrative information on 1 5 o i 3.43
opportunities.for improve-
ment/problems ‘
Narrative information on 1 .- "5 7 i 3.43
anticipated action/future . :
plans ’ . ’
Narratiye on actions taken _1 . 4 6 ' 3 3.21
to implement’ regional . * A
concept of community ‘ ) )
education ’ o ‘ -,
)\ B ] " A d \ . » -
Time of day facilities C 2 : 3 7 1 3.43
“in use for activities .
Q . e ' . C/I; . .
]:MC . *Mean Score ) R !

IText Provided by ERI .
\\\~ . .
. . - [




-~ Highly Important

Data [tem {must collect
. (3]

Staff size 6

Staff numbers and costs 5

Total staff hours 4

Staff development . 3

activities

w

Staff evaluation data

Longitudinal data on staff 2

. —_— .
size |
Staff development prior- 4
ities and listing
Needs assessment dates 3
Nurber of pecple surveyed 5
Number returned assessments O
Number volunteer involve- 4
ment in assessment
Number agency involvement 5 ‘
in"assessment

L 4
Results from specific 5
target group assessed needs ‘
a) volunteers 3
b) teachers 4
¢) principals . 4
d) parent/community 4

Participant evaluation data 3
- a) evaluation of 1instructor 3

b} evaluation of activity 3

¢) future programs 3

d) method of learning 2
about the program

el facilities evaluation 2

Pt

f) frequency of past
. Q ticipation

*Mean Score

Survival Data (would like to

 Of Little

w X

collect) ~ Useful , Importance

(4) 3) 2]

2 4 2

3 4 2 3.
4 4 2 3
4 6 1 3
4 A 4 1 3
3 6 3 3
4 5 1 3
5 4 1 3
4 4 1 3
4 4 1 3
3 7 3
3 6 3
3 5 4
6 5 3
5 5 3
5 5 3
4 5 3
5 5 3
6 4 1

5 5 -1 3
5 5 1

4 8 3
4 7 1 3
1 11 1 3

.71

.64

.93

.29
.79

.79
.93
.93

.79
.93
.00°

. 86
.93
.93
.93

.85

.57
.50

.14




~(5)
Survival Data

Data Item g (must collect)
Type of communication/ 2
publicity *
List of pub]jc relations. 3
activities ~
Newsletter dates 4
Total newsletters 5
distributed ’
Number of Issues 5
Registration SOurces 3
Registration times &2
Equipment inventcry 3
Ccnswmmable supplies 2 ‘
Nonr-consummable supplies 2
Number of designated 9
comm oty SChOOTS
Summary profile of local > .
cormunity school
State or federally re- 7
gquested data
Role change information
a) principal 2
b) teacher 1
¢) parents/comunity 1 )
members

d) students ! 1
e) agencies 1
Roae development
information
a) principal ® 2

ach 2
b) teacher o —
c) parents/community’ 1

- mombers

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

.

(4)

Highly Important -
(would- like~to
collect)

6

o

}
/ *Mean Score

M.

(3) (2) (1) S.*
Of Little Super- -
Useful Importance ficial
6 3.71
6 3.79 ‘_
5 3 3.64
2 4 3.64
3 4 3.57
3 4 3.43
4 4 3.29
3 3 3.62
6 5 3.00
5 4‘ 3.15
3 X 4.29
4 N 3.93
5 4.14
— —
5 2 EEERT:
5 2 3.15
5 2 3.38
5 2 3.38
5 2 3.38
4- 2 L 2.%
6 2’ 3.18)
5 2 .46
5 2 3.46
5 2 3.38
— ’ v




. Highly Important
' Survival Data (would 1tke to. Of Little Super-
Data Item (must collect) collect) Useful  Importance ficial
. (5) €} (3} @) (I T.S.*
d) students 1 5 5 2 3.38
e) agencies 1 5 5 ‘ 2 N 3,38
Number of trained 6 30 4 4.15
“\dlirectors ' : ‘ ) .
Actions taken to increase _3 u § 3 ‘ 4.90
awareness of community > ° ] . &
education
" Policy support 1nformation 4 6 3 ' 1, , 3.93;
\
Impact of 1ncrease/ 8 \ 4 Y2 3.43
decrease in school enrol- . ,
Iments on program S
"~ . ( ~ -
Impact of knowledge of 8 5 1 3.50
neighborhood on progran -

\ Y3 * s
Narrative changes 1n - K 2 —11 - 3.21
council's performance , .

] .
Personnel assessment of’ . ( 2 ‘ 8 3 1Y 2,79
organization climate ' N
. : : .
Number speeches/topics 2 2 . 7 3 3,24
given
: N
List of staff 1nvo'vement 4 . 2 7 1 3.64
with other organizations ‘
and councils .
, .

Narrative on receptivity 5 6 3 3.14
of principdl to school £ ,
facility use byseach site ‘ » o
Special facilities needs 3 Co11 . - 3.21

» 7 . .

i

« Number of requests received . 6 7 1 3.36
for service gt each site
Nymber of requests fFilled , 6 7 1 3.36

at each site

Annual staff develgpment 2 . i 3.71
plan with da 7 a ’
forus J ‘ ’ .

~J
Ny

A

.00

o
wun
Lat
=
o>

Communtty school l@tend-
ance area demographic
information

*Mean Score

IToxt Provided by ERI

ERIC '




VT,
’ i Highly Important

) _ Survival .Data (would Tike to Of Little Super-
Data Item - (must collect) collect) Useful * Importance ficial
< ‘ , (5) 4 (4) (3) (2) (1) M.S.*
Other information of 2 3 [ 3 ¢ 3.29
- special significance to . . :
individual attendance - y
. sites (% busseqd Students, .
% of free Tunches, : ; ’
businesses) ’ :
. . . '
A \\\ . » .
Number of contact hours 1 5 . 5 3 3.29
with other agencies : :
Prioritized issues internal 4 8 2 3.14
to the program ] ’ ’
Written history of program 2 <\u4 ' 8 ‘ 3.57
, . : o //”J
Narrative personal success 1 3 8 1 3.14
stories
Adult special interest - i 1 ' 6 6 2.79
verification of competency
data . 2 \
. ‘ ' < ) e . ‘
Skills attempted/skills 3 5 5 3.07
remediated by participants \\
* Perception of 1mpact of ' 6 7 1 4,21
community school '
Human interest stories’ 1 ’ 2 8 2 1 3.00
~Narrative on community - 7 7 3.50

needs being met by ,
program goals. and ob-

\_ Jectives : .

Number of teens employed © 3 1 3 6 1 2.93
via Rent-A-Teen

»

Agency benefits 4 5 4 4.00

a) bub1icity dollars 5 -7 3 5 . 1 3.86

b) volunteer dollars 4 5 4 1 4.14

c) facj]ity rental 3 5 5 1 3.71

savings

' d) equipment savings 3 5 . ' 4 1 3.77

Total agency dollar bene- 4 " 6 3 1 3.93
fits

User investments r 2 5 ﬁ , 2 \‘ 3.50

RICHS W ™ S Ty 2 S




S

+Highly Important

Impact Data in Survival Data (would like to Of Little Super-
Following Areas (must collect) collect) Useful Importance ficial
(5) (4) - - (3) (2) (1) M.S.*
a) econgmic impact on the 30 - L 6 . S - 3.86
community :
b) improved image of the 2 6 . 6\ . 3.71

school in the community

c) imprerd school<" 3 - 6 5 ’ 3.86
community communications
patterns

d) improved community 3 7 4 - 3.93
problem solving capacity , B p

®) reduction in vandalism 3 6 5 3.86 -
and crime

wn
o
o
[en]
~J

f) reduction 1n agency E)
duplication of services

g) reduction in drop-out 1 7 - 3 “ 2 1 3.36
rates ) « ,

.29

w
&,
—
—
w

h) improved energy effic- 1
iency systems .

i) increased outreach ser- 3 6 4 1 3.86
vices to the community :

j) increased use of com- 8 s 1 _ 5 4.21
munity resource people -
and materials in regu- "
lar curriculum

k) increased local leader- 3 8 _ 3 1 3.86
ship development ‘

1) broader vision of 2 4 7 1 3.50
edugation in the
community

3.93

w

m) improved attitude of 4 5
teachers/administrators
toward role of community
in education . 3 N

n) increased number of 1 . 3 . 9 1 - . 3.29.
self-help community
activities

o) increased decision 2 9 3 ©r 3.93
making in school by
community members

*Mejn Score p




1

(4) (3) - (2y (L) M.S.*
. (5)‘,/< Highly Important i ’ -

Survival Data (would like to Of Little Super-

(must collect) collect) Useful _ Importance ficial

Data” Item

"p) increased decision 2 5 2 3 1 3.3
making in non-school . ! P °
¢ organizations by -

community members

g) reduction of alcohol use

r) reduction in juvenile 4 7 3 3.07
delinquency

s) improved cultur 5 6 3 ,A 3.14'
understanding al"" ‘ .

t) improved academic 2 7
performance by . -~
students

u) increased awareness '’ 1 5 8 3550
of community resources ) T, T

by community members TN

v) improved student atti- 1 7 4 2 3.50"
tude toward school - ’ B

y) increased community- 1~ 4 7 2 529
based instructional B
materials ' ' T

X) increased student 1 5 7 1 . 3.43
interaction with the : - ;
community -

y) Individual impact data 3 10 1 - ..3.14

z) Increased.enrichment 3 3 7 1 . 3.57
sopportunities fo .
students CQ‘

zz)Increased discretionary 2 4 ’ g 3 3.36
funds for teachers/
staff .

Other . ’

Other

1

Qther

s . >
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APPENDIX C

Toward A Data Base For Community Education Am&%g Local “Programs

A List of Participating LEAs

A]aska‘ )

1. Jill Waters .
Anchorage Community Schools
Municipality of Anchorage
Pouch 6-650
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Arizona

2. Gene Weber
Tucson Unified School District
P.0. Box 404, 1010 E. 10th St.
Tucson, AZ 85717

California

3. Katha Cochiot ;
B Cajon Valley Union School
« Cuyamaca Elementary School
851 South Johnson Ave.
E1 Cajon, CA 92020

‘4. Katie Elsbree

Poway Unified School District
14614 Garden Road

Poway, CA 92064

Florida

5. John igﬁlo

Director of Community Education

Alachua County Schools
619 E. University Ave.
Gainesville, FL 32601

“ Massachlsetts

6. Harry Allen
." Brockton Community Schools
43 Crescent Street
Brockton, MA 02491

O
u

~1

Michigan

7. Ms,,Shirley Bryant
Director of Community Education
Birmingham Public Schools
746 Purdy Street
- Birmingham, MI 48012

Minnesota
8. Arthur Ingersoll .
Assistant Director of Community
Education

St. Louis Park Schools
6425 W. 33rd Street
St. Louis Park, MN 55426

9., Jim Klassen
Director of Community Education
Roseville Schools
1251 W. County Road B-2
Roseville, MN 55113

Texas

10. Arlen Tieken
Comal Independent School District
Community Equcation
1421 Highway 81 E
New Braunfels, TX 78130

North Carolina

11. Joe Allred
Director of Community Fducation
Wilkes Coynty Schools
201 W. Main Street
Wilkesboro, NC 28697

Oregon A . 4
12. William Liebertz %

Salem Public School

Community Service and Puglic .
Information .
Post Office Box 12024

Salem, Oregon 97301




South Carolina

13. David Staton
Charles County School District
3 Chisolm Street
Charleston, South Carolina 29401

) h J
Virginia
14. Del Highfield .
Gloucester City Department
of Community Education
Gloucester, VA 23061
Washington
15, Jerry Dunlap ,
Clover Park Administrative Services
10020 GravelTy Lake Drive, S.W.
Tacoma, WA 98499
W A
est Virginia “
16. Mary Francis Bleidt
Kanawha County Community
*Education Program
200 Elizabeth St. .
, Charleston, WY 25311
. Florida
17. Lou Tasse
Department of Cammunity Schools
1410 N. E. Second Avenue
Miami, Florida 33132
L 4
(oo
L W



APPENDIX D .

THE NORTHERN INSTITUTE

For
Research. Training and Develppment. Inc.
630 West Internationnl Virport Road © Anchorage Vladha 99502
L 3
: ' Phone {907) 274369
. v/
-
April 13, 1981 . -
§

3

4+

Harry Sdlen
Brockton Community’Schools ‘
43 Crescent Street ;
Brackton, MA (2401
N
Dear Harry: . |
This letter is to extend an invitation to you to join nineteen other
local community education administrators from around the nation in
an investigation of information and data needs of local community

. education programs. You have been selected due to your own extensivd

experience in communhity education and your proven leadership in the
. field.

- The title of this project is '"Toward A Data Base For Community
Education Among Local Programs''. The studying is a cooperative
undertaking involving Mike Kaplan from the University of Virginia
and myself at The Northern Institute. The purposes of the project

*are: 1) to examine and determine what specific information data
is presently being collected by local community education programs,
2) to determine priority information which local programs would like
to see collected on their program, 3) to develop instruments which
can assist in those priority areas and 4) to determine ways of assist-
ing local programs in the actual collection of the information. A
. more detailed description of the project is presently being written
by Mike Kaplan and will be forwarded to you in the very near future.

We believe the benefits to you and your program will be as follows:

1) you will learn what other local programs are now doing with

regard to the kind of information being compiled at the-:local, Tevel,

2) you will have an opportunity to provide direct input into helping
identify data informat®on which needs to be collected at the local
"level and 3) you will have an opportunity to Treview data instruments
which will have direct application to the information needs identified.

Here's how Jé would liﬁe your help. First, I would like to receive
from you a listing of the kind of data you presently collect on your
program (e.g.; number of activities, number of partiripants). If you
do not have time to make up such a list, simply.send a copy of all
reports .and other items in which this information can be found. I
 will compile a master matrix listing the kind bf.present information

.
-
[

(',-3,
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Toward A Data Base
Page Two April 13, 1981

v
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collected with each of the twenty local programs This will then
be sent back to- you/ﬁ§>a reference point’ for the second phase.
We will then be-ask¥ag you to review this informatien and answer
the following critical question - "What. are the priority data 3
information needs which myself and other local cofmunity 'education
programs should bg collecting"”? The third phase to the project

1] be determini g ways this information can.be collected and -in
(/iﬁe best form. - }

\ ’ ’ 4

Please feel free to contact myself or Mike Kaplan if you have
additional questidns. By May 1st I would like to know if you are
willigg to assist us in this project. If.- so, could you.please
send to me by May 15 either a listing of the Kind of information
you colIect on your program or actual reports from which I can
glean the 1nformat10n to save you time. . B N

I personally hope you will join Mike, myself and_the other nineteexn
local program administrators who have been extended the invitation
(attached). We believe this will be one case whereby helping us

on this project you wlll be helping yourself.

>

EN

- i

Warmest

},\,w u)ou—“(l—a_—

hn Warden. - . )

Enclosure : . ) ©
% , . »




APPENDIX E

THE NORTHERN INSTITUTE
For

Research, Training and Development. Inc. .

650 %estinterngitonsl Arrport Ruad © Anchorsge. Alsaks 99502
Phone {907) 273.3691

June 10, 1981 i

.

Enclosed you will find a data base matrix I have developed based upon
the information you and others have shared with me on present data
collected at the local level, On one side is a listing of programs by
number while the other side 1ists the kind of data presently collected
by edch program.

Now I need your help one step further. In compiling the matrix it

came to my attention that many programs may indeed be collecting data
that other programs sent me but either forgot to send the material or
did not have the time to locate all the data. As a result, I would like
your help in revising the matrix to more accurately refl;px\your actual
present data base. On the attathed matrix I have red 1ified your
program. Would you please take a few minutes to review the matrix to
see 1f 1 somehow need to revise your data information presently collected.
However, this is not a contest to see which program can mark the most
number of box;s! Rather, it is an attempt to enable you to give Mike
Kaplan and myself a better picture of the kind of data you presently
collect on at least an annual basis. We simply want to be able to
report back to you on the "present state-of-the-art".

Please return the revised matrix to me by June 30th. I will then revise
this material and send it back to you along with the next level of
involvement. While it may appear to be a lot of paper pushing, already
we have discovered some useful tools for data collection from a variety
of programs. We will be sharing this with you along with getting your
ideas on what kind of data you would like to be collecting in the future.
But for now please help us out by taking a few minutes to review and
révise the matrix as you see fit. If you have no suggested additions
(boxes you feel should be checked) please also let me know that as well.

Thanks for your help on this matter.

* Warmest:

John Warden 1)

cc: Mike Kaplan ' : ’

.



APPENDIX F

THE NORTHERN INSTITUTE

’ For .
Re<ecarch. Training and Develapment. Inc.
650 WS tnternanenal Cerport Road 0 Anchorage Vacka 99502
. Pliane (907) 2713691 - ®
\ -
. - ¢
€
L]
’ - -
Gene Weber
Tucson Unified Schbol p1str1ct )
P.0. Bd% 404 ;
Tucson, AZ 85717

Dear Gene: .

Enclosed you will find a revised data matrix based upon the feedback

I have received from yourself and/or others. I have incorporated into

it those changes which were recommended. I think it is fair to say that
1t represents the present state-of-the-art with regard to the kind of

data presently being collectéd at the local level 1n community education
among the sixteen programs who responded. [ have also included several -
summary sheets which may help to draw attention to those data items you ,
and others most frequently checked. The information has been helpful to
Mike Kaplan and myself in determining the present status of data collected
at the local level.

{ would now like to ask for your cooperation in a second phase of the
project which 15 designed to determine your perceptions of the kind of
data which should be collected-in the future. Some of this data will no

*doubt be the kind of information you and others presently collect. How-

ever, there may be other areas which have been uncovered in the matrix
or enclosed questionnaire which lead you to believe a higher emphasis
should be p]iizd bn.data collection in these areas.

Enclosed you will find a questionnaire with a wide variety of data
collection possibilities. Mike Kaplan and I would like to know which
‘of these areas you feel are most important for future data collection.
It is our intent to have you help us identify these data areas so we can
target on the development of instruments and a support system to help
local programs who might wish to then collect that data. As a result,
your response to the enclosed questionnaire is both important and will
help set the stage for later data collection efforts.

When reviewing the kind of data which could be collected in the futdre,
we would-like to ask you to consider the relative importance of that
data to the following five key questions.

. .
Y
) 11‘(’\
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4.

5.

Is this baseline survival data which must be collected fo}
continued operation?

Is. this highly 1mportant data to collect for your program?

Is this useful data but less important to collect?

Is this data of little importance? ! )

[s this superficial data which should not be collected?

Please return the enclosed questionnaires with your response By no
later than August %a I will tabulate-the fesults, share them.with
ke

you and meet with
If you would 1Yke to stay involved witn *this project, simply

year.

Kaplan to discuss follow up action for tne coming

let us know on the attached questionnaire.

Warmest,

Jonn Warden

\d

JW/kt

cc: Mike Kaplan .y .

»
Thank you for your assistance, ]
s
’
wos Lo o
»
tnclosures. Revised Data Base Matrix
. 1Y
Questiornaire
Summary results of data base matrix
) .
~
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