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Data from two studxes on evaluation budgetzng
practices are presented. In the £irst study, estimated budget figures
are provided for formative and summative evaluations by 29 state.
education agency evaluators. In the second study, initial budget
figures, final costs, and study characteristics are abstracted from
the records of 85 evaluations conducted under the aegis of a regional
evaluation .contracting firm. A pattern of budget allocations in the
two studies was observed in which roughly 61 percent of the total
evaluation budget was allocated to personnel, 13 to 1§ percent to
overhead, and all other budget categories were comprised of 10
percent or less of ths total budget. These allocation patterns were
found to vary . according to certain study charactexzstxcs, however.
Allocation to personnel was related to the size of the total budget,
the use of a pre-post design, and the number of pages in the written
report. Allocation to the travel budget category was related to the
size of the total budget, the distances traveled, the conduct of a
formative evaluation, the provision of evaluat:oﬁ related services
such as training, and the use of archival data or a mixed design.
Data processing allocatxons were also related to funding level and
the conduct of a summative evaluation. The.total cost of the
evaluation was associated with travel requirements, the use of a
pre-post design, the provision of services, and content. The
conclusion points to pitfalls in evaluation budgeting practice and
provides recommendations for future studies. (Author/TE)
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The Ressarch on Evaluation Program is a Northwest Regicnal
Educational Laboratory prdject of research, development, testing,
and training designed to create new evaluation methodologies for
use in education. This documsnt is one of & series of papers and
reports produced by progrpam staff, viasiting scholars, adjunct
scholars, and project co ators--all members of & cooperative
network of colleaguas working on the development of new
methodologies.

How are evaluation regources allocated across such standard
budget categories as personnel, travel, and data processing? Do
these allocations differ significantly based on a study's funding
level or the type of &esign4;sed? These and related questions
are answered in this doc t which reports on two studies of
evaluation budgeting. The first study looks at projected budget
allocation pactesrns for formative and summative svaluations as
reported by evaluators in state education agency evaluation
units. The second study provides a detailed analysis of &5
actual evaluation budgets of a regional evaluation contracting
firm. '

Nick L. Smith, Editor
Paper and Report Series
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*  ABSTRACT b g

\ Data from two Itudiap on evaluation '‘budgeting practices are : .
presented. In the first study, estimated budget figures are - -
provided for formative and sumsative evaluationa by 25 SEA ' "g
evaluators. In the second study, initial budget figures, final ,Qi

costs, and study characteristics are abstracted from the records.
of 85 evaluations conducted under the aegls of a regiunal .

-

évaluation contracting firm. A pattern of budget allocations 1n

»
~
a
“i ;,; -

the two studies was observed’ in whzch approximately 61 percent of o .‘

~
-
P

the total evaluatxon budget was allocated to petsonnel, overhead -
added an additional 13 tc 14 percent to the cost of the

evaluation, and all other budget cqtegorxes ware comprised of 10

3 ” ;,J,j

percent or less of the total.budget. These allocation patterns

c:n_‘

were found to vary accordihé to certain.study characteristics, .

however. Allocation to personnel was related to the size of the

.

total budget, the use of a pre-post design, and the number of

£d

pages in the written report. In addition, while evaluators in . .
both studies estimated that personnel would require more money if
a formative evaluation were conducted, the actual cost for

R 5. 90

personnel was 9 percent less than projected. Allocation to the

travel budget category was related to thﬁ 8ize of the total ' 5
budget, the dxstances traveled, the conduct of a formative . X
evaluation, the provision of svaluated-related services such as |
training, and the use gf archival data or a mixed d&sién. Data
processing allocations were also related to funding level and the
conduct of a summative evaluation. The total <out of the
evaluation was associated with travel requirerents, the use of a
pre-post design, the provision of evaluation related services,

¢]
‘and the content of the evaluation. The conclusion points to

e }

pitfalls in evaluation budgeéting practice and pgpvides

RO

recommendationg for futuré studies.
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STUDY DESCRIPTION
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Most evaluators, trained as researchers rather than nanageés,
receive little formal instruction in how to-plkn'agd manage
. evaluation budgets. Rather, skill in handling evaluation budgets
must be acquired cn the job where lack of proper monitoring, use
of "ball park® accountigg aystoms, mistakes of underestimating
and ove;estinating costs, and failure to adjust the evaluation
work in light of changing financial resources, can be costly and
result in poor, inadequate evaluation atg?ies. As 'in all areas
of social service delivery and research, evaluation resources are
dwindling, making the need ‘to plan properly and manage evaluation
budgets even more acute. | : ,;

Although budgeting is necessary for almost all varieties of
evaluation practice, there has been little study of it. Alkin
and Stecher (1983}, in reviewing the sparse writing on the
subject, note that almost no empirical studies have besen done on
the ~roper allocation of evaluation resources across budget
categories. Although evaluators are urged in the literature to
con&uct evaluations as economically as possible, “. « . nowhere
is it indicated what dollar amounts or pe tages should be
spent for evaluation, nor are any guidcl;zzjﬂggigz\ for making
cost allocations within the evaluation budget" {Alkiﬁqggi_ '
Stecher, 1983, p. 119}.

This observation of a lack of guidance for évaluétien
budgeting was again confirmed in 1985, when our searéh of the
So?ial Science Citation Index and ERIC for 1964 turned up no

articles on budgeting for evaluaticn proiects. Consequently, we

N
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.used their study as & starting point for our work.

' determine the effect of the purpose of the evaluation (formative

 tange of backgrounds and affiliations to obtain estimates of

. a diverse group of evaluation professionals® (Alkin and Stecher,

. l\fki:m,ff ?’A&‘-W‘Wﬁ%__’t."@w‘“& ¥ S Y- N O LA s AR AT .im .‘n.-i‘( M L]

e\

agree that the AlKin and Stecher study ". . . may well represent

the first comprehensive examination of evaluation costs at the

microlevel” (Alkin and Stecher, 1983, p. 121). We have therefore
The purpose of the Alkin-Stecher (1583) study was to identify

typical budget asllocation patterns for evaluation and to

VEISus sSumsative) aﬂd.thc funding jevel on. budget allocatjon
patterns. Their method was to survey 25 evalustors from ~ wide

allocations for 7 budget categories for a process and a summative

evaluation and for funding levela of §4,000, 310 000, and $25,000.
The Alkin~Stecher study was a usegul exploratory

inves:igation‘and‘provided a gogd start on the understanding of‘ a e

budgeting processes for evaluations. However, there were several ' .

e eiems el ribkis B ooRr% sk #w%ﬂlmﬂ

shortcomings in the study which we belisved reduced the
credibility of their findings. ro:'instance, Alkin and Stecher
{1983) freely adu;tted the informal nature of thexr study,

PRI Y

labeling thsir respondents a *. . . nohrandom but diverse sample"

(p. 123}, and indicated that they *. . . rejected the formalism
L

of rigidly structured gquestionnaires and carefully controlled

sampling in favor of semi-structured collegial éonversétioua with % ;

- e

1583, p. 124).
After looking carefully at the Alkin and Stecher (1983) .t

study, we conducted two concurrent studies on budgéting o 4

ptocedurealfor evaluations. These studies were designed as a . .

more formal attempt to study and expand the base of understanding

of budgeting for evaluations. In our first study, we used a mail ' .

survey to collect budget allocation estimates for formative_qu\

sunmative evaluations from a group of evaluators employed in \

state education agency (SEA) evaluation units. This budget

information was collected as part of a largé: research study (cf.

Smith and Smith, in presi). In our second study, we examined 85

actual budgets and final reports completed by evaluators employed -

in a private, nonprofit evaluation contracting firm.

* £
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| irn présentiné the results of these two studies, we provide a
profile of how funds are allocated in évaluaﬁion budgets and
discuss the effect of various factors on budget allocation
patterns and totsl evaluation costs. We believe that this
systematic study of svaluation budgeting procedures an& the
identification of pitfalls in tﬁe~p:aqtice £ budgeting for

evaluat@ons will be useful for evaluators learning how to budget

studies, for clients writing evaluation contracts, and for grant

review panels judging the feasibility of proposed evaluations. A
prief overview of the purpose and design of our two studies

follows,

STUDIES OF EVALUATION BUDGETING

study 1l: SEA Evaluators' Budget Estimates

The purpose of Study 1 was (1) to obtain a picture of budget
hllocatiops for evaluation, (2) to determine whether budget
allocations differed for formative versus summative evaluation
designs, and (3) to document method differences in formative

versus summative evaluations.

In 1983 a survey was mailed to all 37 SEAs with centralized ~-

program evaluation units. After the initial mailing and three
follow-up maiiings, 29 (78 percent) completed surveyé were
recurned. The participating evaluators represented evaluation
units that conducted an average of 8§ evaluations a year and had
an average 7 full-time professional staff. (See Smith and Smith,
in press) for a detailed description of the study design and
sanple.) ’

The survey provided scenarios of formative and summative
egaluations, and asked questions about evaluation sctivities and
budgeting for both. The Jcenario provided for the formative
study was as follows:

Assume that your evaluation unit has been asked to

evaluate a mincrity education project in a nearby

metropolitan city in your state, The project is designed
to, improve student self-image and school performance, and

4
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to increass the community acceptance of minority

students. In this first year of the project, your unit

is to conduct & formative evaluation to provide feedback ,
for program improvement tO the local school distrigt.

You have 310,000 total to spend on all expenses of the
evaluation study. We would like to know what major
evaluation activities you would include in your study
(quastion 1) and how you weould allocate the evaluation
resources (qQueation 2;. N

First, respondents were provided with a list of I8 activities

generic to any‘typc of evaluation and asked to check each that
would be a major part of a formative evaluation study with a
budget of $10,000. Second respondents were asked to allocate the
$10,000 designated for the formative evaluatiocn to thé budéat
categories. Respondents were then providad a second scenario
explaining th#t the same program was now in its third year of

g
operation and a susmative evaluvation has been requested. Again, .

the budget for & summative study was $10,000, the same as for the
formative stu&y“ Information on evaluation‘activities budget
allocations was again requested. ST
Our budget categuries were s&lected to be comparable tqg the
categories used in both our Study 2:inventigation of actucrl
prcjecgs (deic:ibed in the next section} and in the Alkin and

Stechér (1983) study. The budget categories were:

Personnel costs (professional and support staff salaries
and benefits)
Consultant cosats (consultant salaries and benefits)

Staff travel
Consultant travel

Communication {telephone, poatage, shipping)
Facilicies {(facilities and utilities)

Duplication (printing and duplication)

Data processing

Supplies (materials, supplias, gquipnent)

Other services (e.g., subcontracts, conferences; please

specify) §;,

W

1 .
In a final question, respondents were asked what indirect or
overhead rute their agency would normally add to the cost of

€
thene svaluations. N

4
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Study 2: Evaluation Proﬁectiaudget Reviews

-

-

The putpose of this study was (1) to gescribe budget
allocation patterns in ﬁctual evaluation studies, {2) to explore
the relationship between the cost of specific resources and s?udy
characteristics, ‘and (3) to identify pitfalls in evaluation
budgeting by comparing initial budget figures with final
evaluation costs. E . .

Budgets from 85 conpleted evaluations cbnducted by evaluators
employed in a prxvat&. nonprofit evaluatzon contractxng firm were
made available to us. In many evaluatzon settxngs. evaluation
buagets are not constructed on a pro;ect-by—pro:ect basxs.
Rather, one agnncy or unit bquet covers the coat of all‘pzojegts
conducted in a fiscal year: In fact, this is the most common
practice for evalwvation units. in state departments and local '

" districts. Consequently, we were ‘fortunate to locate a source of
available and completed budgets. where each evaluatxon servea a
different client and had its own budget. » -

All evaluation stu&zas conducted from 1980 to 1962 (n=8%5) by
evaluators in this fxrn vere obtained and abstracted. Most of
the evaluations wetq!conaucted by two evaluators (8?%: n=74). We
were given permission to abstract from initially proposed
budgets, final project eipenditure records, and written reports.
Consequently, for each evaluation, information was obtained on
(a) the budget as Sriginally estimated, (b) the final budget
expenditures, and (c) certain chéracéeristics of the study. Tﬁe

budget categories used ?Y this agéncy and for this study were:

Personnel ) (including professional and

- support staff salaries and
benefits)

Consultant costs -~

® staff travel
Consultant travel
Postage and shipping
Telephone
Pacilities
Utilities
Printing
Duplication
Data processing



t
&

B R ’ o v A L P TR IR Sy Qe e ) -
' ) RS A : ; N P Y B

\r_‘\f‘\ . ,ﬂ

Iaformation was obtained on both the initial budget and final
eviluaticnlcosts. A copy ‘of the budget abstrscting form is
;1ocate§'in Appendix A. The budget of an av¢z;ge evaluatioh was
$5,74” (the range was $0 to $48,499), while the final cost of an
average evaluation was $5,602 (the range was $192 to $51,040) .

In most of the cases, anticipated budget ‘costs were comparable to

¥

actual expenditures. Consequently, in this report we will
compare the budgeted costs of the evaluation witn the estimated
budget cost® gensrated by the SEA évaluaturs Qith'tbe respongdents
in the Alkin-Stecher (1583} htudy. If an initial buﬁgeted coet
differed notsbly from the contxactxng fz:n's f:nal cost, a
discussion on the reasons for this discrepancy is provided.

The study characteristics obtained from the evaluation
written reports included the ggggggg of the evaluation (e.g.,
formative versus summative), the location (e.g., sé&te) and type
of ¢client fe;g., state or local education agency), whether

evaluation related garvices {e g., Staff training) were provided,

the desxgn of the study {pte—post, mixed, ate. }» and the content
of the evaluation (e.9., Chapter 1 program). ., The report
abstracting form and coding key is located in Appendix B.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Evaluation Budget Allocation Patterns

Prior to comparing the psrcent allocation figures cbtained in
the two studies, the data had to be transformed due to’

differential treatment of overhead costs in the two studies.

.Indirect or overhead rates were assessed as a cost over the fixed

budget in the SEA study, and as a part of the total budget in the
contracting fxrn\budgets, In order to make the budget cétegory
percent figures conparable across the two studies, percentages
for the contracting firm budgets were calculated based rn total
cost minus the overhead rate. Treatment of overhead cost in this

way also made the percent figures for ocur two studies comparabls

13
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to those in the Ai;in-Stsche: (1983) scudy. Percent figures for
each budget category was then based on a total budget which did
not include overhead rate. '

Table 1 provides a comparison of the average percent by
bvrdget category for the two sﬁudies. The bﬁeakdown for mean

B

percent budget allocations is not particularly surprising. In
fact, in terms of overall patterns, the data from the two studies

are fairly consistent. The allocations to peﬁsonnel and to .

overhead represented the highest costs while all other categocies.

received 10 percent or less of the available monies.

Personnel. Evalﬁators in both our studies allocated 61
percent of the budget to personnel. Similarly, in & study of
evaluations conducted for educational extension Paisley et al.
(1978) found 63 percent of the budget allocated to personnel.
Similar allocations hage been cbserved in local budgets (Hartman,
Rivenburg, and Moore, iQSé).' These percentages differ, however,
from the 86 percent of the budget allocated to staff |
(professional and support)} by the Alkin and Stecher (1983)
respondents.‘

A closzer look at budget categories studied may explain ;he
differences of 61 percent versus 86 percent allocations to
personnel. Indifect cost, which increased the total cost of the
evaluation by 13 percent to 14 percent in our two‘studies was not
assessed in the Alkin-Stecher (1983) study. It secms plausible
that the respongents in the Alkin-Stecher (1983} study, who were
nct provided with a category for indirect costs in their budgets,
may have increased their allccations to perscnnel to include
indirect costs as well.

Travel. There was a difference between the studies in their~
travel allocations with an overall average of 17 percent of the
budget devoted to travel by‘the contracting firm budgets as
compared to 7 percent by SEA evaluators. This difference was not
surprising, however, when it is observed that 80 percent of the
evaluations conducted by the contracting firm evaluators were

out-of-~gtate contracts. Wwhen instate travel ccsts were figured,

14
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the travel allocation by the contracting firm was 6 percent.

Alkin and Stecher (1963} respondents allocated an average of only

3 percent of their budget to travel.

Table 1

Mean Percent Budget Allocations
for Evaluations®

Bu&get Category ’ Study
SEA Contracting =
Estimates Firm projects

(nw23) (n=85)

Perscnnel (Q%ofessional and . |
support - salary and benefits) 61% 61t

Staff travel | 7% 17%
Censultants ' 6; -0~
Materials, supplies, telephone 10g#* o Grww
Data Processing 6% . =0=-
Other o 10% 143

100% oBgwwew -
Overhead added to cost of evaluaﬁion 13% l4%

*The categories ¢ "conaultant travel” and "facilities® were
dropped due to small-percentages. i
*sThis i8 a composite category cbtained by combining the “postage
and shipping,"* “telephone,® "printing,".and *duplication*
categories. ,
. w#swanhis {8 a composite category obtained by combining the
"communication,* "duplication,® and “supplies,” categories.
*skwpercent does not add up to 100 due to dropped categories.

Consultants. The contracting firm budgets did not allocate

any funds to consultants because they themselves were consultants
and, as a rule, did not subcontract to other consultants. The
SEA evaluators, however, might be more inclined to contract with

consultants for evaluation services, thus explaining theirg

15
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consultant allocation of 6 percent of the total budget. Alkin
and Stecherx's (1983 respond&hts allocated only 2 percent of
their budgets to consultants.

Data analysis. Data processing was not allocated any funding

by the contracting firm evaluators. Whersqu&:ied about this,
they reported that they usea calculators and secretarial starf
for data analysis. This approach to data analysis has since beea

changed and their current budgets routinely include allocations

for data processing. The data processing category was allocated

6 percent of the budget by the SEA survey respondents anu
3 percent of by the evaluators in the Alkin-Stecher (1983) study.
Other. The other category was optional for SEk evaluators
and the§ used it to identify othe§ evaluation costs such as
equipament purchase or staff training. An average of 10 percent
of the budget was allocated to this category by SEA evaluators.
The contracting firm used the other category to cover
unanticipated costs. On the average, 14 percent of the‘total
budget was allocated to this category by the contracting firm.
Overhead. Although overhead was treated as a cost in
addition to the evaluation budget and therefore was not included
in the budget percentages discussed above, it is an inevitable
and important cost that deserves attention. The contracting firm
routinely added l4 percent to the cost of an evaluation to cover

4
overnead costs. imi! wly, when the SEA evaluators were asked

what indi -ecr qi‘overhead race would normally be added to the

cost of an evaluation, they reported l3 percent as an average
overhead rate. '

Thii summary of ‘evaluation budget averages can be useful as a
global guide for evaluation budgeting. Alone, however, it
provides little'specific direction to the dévice estimating a
budget for the first time or to others needing information about
factors that may alter *ave:age' budget a#location patterns. The
next section provides more detail about d number of factors that

may affect or charge allocation patterns in an evaluation budget.
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Variations in Evaiuation Budget Allocation Patterns ‘ 2%
¢ : While the mean percent allocations provide an interesting “ 5;.
picture of typical allocation patterns, a look at the variation , é%
in the percent allocations within each category shows that this Y
. . y , )
picture is iikely to fluctuate. Table 2 shows ranges of budget 45
¢ i}locatiens assigned by the SEA evaluators. i
Tavie 2 ’ ) n*;’ : 1%
.\‘ & M
: Range of Budget Allocations for quluations 'ﬁi
¢ . Assigned by SEA Evaluators ¢ &
Budget Cateqory Range - -
Personnel 30% to 88% ' - 8
© Statf travel 0% to 20% 3

Consul cants 0% to 35%

Materials, supplies,

e ikl

telephone GS$ to 50%

® . ' |
Data processing 08 to 20% 4
- Other . C$ to 20% 1
@ The point of Table 2 is that there is suﬁstaﬁtial variation e
that can occur in the estimates provided by the evéluators on .
_ budset, category allocations. Alkin and Stecher (L§83} found %
« s - :“
similar variations in allocation patterns with ranges of x
L ailocations of up to 40 percent for professional staff salaries "
~nd up to 30 percent for all other categories. The'next section )
looks at several study characteristics and activities that may ‘4
! ! ,
\ contribute to the differing budget category estimates providsd by E
1‘5 evaluators. i | -y
3
A} N s
‘ ‘ - ‘\\ .
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Factors affecting Allocations to
Evaluation Budget Categories

we have loocked at average allocation pétte:aa for an
evaluation study. Howsver, a reliance on avefage figures as a
guide for evaluation budgeting may be misleading, aince an
examination of the variation of these allocations suggests that
gsome evaluation characteristics or activities may affect the
proportional allocation to a particular budget category. In this
section, we idehtifg factors related to budget allocation
patterns and discuss their effects. We found six such factors,
which were:

Funging level (e.g., $5, 006 or $15,000]
Purpose¢ of the evaluation (e.g., formative or summative)

Location of the client (e.g., travel distance) e
Whetheér an evaluation related service was provided {(e.g..
training)

The design of the study (e.g., ‘pre~pogt or survey)
The content of the evaluation (e.g., Chapter 1l program)

Funding Level

Alkin and Stecher (1983} found that fundzng level had an
effect on allocations to clerxcal/seczeta:ial staff salary,
travel, and data processing. Consequently, we were interested in
seeing how tunding level affected allocstion patterns in the 85
evaluation budgets. Data from the SEA survey on this effect was
not available, since the evaluation budgets provided in the two
scenarios were fixed at $10,000. ‘

In order to lcok at the effects of funding level on budget
allocations, the evaluation budgets, which ranged in size from O
to $48,499, had to be grouped into funding level categories.
Three budget categozxes were formed by grouping budgets according
to the following budget sizes: less than $5,000, $5,000-$15,000,
and more than $15,000. Most of the evaluations had:budgets of
less than $5,000 (76 percent; n=65}, with 17.6 percent (n=15) of
the projects having.budgets between §$5,000 and $15,000, and only
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5.9 percent of tha evaluations having budgets greater than 3
$15,000. These categories warc:selﬁcﬁed based on the fi
] . distribution of available evaluation budgets and to be comparable
to the $4,000; $10,000 and $25,000 cxtegories used in thw
Alkin-Stecher (1983) study. | |
Personnel._ An interesting relstionship was noted bectween
9 funding level and al*ocation to the'pérsonnel category. There
was a distinct difftfcncclbetwven the amount of money allocated
to personnel (professional and support) fc:'lcw—cost projects
~versus mid-cost and high~-cost projects. Up to 13 percent more -
‘ money was allocated to personnel for evaluaéions with budgets
less than $5,000 than was allocgted to evaluacions with budgets .

Ovet 35.003w ‘ - V{

while Alkin and Stecher (1983) did nég obserfi\a relationship
@ between funding and allocation to profYessiona’ staf\f., they did

find a linear relationship betwen funding level and allocation to 3
clerical/secretarial staff with a 5 percent allocation for a 1*
$4,000 study, a 10 percent allocation for a $10,000 and a 20 '3
@ ‘ percent allocation for a $25,000 study. fheir respondents '%
reported that for low budget proseéts the professional staff I E
conducted fewer activities that required secretarial assistance. ’§
Such an explanation may also hold for our data, since the =
® higher salaries for preofessional staff may be reflected in the -
/Percentage of money allocated to this category for low cost ) "§
projects. For larger projects, more support staff tihe may be € P
involved, but this would not elevate the persconnel costs as g
® . proportionally as would: a similar increase in professional staff g
- time. \ " ' | \?
Travel. Alkin and sgechez (1983) found a linear relationship - .
betwen funding level and travel with-no money allocated to travel :
< " for a $4,000 study, 2 percent to 3 percent allocated to travel .
. for a $10,000 study, and 5 percent to 8 percent allocated for a ;
) $25,000 study. Allocation to travel was algé related Eo funding ‘h
“ level in the contracting £irm evaluation budgets, aithough in a, s
] . ‘curvilinear, rather than a linear,\ﬁannex. Recall that averége ;
trgvel alleocation for evaluations conducted by the contracting _&g
| 13 . 3
‘ Q | . }.8 8
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firm was 17 percent, sinca 80 percent of their evaluations were

conducted for out-of-state clients. However, while 13 percent of

the budget was allocated for travel in a low-cost evaluation,
this incr&ased to 18 percent for & mid~cost evaluation and then
back to 13 percent for a high-cost evaluation.

while the allocation of less money to travel for small budget
evaluacions was not surprising, the drop from 18 percent for
mid-cost evaluations to 13 percent for high~cost evaluations was
unexpected. One reason for the lowsr percentage of funds being
allocated to travel for high-cost evaluations may be the
prepartignal relationship of & relatively fixed travel cost to
the variable budget sizes. That is, a high-cost travel expease
would :epr;sent & high proportion of a mid~sized evaluation

budget but a smaller proportion of a large evaluation budget.

purpose of the Evaluation (formative versus summative)

Alkin and Stecher expected that “the type of evaluation: . . .-
-r

will foec: the distribution of resources.” (p. 26).
Cpnseq@gntly, they were surprised to find few differences in
budget allocations for formative versus summative evaluations.

Wa were surprised as well, and conseguently designed OﬁQEQHO

" studies to enable us to better explain the pzesence or abéence of
a relationship between the purpose of the study and budget
allocation patterﬂi.

Sinceaan expected differance in budg:g allocations is
predicated upon the assunpti?n that methods involved in the two
study types differ, we collected data to support or disprove this
assumption. Analysis of the contracting firm records showed that
me thods uied in sumsative and formative evaluations differed.
Summative evaluations were more likely to use a pre-post design,
while a formative evaluation was more”likely,to‘use archival data
and observation. This information, however, was not detailed
enough to be of much assistance in explaining allocaticn

differences for the two study types.
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The SEA respondents were asked to check from a list of 18 -
possible evaluation activities, which would be a part of a
typical formative study and which would be a part of a typical
summative study. The results from this checklist are provided in
Appendix C. Modt evaluation activities were used in both types
of ségdiesz However, scae upecific differences in the methods
far the two types of evaluation were evidenced. |

A formative atudy was much mare likely to employ developaent
and piloting of instruments, use of onsite ocbservation and
intexviews, and followup consultaticns. a summative study was
wore likely to include use of'an evaluation adviséry panel and
expert reviews, control groups, and collection of posttest data.
Once we had dcteruaned that there we:a method differences, we
looked at differences in budgat allocat;ons for the two studies.
We found differences in allocations to data processing, travel,
and personnel according to the purpose of the evaluation. ‘

Personnel. Intuitively, one would expect that a formative
evaluation, which requires more active participation by the

evaluators, might require larger amounts of money devoted to

persconnel costs. This expectation was borne out in the SEA study'

where an average of 5 percent more money was allocated to
personnel for a formative study. Similarly, in the contracting
firm budgets, an average of 7 percent more monsy was allocated to
persconnel fcr a formative evaluation. -

A look at the differences between the amount of money

budgeted for personnel and the final cost for personnel for the

contracting firm evaluations tells a different story, however.
The final personnel cost for a formative study was 9 percent less
than the budgeted cost. In contraxt, the final persennel cost
fo: a summative study was 1 percent higher than its budgeted
cost, and 5 percent bigher than the final persoiuiel cost foi a
formative study. In other words, thaese evaluators overestimated
the time personnel would spend on a formative evaluation and’
underestimated slightly the time personnel would speh& on &

sumpative evaluation. In the end, the time spent on a summative
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avaluation (based on salary paid) exceedud the time spent on &
formative evaluation by_S'parcnnt.

' A iook at the SEA activities checklist associated with a
formative evaluation provided somé axplanaﬁion for the
overestimation of personnel costs. While thne formative
evaluation requires more onsite work, such as observation and the
conduct of interviews, the summative evaluation requires more
mgthodologically complex activities such as use of a control
group and pre-pcst designs. The planning and conduct of the
mctho&cloéiéally complex activities may take more time over the
course of the evaluation than the planning and conduct of the
onsite activities.

Another difference bstwesn the two methods is that a
formative evaluation is likely to include a followup consultation
while the summative evaluation provides information to program
staff and administration in a formal written report. The time it
takes to write a formal report may explain why a summative
evaluation requires more staff time. The mean number of pages
(\f a formative evaluatxon report was 106, with a range of 26 to
276 pages, conpared to a mean number of pages of 1lll with a range
of 0 to 574 pages for a summative report.

Travel. The amount of'money allocated éo travel varied .
according to the purpose of the evaluation. In the SEA study, an
average 2 percent_mofe’money was allocated Jr a formative study
than for a summative study; and in the contracting firm budgets,
an average of 3 percent more money was allocated to travel for a
formative study than for a summative study. This trend is in
keeping with Alkin and Stecher's (1983) observation that 2
percent to 5 percent of the budget was allocated to travel for a
summative evaiuation and 8 percent to 10 percent of the
evaluation was allocated to travel for a formative evaluation.

Data processing. The SBA evaluators allocated an average

3 percent more to data processing in summative stqdies than in
formative studies. Three percent is noteworthy given that the
average allocation to data processing is only 6 percent. The

evaluation activities checklist completed by the SEA evaluators
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provided some explansation for theg incrsase in allocation to data
processing for summative studies. Ninety-seven percent {h@ZS}{_
of the SEA evaluators saia that statistical analyses would be
part of ﬁhsir summative study, wh}le only 79 percent (n=23)
included statistica in their formative study.

Location of Clients

‘The study of the contracting firm evaluation budgets provided
information on the effect of the location of clients to budget
allocations to the travel category. As mentioned previously, 80
percent of the evaluations conducted by this agency were for
out-of-léata clients. SpocificailQ._the clients of the
evaluations vere from ning‘ﬁtltorn states and Micronesia. The
greatest aumber of evaluagionn were conducted for the states of
Washington {n=3l; 36.5%), Alaska (n=19; 24%}, and Oregon (n=17;
20%) . -

Travel. Data from the 85 cases provided a good deal of clear
information about the relationship between the location of tﬂe
client and the amount of monsy allocated to travel. Not
surprisingly, aliocation to.travel category was a direct function
of the travel distance required., Budget allocations ranged trom
6 percent for travel instate (within Oregon state) to 26 percent
for out-of-state travel. Percentages allocated for travel by

state were as follows:

Percentage
Allocated State(s) .
6% Cregon
12% Washington
19~21% Alaska, New Maxico, Arizona, Micronesia
24-26% California, Idaho, Montana, Wyoming

The percentage of money allocated to travel was higﬂest in
rural states of Wyoming, Montana, and Idaho, where use of
expensive commuter planes is usually necessary.

Total budget. The location®of the client also affected the

total Budgnt of the evaluation for mid-range evaluations.
Evaluations conducted in nearby or adjacent states had lower
overall budgets than did evaluations in more distant states,

.17
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Provision of Evaluat£0n~Relatéd
Servicas .

For eacn report ;$SOCi&tﬂd with a contracting firm evaluation
budget, it was noted whether an evaluation-relatea service was
provid;d. Such a service typically consisted of assistance in
program goal definition, assistance in program implementation,
training for staff in evaluatioh practices, etc. About half of
the reports (n=41; 48.24) documented the provision of T
evaluation-related servxces in addition to the conduct of the
evaluation., We found that evaluatzon-reIAteq s;zv:ces were .
related to the budget in sevetal ways.

Pexsonnel. One would expect that the nrovzsxen of
cvaluation-related services wogld increase the amount of money
allocated to personnel. In fact, the opposite was found. Five
percent moce money was budgeted for personnel if no evaluation~

related services were provided. This trend may be related to the

type of study. Alfgrlative study would .involve more evaluation~
related services by definition because of its interactive and
exploratory nature. AS noted eatlier, however, in the
contractzng firm evaluatxons, legs money was_ budgeted and spent
on personnel for a tormative stuay than for a summative stuay.
If evaluation related services are associated with formative
studies, then the allocationvof less mdhey to personnel when
evaluation related services are not provided is consistent with
the expected pattern.

Travel. Tbe'ptovision of an evaluation-~related service must
entail travel, since an average 6 percent more money was budgeted
by the contracting firm-on travel if evaluation research services

were provided. -

Overall bucget. While & higher p&:centaée'of money was
budgeted and spent -on personnel if evaluation-reiated servxces’
were not provided, the tot&l cost of a study that involves
evaluation-related serv§ces is higher tﬁan a study with no
additional services. The prqvision of evaldation~related

services elevated the total budget by an average of $2,000.
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Design of the Evaluation

Within each of the §5 major evaluation projects, ope or two
actual evaluation ltudiaa'night appear. This resulted in a total
of 118 evaluation studies. Usually a report that described more
than one study began with & formative evaluation and concluded
with & summsacive evaluation. |

Each evaihaticn design was categorized into one.of seven
groups: pre-posc; archival data; mixed (pre-post, interviews,
surveys, and/or arcunival data); pre-post and pilot study;
development of an observation guide; pre or post oaly, or
survey. Of these methods, mixed (n=35; 30%), archives (n=30;
25%) and pre-post (n=27; 23%) represented 78 percent of the
designs, o -

Personnel. A pre-post design affected getsonnei funding
allocation with between 8§ percant ind 11l percent more money
budgeted to perqounel for this’design than for any other design.
Actual expenditures for personnel in a pre-post design was
between 2 éercent and B percent higher than actual personnel
costs for any other design. Clearly, a pre—-post evaluétion L
design required wore time from the evaluator. ? " '

The conduct of an evaluation which developed an cbservation
guide for program implementation was also associated ;itb higger
éergonnel costs. Wwhen an observation guide was developed, ‘
6 percent more money was spent than was budgeted for pergonnel.
The reason for underestimating ;ﬁrsonnel costs when writing an
observation guide may be the same as the reason for
underestimating personnel costs in a summative evaluation-—
ananticipated staff time spent writ%ng. '

Looking at the nuaber of pages associated with the
observation guide reports supports the writing-time hypothesis.
An observation guide had an average of 145 pages compared to a
pre-post design report which averaged 105 pages, an archival
study report which sveraged 108 pages, and a mixed design report
which averaged only 99 pages.
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Travel. Analysis of archgvul Gata and m%xad design
@valuations were associated with higher travel costs. Presumably,
because these designs would.:equi:c more cn-site visits, an
average ot § pﬁrcant morse money was budgeted and 4 percent more

money was actually spsnt on travel costs. .

Total cost. A pre-post design alsc affected the tothl\éost

of the eviiuation. An evaluation with a pre-post analysis was
pudgeied f{or an average of about $2,000 mare. and actually cost
about $2,165 nore. than did’ any ¢ther analysis.. Thxrty—thre-
percent of the pre—post studies were budgeted for $5,0C00 or more,
while only about 20 percent of thie other studies wire bydgeted at

$5,000 -or more. o

Content of the Program .

The relationship of the topics or content'bf the programs

being evaluated with budget allocation patterns ' i8 also -

explored. Of the 85 evaluation reports, 10 content categorxes
were identified. Of these content, areas, Title I {(Compensatory
‘Education, now known as Chaéter 1}, Title IV& {Indian Education},
and Title IVC (Improvement in Local Fractice) rep:esenéégxthe
majority of content areas (nw52; 60%).. When compared, the
allocation patterns for these three content areas were nearly :
identical. However, the totalrcost of the evaluations for these
'progr&ds differed greatly. ' ) .

Total cost. The total cost of the three main coptent areas

~

were quite different. The mean cost of an evaluatiom of a
Title I'prog:am {n=13) was $12,104, the mean cost of an
evaluation of a Title IVA program (n=25) was Sz,saé,iand the mean
cost of an evaluation of a Title IVC program (n=1l3) was $4,661.
One reason for this difference in total cost may be that Pitle I
evaluations Fovered a longer time span or included both a '

formative and a sumsative evaluation.
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Although budgeting is a critical part of every evaluation,
there is very Jittle empirical data to guide tne practice of
estimating the budget for an evaluation. The Alkin-Stecher
(1983) study, one of the first attempts to idestify typical
allocation patterns within evaluation budgets, provided a natural
starting point from which to lagnch cur studies Et evaluatiqn
budgeting. By comparing our study rusq}ts vith the Alkin and
Stecher (1583) results, we hoped to f£ind some comws allocation
patterns for evaluations, to provide guiﬁalin&s for establishing
accurate evaluation hudgets, and toc identify nitfalls particular
to evaiuation budgeting. In fact, a general evalustion budget
pattern was abse:vod‘and common factors affecting qllpcation
patterns were identified.

We recognize that it is difficult, however, to know whether
to attribute these patterns to true budget characteristics or to
methodological artifacts. Certainly much has been written on the
problem of combining data £rcn.indcpendentxstudieS‘in order to
attain stronger conclusions (e.g., Sliavin, 1984; Cook and
Leviton,'lgéd; Pillemer and Light, 1980). This review, however,
has not combined data, Sut rathe~ compared it., Conaequently,
that similar patterns and effects have emerged despite
methodological and §opulatian differences supports the notion of
a common degeting pattern, which may prévide a useful starting
peint in a variety of evaluation contexts.

Ig terms of generalizations that could be useful in the
practice of evaluation budgeting, the SEA estimates of budget
allocations and the contracting firm evaluation budget figures
both sugg;st'that 61 percent of the budget might be a good
guideline for sstiﬁéting personnel costs. In order to accurately
estimate pe:sonnelhcogts, of coursé, several factors should be
considered before assigning a final budget figure. For example,
total sjze of the budget should be considered. In a small
evaluaticn, a higher proportion of the év&luation co8ts are going

to be in the forwm of personnel expenses. Alsc, if the evaiuation

21

27

P i, e

PR

L pr B e AR B A B T s v e, B

A



4

employs a pre—post design or if considerable writing is requnired,
up to 8 percent to ll percent more money way need to be allocated
to personnel. EBven with this higher allocation, the contracting
firm budgets often underestimated actual personnel costs by

6 percent.

These data also suggest that it is common to overestimate
personnel costs for a formative evaluation. Both the SEA
estimates and the contracting firm budgets allocated more wmoney
to personnel for & formi:iﬂt evaluation. However, the actual
. personnel costs for formative evaluations, according to tne final
cost of data for the contracting firm evaluations, was much less
than anticipated. Thi.s overestimation of personnel needs, albeit
not as serious as an underestimation, does not contribute to
optimal use of evaluation funds.

while allocation to tr-vel was also affected by a number of
factors, it was accuratei; anticipated in the budgets and
therefore did not constitute a pitfall for the evaluators. Of
the factors that did affect the travel budget, the moat obvious
was the effect of the total budget size on travel allocations. A
small evaluation budget simply could not accommodate the luxury
of many on-site visits, particularly if out-of-state travel is
required. Those factors related to increased allocation to
travel were the conduct of a formative evaluation, the proviasion
of additional evaluation-related services, and the use of
archival data or mixed designs.

Allécating accurate amounts of the budget to data processing
also did not present a difficulty to evalq&toxs in that the
amount budgeted was conpe:ablé to the amcunt spent at the end of
the evaluation. Allocaticn to data processing, like travel, was
somewhat related to the total budget size. If the evaluation
project was swmall, then less money was available for data
processing. If a summative evaluation was conducted, more money

was allocated to data processing.

22
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Pinally, the total cost of an evaluation was related to a
variety of study characteristics. Travel distance, the
complexity of the evaluation design, the provision of evaluation-
related services, and thc\contcnt,of the program being evaluated
were all related to the total cost.

The results of this study are not earth-shattering. Rather,
they provide a start on a us2ful guide for the develocpment of

evaluation budgets in a time when dwindling rescurces make budget.

accuracy very important. The guidelines provided in this paper
should be considered as tentative, howaver, until more evidence
can be collected. Future studies should attend to the many
sources of budget data curreatly available in order to make
coaparisons between projected budget estimates and final
evaluation expenditﬁren, and to identify factors related to
budgeting patterns. It is with these types of comparisons that
wé can discover evaluation budgeting pitfalls and remediate
inaccurate budgeting procedures in evaluation.
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APPENDIX A: Cost Record Abstracting Form for
. Eveluation Contracting Firm Budgets

APPENDIX Bt Report Abstracting Fora for Evaluation
Cmtucting. Firm Budgets

i APPENDIX C:  SEA Evaluation Activity Checklist
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APPENDIX B

Bapcort Abstracting Form

VARIABLE NAMK COLUMN
Titles

Raport Cods: 1-2
Principal investigator: i~
Clients __ _ 5% |
Contants | 7-8
Program developsent: Yes = I Yo w 2 9
Evaluation relsted services: Yes = I No = 2 10
Conduct of evaluation: _Yes = 1 No = 2 11
Focus 1l: Process = 1 Qutoons = 2 12 |
Purpose 1t PFormative = 1  Summptive = 2 13
Design: - 1415
Wumber of instruments desveloped: 16-17
Total number developed instrumsnts that were administered 18=-20
Number standardized instrusents useds 21-22
Total number standardized instruments that were administezed 23-25
Focus 23. Process = 1~ Outcoms =» 2 26
Purposs i3 Poraative = 3 Suscstive = 2 27
Designs | ‘ 28-29 |
Number of instruments developeds 30-31
Fotal number developad instrumants that were adsministsrsd 32~34
Naber standardissd instrumsnts cseds " 3E~2¢
Total aumber uww instrusents that were administersd 37-~39
Other Research: ; 4ol
Nunber reports . delivered 42
Total Numbsr of report pagess - l43~45
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Y ’ APPENDIX C

a major part of a femative or a summative evaluation

Percentage of SEA evaluators indicating the element that would be

“erlc

Fo‘r‘native Su:;a.tive Evaluation Element
(a) (2) A\
56,68 65.0% Developaent of an evaluation plan
(28) (20}
1(2'53673 ?4.8% Use of an svaluation advisory psnel
3 -
79. 3% 37.5% Development and piloting of instruments
(23) (11)
p
27.6% 58.68 Use of control or comparison groups
(8) (17 .
79. 65. Collection of pre-test data
(23 (19 '
75.5% 51.7% Collectioz of on-site observation data
(22} (15) ,.
75.9% 65, 5% Review and analysis of documents
(22) {19) |
“9.0% 51.7% Collection of personal interview data
(20} (15)
17, 2% 31.0% Use of phonme interviews
(5) (9)- ;
27 6% 34.\5&\ Collection of mail survey data
(8) (10 \_
24, 1% 20,7% ' Use of community hearings
(7) (6) ,
13,8% &8.5% Uss of expert reviews
| & (%) (1%
| 62.1% 53.1% Collection of post-test data
(18) (27)
24,1% 24,59 Tevelcpament of case study reports
(7) (?)
79. 3% o6 . 6% Statistical analysis of data
(23) (28)
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Appendix C continued

Forsative

%
(n}
72.4%

(21)

93.1%
(27)

75.9%
(22)

Sumtivu
%

(n)

65. 5%
(19)

93.4%
(27)

55.2%
(16)

Elament

‘f'en;hsl presentation of study findlngs
Developement of narrative reports

Provision. of ccnsnlt;ation and fellowup asssistancs
to project stalf

P
N
-
A
2

s
74

#

Cary @ ARy

b4 '.
-

N3

ottt

s
* .
[V St



