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ABSTRACT

In most of the educational literature, the subject of costs
hes been isolated from curriculunm, personnel, and program
effectiveress. Cost anlysis is usually viewed as a problem for
@ccountants, while the other subjects are relegated to educators
and educational evaluators. There has long existed a dichotomy
in both educational research and practice between figcal and
curricular decision making. However, when it comes to improving
the quality of decision making about programs, school closure, or
budgeting and future Planning for service delivery, it would seew
essential that curricular and fiscal policy proponents come

together.

Over the past few years, the IFG has been involved in
research on educational ccst models. The purpose of this
research has been to develop a solid foundation for state and
local schooi decision making. Out of thia work has evolved the
Resource Cost Nodel (RCM). The RCM is first and foreaost a cost
mcdel designed to help policy makers assess the extent to which
differences in the cnsts of educational services sre attributable
to variationa in the prices Paid for comparable resources,
students’ programmatic needs, and scale of school and district

operations.

Since its development as a Comprehensive cost model for
edivcetional services, the RCM has been used to assist educational
Policy mekers at ths national, state and local levels. At the
national lev it is currently serving as the basis for a major,
Congressionally-mandated national effort to measure expenditures
on special education programs and services across the nation. It

has been used in Illinois and Alaska as the basis for major
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school finance reform projects and in California and Connecticut
to analyze expenditure patterns across selected sels of publicly
funded educational programs. At the school district level, it
has been piloted as a program planning and budgeting system.

Vhen the RCM was initially introduced as an approach to the
developerent of cost based achool finance systeams, it was
enviaioned as a purely technical model for this purpose. The RCHM
was seen as a technical structure for organizing cost and
resource information about educational delivery systeas. It was
supported by computer software decignediococt out educational
programs and services. Although a certain amount of interaction
with educational professionals was anticipated for the purpose of
gathering data about educational delivery systenms, this

interaction was conceived of as a perfunctory exercise.

However, aa the development of the RCM methodology proceded
it became clear that because of the kinds of questions and data
being gathered, the RCM needed to provide a mechanism for
decision making. The RCM was becoming a process for decision
making as well as a technical cost model. Over the course of the
few years that followed the first stat( school £finance project
using the RCM approach in Illinois, the RCM "Process" evolved as
a way of drawing on the expertise of fiscal and curriculum people
at the state and local level. It brought these respective
individuals together in a decision making context. These two
groups represent the benefit (curricular outcomes) and cost
(fiscal) sides of educational decision making. The RCM decision
meking process evolved as a separate structure for organizing the
humen resources within an orgenization to develop the RCM
database and to make decisions ebout programs and funding based
on the cost analyses derived from the technical structure of the

model.
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As the RCN has been applied ‘0 a variety of decision naking
contexts over the last few years, much has been learned about
both the technical and decision making sides of the approach.
Applying the RCM in different contexts requires different

enphases on the process components.

The purpose of this report is to bring together all that we
have learned about cost models for educational decision makang
over the 1laet five yeers with an emphasis on processes and
procedures. While we will focus on the specific applications of
the RCM, we believe that there are mnany general lessons that
might be extracted from our experiences. Specifically, this
report will discuss the applications of the RCM at the Federal,
state and local levels and will compare and contrast the nature
of _hese applications. We will explore differences in the goals
of different applications, the processes of implementation, and
the linkages betweern these applicationa at different levelsz. We
also describes how the RCM fits into the broader context of
strategic planning. Finally, we will introduce a prototype RCM

database which may be used to expedite implementation processes.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

In nost of the educational literature, the subject of costa
has been isolated from curriculum, personnel, and program
effectiveness. Cost anlyais is usually viewed as a problem for
accountanta, while the other subjects are relegated to educators
and educational evaluatora. There has long existed a dichotoay
in Dboth educational research and practice between fiscal and
curricular decision making. This dichotomy appears in academia
in tne way schools of education and educational research
institutions are orgeanized, and it ia evident in local schol
systeas in the way fiscal and curricular matters are addressed.
In each case separate divisions or departments arc established
for each function and rarely is there any interaction between the
two. The separation ia also apparent in local schools in the way
each group perceives the role of the other: the curriculun
people are often referred to as the “spenders," while the fiscal

people are the “cutters."

In some cases this separation is most appropriate and
interaction would not likely serve any purpose. Howaver, when it
comes to improving the quality of decision making about prcgrams,
school closure, or budgeting and future planning for service
delivery, it would seea essential that curricular and fiscal
policy proponents come together, For example, if a state
educational system ia going to adequately to meet the needs of a
healthy and growing economy and if it the funds are to be
equitably distributed to meet the needs of different types of




students. ther state .olicy mahers need to know what such a
system will cCoat. Likewise, in the face of changes in the
aveilability of resources, policy makers need to know what sare
the most preferred ways of cutting or augmenting educational
programs and resources. With the call for educational reforam
that include longer school days and years, more use of computers,
teacher retraining, and higcher teacher salaries, a choice aust be

made among alternatives within limited budgets.

Over the past few years, the IFG has been invclved in
research on educational cost nodels. The purpose of this
research has been to develop a solid foundation for astate and
local school decision making. The wo. k of Dr. Chambers (see
bibliographic references for a complete 1ist) has been focused on
the davelopment of these types of cost amode. . Through this
work, he has adepted existing cost analysia methodologies to the
needs of the educational enterprise. These methods have been
used for measuring and assessing variations in cost related to
resource price differencoes, demographic changes in . e
educetional workiorce, diff_.rences in pupil and programmatic
neede, and the scale of school and district operations. Out of
this work has evolved the Resource Cost Model (RCN).

Originally what has become known as the RCM was outlined in
& dissertation by William Hartman (1379). The RCHM was an
offshoot of an "ingredients" approach to cost analysis. This
initial application by Hartman was designed to estimute the costs
to the nation of implementing PL94-142, the Education for All
Handicapped Childrens’ Act of 1975. Hartman (1983) also epplied
the RCHM to the development ot a local Special Educaticn Planning
Model (SEPM) and Hartman and Chambers (1983) col.aborated on )ow
the RCM might be extended to form a foundation tor £in- acing of

~
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special education.

Chambers and Parrish (1983) e. .ended the RCHM concept to be
spplied as a comprehensive approach to state school finance and
planning. The vision of this model was to provide a rational
approach to funding of educational services that would recognize
the various sources of differences in the costs of educetional
services. The RCM is first and foremost a cost model designed to
help policy makers assess the extent to which differences in the
costs of educational gervices are attributable to varistions in
the prices paid for comparable resources, students’ programmatic

needs, and scale of school and district operations.

Since its developrent as a comprehensive cost rodel for
educational services, the RCM has been used to assist educational
policy makers at the national, state and local levels. At the
natione. level it is currently serving as the basis for a major,
Congressionally-mandated national effort to measure expenditures
on special education programs and services across the nation. It
hss been used in Illinois and Alaske as the basis for najor
school finance reform projects and in California and Connecticut
to analyze expenditure patterns across selected gets of publicly
funded educational programs. At the school district level, it

has been piloted us a program planning and budgeting systen.

When the RCM was initially introduced as an approach to the
development of cost based achool finance aystezs, it was
envigioned as a purely technical model for this purpose. The RCM
was geen as a technical gtructure for organizing cost and
resource informat.on about educational delivery asystems. It was
supported by computer software designed cost out educational
programs and services. Although a certain amount of interaction

with educational professionals was anticipated for the purpose of

Y
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gathering data about educational delivery systems, this
interaction was conceived of es & perfunctory exercise. This is
not to trivialize the process of specifying the resource
requirements for educational delivery systems, but rather to
eaphasize that the political aspects of gathering information
about the delivery of educational services was not fully

recognized by those of us involved in the development of the RCH.

Our first application of the RCM concept to the School

Finance Reform project in 1Illinois changed our vieus

substantially. As a result of our first encounters with the

educational professionals involved in the Illinois project, we
began to recognize the importance of the political decisions that
were to be made to define standards of educational service
delivery. Standards of service are not objective, but rather
subjective, 1in nature. They are derived within &8 poiitical
context reflectirn, the priorities and preferences of the society
in which they are established. Moreover, they are derived within
the economic linitations of scarce resources and the relative
costs of alternative uses of those resources. Although the
subjective nature of adequecy and equity in educational finance
was implicitly built into the technical side of the RCM, 1t was
becoming increasingly clear as a result of the experience in
Illinois that there needed tc be some way of organizing the
political forces operating within the State to addresss the
questions being raised by the RCM data collection.

The RCM was making its first step beyond being just a
technical cost model. Because of the kinds of questions and data
being gathered, the RCM needed to provide a mechanism for
decision making. The RCM was becoming a process for decision
making as well as & technical cost model. Over the course of the
few years that followed the initiation of the Illinois project,

Q‘ L
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the RCM “Process” evolved as a way of drawing on the expertise of
fiscal and curriculum people at the state and local level. It
brought these respective individuals together in a decigion
making context. Thase two groups represent the benefit
(curricular outcowes) and cost (fiscal) sides of educational
decision making. The RCM decision making process evolved as a
separate structure for >rganizing the human resources within an
organization to develop the RCM database and to make decisions
about programs and funding based on the cost analyses derived

from the technical structure of the model.

As the RCM has been applied to a variety of decision making
contexts over the last few years, much has been learned about
both the technical and decision making sides of the approach.
Applying the RCM in different contexts requires different

emphases on the process components.

PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT

The purpose of this report is to bring together all that we
have learned about cost models tur educatiunal decision making
over the last five years. While we will focus on the specific
applications of the RCM, we believe that there are many general
lessons that right be extracted from our experiences.

Specifically, this report will discuss the applications of the

RCHM at the Federal, state and local levels and will compare and

contrast the nature of these applications. We will explore
differences in the goals of different applications, the processes
of implementation, and the linkages between these applications at
different levels. We also describes how the RCM fits into the
broader context of strategic planning. Finally, we will
introduce a proiotype RCM database which may be used to expedite

implementation processes.




Chaptar 2 of this report contains an overview of the
technical elements of the RCN. It is intended to highlight the
essential elements of database developasent and analysis for which

the RCH is designed. Sesples of RCM outputs are included in the
Chapter.

Chapter 3 describes how the RCM has been applied in recent
studies and our experiences with implementation of the decision

making components of the RCX. The RCM has been applied to state,

federal and local cost analyses underlying everything from state

school finance applications, expenditure analysis, and budgeting
and plenning applicaetions. The Illinois and Alaska school
finance projects are creviewed along with applicatons to
expenditure analyses in Connecticut and California. A larger

federal application to special education expenditures across the

nation is aleo discussed.

Chapter 4 represents the results of the review of our
Previous experiences with implementation of the RCN. It reflects
our latest thinking on the implementation of the RCM and draws

heavily nn the lessons we learned in the early studies.

Chapter 5 elaborates on strategic planning and the
implementation of the RCM. Strategic planning is a broader
context of educational decision making within which we feel the
RCHM fits. The concept of strategic planning is first introduced
in Chapter 4, while Chapter S is a more datailed discussion of

what strategic planning is and how the RCM fits into this broader
schenme.

Chapter 6 is a detailed discussion of the prototype RCH
database. The prototype database is described briefly in Chapter




4. Chapter 6 offers a more complete description of the
development and utilization of the prototype RCX database in the

implenentation process.

Chapter 7 is contains & briaf summary and some conciuding

remarks.




CHAPTER 2
TECHNICAL ELEMENTS OF THE RCNM:
AN OVERVIEW

INTRODUCTION

The RCM addresses a common difficulty facing educational
policy makers: the problem of tracking resource allocations to
individual educational programs and services. In most cases,
little is known about expenditure patterns at this level of
detail and thus the real costs of providing indivadual
educational programs and services. Such information can be
critical to policy makers in a variety of contexts and are
especially pertinent to budgeting and planning issues, cost
pProjections eand the derivation of cost standarde for funding

purposes.

The RCYX System can be used to measure expenditure levels by
program and to simulate the cost implications of providing
alternative sets of services or the same services in different
ways. These cost projections, considered in a cost effectiveness
or cost utility decision making framework, allow program fundirg
decisions to be based on determinations of actual program costs
and needs. The RCM System jis designed to assist sguch
educational decision makers as school administrators, local and
state aschool board members, state and federal policy analysts,

and legislators.




TECHNICAL ELEMENTS OF THE RCN

Let us begin by outlining the technical elements of the RCHM.
These technical elements include the development of the RCM
database and the structure of the computer software package that
supports the model. Essentially, the RCM is an *ingredients"
approach to determining the cost of educational progranms. This
involves three steps: LISTING & uniform get of educational
programns, DETERMINING the specific resources needed for each of
these programs, and attaching prices to each of these resources
to determine specific program costs. The overall cost of
education is determined on the basis of these prograarmatic

standards and the number of pupils enrolled in each progran.

The technical steps 1in this simulation process  are
1llustrated in Figure 2-1. In Box 1, standards of educational
service are established in terms of resource requirerents for the
various programs. For exampie, the allocation of personnel time
(e.g., teachers and administrators) and allocations of supplies,
materials and capital equipment are specified for each program by
designated program expertas. By combining these resource
configurations (Box 1) with enrollment data by program (Box 2),
the quantities of resources required to provide this program for
an entire school r school district can be determined. Through
the nmultiplication of these resource quantities by their 1local
prices, educational costs can be calculated for each school or
district via the RCM computer simulation model (Box 9. The
simulation model produces cost information by program (Box S5) as

well as cost data by school and/or school district (Box 6).

The distinctive feature of the RCM approach is in 1ts
emphasis on delivery systems. The term "program” used in the RCN

refers to a delivery system: a get of resources specified within

& given unit of service delivery. The units of service delivery




themselves are gensrally defined to represent fairly aspecific
sctivities organized at a relatively small level. We expect to
find similar units in other enterprises exhibiting asimilar
objectives sand overall ranges of size. While variations in the
sizes of the individual units are expected to be ohserved across
agencies, the units themselves sre defined so as to limit the

range of size observed and the types of resources required.

Examples of educational programs would include a Sth grade
self-contained classroom, basic high achool English, apeech
therapy. Despite differences in class asizes across agencies,
there is a great deal of similarity in the resources required to
provide these various types of educational programs or services
to students. Figure 2-2 shows an example of what elements are
included in the specification of an educational program delivery

systen.

While FIGURE 2-2 provides an example of what the delivery
system input looks like for the RCM, FIGURES 2-3 to 2-6 offer
examples of the kind of output generated by the RCM computer
softvare. The purpose for displaying these examples is to
provide the reader with a firmer grasp of the nature of the
information with which we are dealing in the context of the RCN.
It provides a clearer illustration of what is neant by a
"program.” FIGURE 2-3 provides a sample profile of programs and
services to which a particulsr pupil is subject. This profile
represents the complete set of programs and services that account
for the educational experiences of a given student along with the
administrative and support services required to provide those
direct services.<l> Underlying the coat figures for each program
or @service included on the student profile are detailed

delineations of the delivery system resource requirements.

~
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FIGURE 2-1

FLOW DIAGRAM OF THE RCM COMPUTER SOFTWARE

- - 1=PROGRAM DEL I VERY SYSTEMS
(Standards of Educationa)
Service specified in terms
of resource requirements)

2-ENROLLMENT 3-RESOURCE COST
DATA for each DATA for each
program by type of resource

school/district ' by school/district

L-RCM COMPUTER
SIMULATION MODEL

v

- 5~SUMMARY 6-DISTRICT/SCHONL
OUTPUT OUTPUT*
Cost of Delivery Tota! Quantity of
Systems (Programs Program & Service
& Service Units) Units

Total Quantities
of Resources

Total & Per Pupil
Costs of Programs
& Services

*This district Jleve! output Is reported in the form of
totals as well as by program, program category, school type,
and district administrative and support service category.




‘ FIGURE 2-2

‘ SAMPLE WORKSHEET FOR PROGRAM DELIVERY SYSTEN

Rec
Type |
DESCRIPTION CATEGORY COOE  FiouRad aME

i

|

PROGRAM CATEGORV....' REG“LA& H'G“ SC“OOL. I I G3 RH _ CAT I |
RCM WORKSHEET A - ¢ |

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS OR STUDENT SERVICES ‘

Rec
Type PROGRAM DESCRIPTION CATEGORY CODE PROGRAM COOE PROGRAM NAME SCH CAT CODE
! PROGRAM............. Compuree Sev 1, Gods 7-72- I 03 131/ KH-€SC)| —
un:rsnor - TARGET OR - MENIMUM NO. cnnnl.!m
MEASURE* A A
2 PROGRAM SEZE........ccoeeeenuennenncns I / 24 29 3S ¢ N9
SECTIONS
RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS: UNITS .OF TARGET OR YRS OF REPLCMNT SHARING
O8JECT CODE _ MEASURESe CASELOAD _ MAXIMUM____UNIT COSY _LIFE RAVE  CAPITAL
3 |Cuassmop, Teacser, | 11O L0! | .20 -
. INSTRUC T pivhe A1DE N0 /D2 o (2] 90
s |ser o Texrvooxs 410 302 35| ¥/8
o |iusre Suwues/srvvenr] 4310 362 14 28 35| & 2
7 | Basse Fuewigiint S 6S¢p 36} 93,500 70| o851 §
s | CGmarees 6S|o 302 30 |43, 70| & g
o |Dor Mareix PesaireR LSI10 | 302 L | v < <
10 |lerTER Quaniry FPuinvren bS/p 302 /1 |19 0 < S
SUNITS OF MEASURE FOR PROGRAM SIZ2E: SeUNITS OF MEASURE FOR RESOURCES:
120 of Pupils 11=4 of Mtgs/Yr 21=# of Mea)s/Oay PERSONNEL : EXPENDABLES:
2=FTE Teachers 12=# wrk Stations 22=FTE Pupils 101=Anrual FTE 201=0011ars/vYear
3=FTE Cert Pers 13=4 of Babies 25=# ldentfd Pupils 102=Hours/Year 202=Quanti ty/Year
4=FTE Cisf Pers 14=# of Credits 43=# of Sch Dist 103=Days/Year
S=Total FTE Pers 135=0 Pupil Mrs/Day 104=Weeks/Year caritaL (11fe >= 2 yrs):
@=# of Schools 10S=Months/Year 301=Startup Cost
7=8q Ft 8i1dg 109=Spec Service 302=Startup Qty




FIGURE 2-3

STUDENT COST PROFILES DERIVED FRUM
~ RCN COST ANALYSIS

- wUEI) D

PER PUPIL COSTS OF SERVICES 8Y TYPE OF STUDENT

CATEGORY SERVICE REG 3RO GR REG IRD GR REG HIGH HIGH SCH W/
CODE CODE OESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM OR SERVICE PUPIL W/ SPEECH SCH PUPIL BUS. CRS

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS AND RELATED SERVICES

01-3-101 000-C4 Self-Contatned 1-3 $1,160 $1, 160
01-3-101 000-11 Elementary Music K-S $14 $i4 . .
03-5-:01 128-08 English 2G . . </S $22%
03-5-101 150-05-23 Spanish 17 . . $234 $234
03-5- 101 190-14-23 Geometry ~ EHS (iyr) . . $208 $208
03-35- 101 230-01 Physical Education . . $307 $307
03-3-101 23%-14-23 Health - EHS . . $262 .
03-5-101 2%0-03-23 Modern .orld Histery (2CP + 2G) ENS . . $249

05-2-300 312-01 Speech Therapy . $3%2 . .
13-5-509 115-01-23 Account ing . . . $303
13-5-509 115-03-23 Intermediate Typing . . . $256

TOTAL COST, $1.526 $1.530

SCHOOL AOMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT SERVICES
01-3-490 Elementary School (Genl Adm)

01-3-490
03-3-490
03-3-490

470
470
490-23

Elementary Library
High School! - Library
High School--Genl Admin--EHS

$47
$619

$666

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT SERVICES
05-2-300 Special €Ed. Genera)

TOTAL COST, PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT SER' $0

OISTRICT ADMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT SERVICES
01-9-710 Gen. Oistrict Admin. $23
01-9-810 Communt ty Services $1
02-9-728 Susiness/Fiscal - Business Services . scs
02-9-72% 726 Business/Fisca) - District Wide $218
03-9-719 Personnel $22
04-9-428 Educational Services $22
04-9-428 163 P.E./ Ath / Health / Safety e
04-9-42% 440 Educ. Ser.--Cur. Dev./Inserv $17
04-9-42% 471-01 Educ. Ser. T.R.C. s
04-9-423 471-02 Educ. Ser.- Testing $2
04-9-423 733 Educ. Ser. Duplicating $2
04-9-%26 $26-02 : Chapter I1 C $8
05-9-692 Pupil Personnel Services . $12
05-9-692 630 Pup(l Pers--Psych. Servs $24
035-9-692 640 Pupil Pers--Health Srvs $22
06-9-7%50 Maintenance & Operations $122
06-9-77% 001 District Utilities - VWater $7
06-9-778 002 ) District Uttlities - Gas $31
06-9-778 003 District Utilities - Electric $38
08-9-730 Data Processing $38

$694

TOTAL COST, DISTRICT AOMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT SERVICES:..

Q TOTAL COST OF EOUCATIONAL SERVICES: $2,891

ERIC o | o

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




i.e detailed output derived from the technical applications
of the RCN include progrem costs for each program or service
delivery asystem for every designsted site or cost center within
the jurisdiction covered by the anslys.s. Figure 2-4 contains
RCM output which summsrizes the oversll costs of services scross
locsl sites within s locel school district. Figure 2-5 includes
costs Dby progrem within a given sit: Figure 2-6 presents the
Lotal costs of one of these progrsms across sll units within s
given site or location. Each of these outputs sre derived from a
single database which allows the user to examine cost data

organized along & veriety of dimersions and perspectives.
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PALUKE £-4

PROGRAM COST BY SITE

SIMULATION SEQUENCE NO.: Of

SCHOOL
10 _CODE

TOTAL AND AVERAGE COSTS OF EOUCATIONAL SERVICES

AND THE BREAKOOWN AMONG CLASSES OF SErVICES

SCHOOL/LDCATION

OISTRICT: ALAMEDA UNIFIED SCH OISTRICT
000

001
002
00~
00«
00S
006
007
oos
009
oio
o1
012
013
014
o1s
016
022
023
024
091
092

094
09%
096
1014
102

| [AFo e rovded o v

DISTRICT TOTALS

tincoln Middle School

Edison Elsmentary

Amel 1a Earhart Elementary
Frankiin Elementary

Haight Elementary

Mast ic School

vashington Elementary
Longfellow Elementary

Donald D Lum Elementsry
Chipman Middle School

George P M{ller Elementary
Woodstock Elementury

Frank 0t13 Elementary

Paden Elementary

W11l C Vood Middle School
VWoodstock Child Development Ce
Alameda High School

Encinal High School

Island High School

Special Education District #id
ROP District Wide Programs
Oriver Training,District wide
Independent Study, District wid
Home and Hospital District wid
Miscellaneous District Wide Pr
St Barnabas

St Joseph

TOTAL

ENROLLMENT

8,260
500
370
346

o
292

o
333
534
5%59
610
416
472
294

o
702
242

1,287

1,014
267

N
O0O0ONOO0O0O

-/ }
TOTAL COST AVERAGE PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT  PERCENT
OF FOUCATIONAL CosT INSTRUC SCH ADM  PROG AOM OIST AOM

SERVICES PER PUPIL COST COSY COST COST |

|

|

$27,749,919 $3,.360 58.22 16.82 3.74 21.22 i

$1.187,719 $2,315 78.90 21.10 0.00 0.00 |
$593, 431 $1,604 77.87 22.13 0.00 0.00
$619,744 $1,791 78.88 21.12 0.00 0.00
$0 $0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
$733,343 $2,311 82.7% 17.29% 0.00 0.00
$0 $0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
$792, 298 $2,379 83.61 16.39 0.00 0.00
$1,094,328 $2,049 73.20 26.80 0.00 0.00
$97%,044 $1,744 69.50 30.%0 0.00 0.00
$1,672,469 $2,742 67.87 32.13 0.00 0.00
$677,4%52 $1,628 80.%9 19.414 0.00 0.00
$946, 106 $2,004 86.08 13.92 0.00 0.00
$689, 291 $2,34% 81.62 18.38 0.00 0.00
$0 $0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
$2,001,407 $2,851 70.51 29.49 0.0v 0.00
$547,492 $2,262 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
$3,404, 288 $2,64% 75.58 24.42 0.00 0.00
$2,779,446 $2,737 70.1% 29.83 0.00 0.00
$400,400 $1,500 65.74 34.26 0.00 0.00
$892, 459 $0 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
$421,461 $0 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
$46,624 $0 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
$31,241 $1.562 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
$12,827 $6,413 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
$6%,32% $0 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
$264,400 $0 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
$9,600 $0 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00




FIGURE 2-3

PROGRAN COST BY PROGRANM WITHIN SITE

SIMULATIGN SEQUENCC NO.: Of

DISTRIC.:

TOTAL AND AVERAGE COSTS FOR PROGRAM AND SERVICES

ALAMEDA UNIFIED SCH DISTRiICT

LOCATION: DISTRICT TOTALS

NAME: DESCRIPTION

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS AND RELATED SERVICES

RE_EENTK:

RE_SCK
RE_SC13
RE_SC4S :
RECOMBKS :
RE_PE4S :
N ELMUS_KS:
MSORAMAT :
MSORAMAS :
MSPUBLC :
MSROLAS :
MSBARDGS :
MSACRDGS :
MSGNRDGS :
MSSCRDGS :
MSSCRODGA :

MSMYTH

MSESLES
MSBASENS:
MSACLENG:
MS_E262 :
MSSCELAS:
| MSSCENGA :
MSBASENT:
MSACLEN?:
MS_Ez72 :
MSSCE7C :
MSBASENS :
MSACLENS :
MS_gE282 :
MSSCENGS:
MSALG :
MSPREALG:
MSBANAG :
MSACMATG:
MSGMATS :
MSSCMAG :
MSSCMAAC:
MSBAMAT :
MSACMATT:
MSGMAT? :
~ . MSSCMA7C:
d {) MSBAMAS :
- ERIC * g

e

Early Entry Kindergarten
Self-Contained Kindergarten
Setif-Contained {-3
Seif-contained 4-5

Combination Class K-S
Release Tims P.E. 4-8S

Elementary Music K-S

Orama 7-3

Orama &

Publications 7-8

Reading Lab 7-8

Basic Reading 6

Accelerated Reading 6

Gerneral Reading ¢
Setf-Contained Reading ¢
Self-Cont. Reading, Accelerated 6
Mythology

ESL ¢-8

Basic English ¢

Accelerated English €

General Eng./Lang. Arts ¢
Setf-Contatned Eng./Lang. Arts 6
Seif-Cont. English, Accelerated 6
Basic English 7

Accelerated English 7

General Eng./Lang. Arts 7
Seif-Contained Eng./Lang.A.7Core
Bastic English 8

Accelerated English 8

Ganeral Eng./Lang. Arts 8
Self-Contained Eng./Lang.A.8Core
Alegbra

Pre Atgsbra 7-8

Basic Math 6

Accelerated Math 6

General Math ¢

Self-Contatned WMath 6

Setif-Cont. Math Accelerated 6
Basic Math 7

Accelerated Math 7

General Math 7

Self-Contatined math 7 Core
Basic Math 8

Accelerated Math 8

General Math 8

-

CATEGORY SERVICE PER PUPIL
CODE : CODE : JOTAL coSt cosT
21-3-101  000-01 $31,943 $550.7%
01-3-101 000-02 $766,455  $1,279.%6
01-3-101  000-04 $1,975,020 $1,1%9.73
01-3-101  000-05 $1,192.581 $1,203.41
01-3-101  000-09 $336,463  $1,269.67
01-3-101 000-10 $360 $0.32
01-3-101  000-11 $49,547 $13.87
02-3-101 €E0Z0 $13,537 $148.7%
02-3-101 €0Z6 $6,843 $112.19
02-3-101 EUPO $10,276 $107.04
02-3-104 ERZ0 $15,768 $213.08
02-3-101 ERE0 $26,977 $281.01
02-3-101 ER61 $13,473 $220.86
02-3-101 ER62 $33,644 $238.61
02-3-10" ER6I $16,0843 $308.23
02-3-101 ERES $16,843 $205.48
02-3-101 EXME $8,421 $290.39
02-3-101 EXZ0 $6,773 $521.02
02-3-101 €260 36,942 $187.63
02-3-101 €z61 $27,733 $229.20
02-3-101 €262 $69,307 $235.74
02-3-101 €z63 $16,843 $306.23
02-3-101 €z6S $16,843 $28S.47
02-3-101 €z70 $13,879 $301.71
02-3-101 €z71 $34,688 $218. 17
02-3-101 €z72 $90,017 $252.86
02-3-101 €274 $16,938 $706.47
02-3-101 €z80 $20,679 $449.54
02-3-101 €z81 $27,994 $204.24
02-3-101 €z82 $97,080 $226.82
02-3-101 EZ84 $33,910 $584.66
02-3-101 MAS1 $13,338 $196. 10
02-3-101 MXZ1 $39,579 $244.31
02-3-101 MZ60 $33,088 $330.58
02-3-101 MZ61 $26,49% $222.65"
02-3-101 MZ62 $59,229 $235.97
02-3-101 mM263 $16,843 $306.23
02-3-1014 MZ6S $16,849 $280.71
02-3-101 mMz70 $26,427 $362.02
02-3-101 Mz71 $19,870 $223.2¢
02-3-101 m272 $72,460 $219.58
.02-3-101 MZ74 $16,938 $706.47
02-3-101 MZ80 $19,840 $320.00
02-3-101 w281 $6.627 $213.78
. 02-3-101 muzs2 $79,087 $212.60

» [ B )
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! . FIGURE 2-6 . Y .
: SANPLE PROGRAN BUDGET )
’ FOR SCH_10=001 -
G000 0O 000G EOOOOEEOCCOSCEOOICEEICECECLICEICECOEICCCOCCOCSEIEICECCECIECEELSCOSOISSOESSESS
SERVICE DESCRIPTION=Basic English 7
CATEGORY COOE SERVICE CODE RESOURCE DESCRIPTION 0BJ CODE BUDGET QUANTITY UNIT OF MEAS.
: 02-3-101 €270 TOTAL BUDGET $6.934.29 . .
02-3-101 €270 CLASSROOM TEACHER 1110 $6,307.29 0.2 101
02-3-101 €270 TEXTBOOKS 4110 $369.00 369.0 301
02-3-101 €270 BOOKS OTHER THAN TXTBKS 4210 $123.00 123.0 301
02-3-101 €270 INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 4310 $92.00 92.0 201
02-3-101 €270 INSTRTNL EQUIPMNT REPL 6510 $43.00 43.0 301
(LI L XL L Y N I Y Y R R R Y Y Y PR I
SERVICE DESCRIPTION=General Eng./Lang. Arts 7
CATEGORY COOE SERVICE CODE RESOURCE DESCRIPTION 0BY COOE BUDGET QUANTITY UNIT OF MEAS.
02-3-101 €272 TOTAL BUDGET $20,763.88 . .
02-3-101 €272 CLASSROOM TEACHER 1110 $18,921.88 0.6 101
02-3-101 €272 TEXTBOOKS 4110 $1,107.00 1107.0 01
02-3-101 €272 BOOKS DTHER THAN TXTBKS 4210 $369.00 369.0 301
02-3-101 €272 INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 4310 $237.00 237.0 201
02-3-101 €272 INSTRTNL EQUIPMNT REPL 6510 $129.00 129.0 301
LRI L R LIS I L I Y T Y e Y Y I R Y L L R R L R R s
SERVICE DESCRIPTION=Basic Znglish 8
CATEGORY COOE SERVICE CODE RESOURCE DESCRIPTION 0BJ CODE BUDGET QUANTITY UNIT OF MEAS.
02-3-101 E280 TOTAL BUDGET $6,926.29 . .
02-3-101 €280 CLASSROOM TEACHER 1110 $6,307.29 0.2 101
02-3-101 €280 TEXTBOOKS 4110 $369.00 369.0 301
02-3-101 €280 B00KS DTHER THAN TXTBKS 4210 $123.00 123.0 301
02-3-101 €280 INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 4310 $84.00 84.0 201
02-3-101 €280 INSTRTNL EQUIPMNT REPL 6510 $43.00 43.0 301
LA LI A I L R I N I R R I T R Y P Y P R R A s s I
SERVICE DESCRIPTION=General Eng./Lang. Arts 8
CATEGORY CODE SERVICE CODE RESOURCE DESCRIPTION 0BJ CODE BUDGET QUANTITY UNIT OF MEAS.
02-3-101 €282 TOTs. BUDGET $27,741.17 . .
02-3-101 © EZ82 CLASSROOM TEACHER . 1110 $25,229.17 0.8 101
02-3-101 €282 TEXTBOOKS 4410 $1,476.00 1476.0 301
02-3-101 €282 BOOKS DTHER THAN TXTBKS 4210 $492.00 492.0 301
02-3-101 €282 INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 4310 $372.00 372.0 201
02-3-101 €282 INSTRTNL EQUIPMNT REPL 6510 $172.00 172.0 301
v
~ " ~
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FOOTNOTES FOR CHAPTER 2

€1> For greater detail on the technical ipplementation of the
RCK, the reader may refer to “The RCH: A Resource Management and
Program Budgeting Approach for State and Local Educational
Agencies,” by Jay G. Chambers and Thomas B. Parrish prepared for
the Nationel Institute of Education, 1985, a project report for
the Institute for Research on Educational Finance and Governance

et Stanford University.




CHAPTER 3
THE RCK AS A DECISION MAKING PROCESS:
A REVIEW OF PREVIOUS EXPERIENCES

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this Chapter is to introduce the RCN approach
a8 & decisicn nmaking process for educational sgencies at the
Federal, state and local levels. Over the past few years, we
have had the opportunity to apply the RCM methodology to each of
these contexts. Our experiences in applying this methodology to
cost analysis and dacision making at these levels will be related
in order to explore the linkages between the information provided
at each 1level and to examine the differences in the way the
nethodology was implemented in these different circumstances.
The importance and success of the RCM as 8 tool for management of
reasources in education will depend largely upon how it is
isplemented for these different purposes. Thia Chapter is
intended to draw out the lessons of our experiences in the
implementat.on of the RCHN.

The first section of this Chapter examines the state level
applications of the RCM system to projects directed toward school
iinance refora. These kinds of projects represent the first
application for which the RCM was 1initielly developed. Our
previocus work in Illinois and Alaska is described. The second
sectiop of the Chapter is devoted to exploring the utilization of
the RCM as a tool for local planning and budgeting. The third
section of this Chapter examines the application of the RCM to

expenditure studies at the federal, state and local level. This

Chapter concludes with a brief report on the outcomes and current




astatus of those astate projects is presented in the gsecond

section,

APPLICATIONS OF THE RCM SYSTEM AT THE STATE LEVEL

There is a generel 1lack of information concerning the
relative coats of individual educstionsl prograns st sll levels
of educstional governance. Consequently, although all of the
states allocate more dollars for students in such high cosat
programs as gspecial education, these adjustasents are seldom

based on analyses of the actual costs of serving such students.

Many astate funding formulas are largely based on historical
precedent. As the fairnesa of gtate funding formulas for
education has increasingly come under attack, factors such as the
accuraste nmeasurement of educational program cost variations has
become more important to state policy makers. The RCM provides
the capability to go beyond the question of what districts have
historically apent to tackle the question of what districts NEED
in relation to one another and to provide funding to all
districts to operate programs that comply with a single get of
specific, statewide program gtandards.

The RCM has been designed to assist state policy makers to
derive programmastic cost standards for funding purposes. These
guidelines can be used to ansure the asllocation of state aid on
the basis of differences in the costs of providing coapsrable
educational programs at different locations across the astate.

1f, for exsmple, atates knew the relative coats of delivering a

stendard high school curriculum, a standard vocational curriculum
end a gtandard aspecial education curriculum in different
districts throughout the state, an equitable amount cf state aid

for each district for each type of program could be determined.




The measurement of educational program cost variations is,
in fact, quite complex; but it is also very important because it
seriously affects the ability of school districts across the
state to provide educational programs of compareble quelity. The
RCM can be used to analyze existing expenditure patterns by
program and can provide a decision making structure for
establisning statewide educational program quality stendards for

funding purposes.

The RCM was originally designed to address these issues of
adequacy and equity in state school finance. It is appropriate
then that our first opportunities to apply the RCM were in
rajor studies directed toward the development of cost based
funding for gtate school finance. The Illinois School Fainance
Reform Project was initiated in the fall of 1981. The project
was funded by the Illinois State Board of Education for the
Purpose of developing a cost base for a new school finance

formula,.

As nmentioned ir the introduction to this report, our
original vision of the RCM was as a technical model. We assumed
thet programmatic descriptions would be fairly easily accessed
end that progrem managers at the state level would be
sufficiently knowledgeable to describe and specify the
resource requirements for the educational program and service
delivery systems operating within their reapective areas of
Jurisdiction. In some cases, this rather naive view was born out
by our experience. In many instances, however, this expertise
did not exist at the level of detail required for the
implementation of the RCHM. But more importantly, even in the
areags where a knowledge base did exist, the development of

programmatic descriptions as the basis for a school <f:nance




system was complicated by the political and economic factors.

These program managers were being asked to define “what
ought to be" in the schools of the state. We did not ask ther to
define “what is" (i.e., how services were presently being
provided). Rather, we asked them to make a determination of how
‘hese programs should be provided. They were being asked to go
beyond what was currently being done and in some cases, even
beyond existing state policies to define new programmatic
standards of service. All they had to draw on to address these
issues wae their curulative experiences and perceptions of what
districts were currently doing. Some of the 1individuals were

better preparecd than others to carry out this task.

Beyond the 1ssue of expertise, however, was the concerr for
the s:gnificance of the decisions that were being mede for the
educational experiences of students across the state. Who should
be making these decisions about "what ought to be?” Are they
representative of the various constituencies affected by the

decisions?

In re.ponse to these obeervatione, we began to deveicp a way
of organiz:nc the data gathering procese for the RCY to take into
eccount the need for programmatic expertise and the
representation of certain political interests. For the purpose
of the 1Illincis project, three levels of committees were
organized through the course of the m~voject. A series of Program
Category Committees (PCC’s) in each of the major program areas to
develop the initial apecifications of the program delivery

systems. Eight prograr Categories were included: elementary,

secondary . special education, vocational education, gifted

education, bilingual education, compensatory education, and adul:

ecucat:on, Eventually, compensatory and aduit education were




dropped because of the nature of the funding arrangements. In
general, membership on the PCC’s included representation from the
State Department of Education and educators from & variety of

districts throughout the state.

Each of the PCC’s was told that one or two individuals would
be selected from the committee to represent the interest of the
program category at the next level. At that 1level, thesze
individuale would be responsible for providing justification for
the recommendations &nd program specifications developed by the
PCC. We hac hoped that by telling the committees that they would
have to provide justificiation for their recommendations to
representatives of other comrnittees, we would moderaste the
"richness" of the programs sorewhat. This was done to resporné to
the cia:ms of sorme 1ndividuals who had suggested that the PCC’s
would take a "pie 1in the sky" attitude and that they would
spec:f only the ":deal."” Our thought was the: s.nce
representat:ves of these committees were going to lave to
interact in @& larger forum later in the project anc tha:t these
represerntatives were going to have to justify the actions of
their fellow cornitiee members to & wider audience, we fel.: the
PCC’s would act responsibly given the importance of the.r ask
enc their own perceptions of the reasonable budgets withir which
they were likely to be operating. On average, the evidence from
the overall simulations is consistent with our expectations. The
initial state 1level coat estimates for prcviding programs and
services eas specified by the PCC’s were well within 5% of the
actual evpenditures on educetional gervices in the state of

Illinois.

The second level of the RCM vrocess was a Program Review
Pane. (PRP). The PRP was established to allow the

representatives of each of the PCC’s to review each other’s




delivery system specifications. This committee was given the
task of making sure that the delivery system specifications of
all of the PCC’s were consistent with one another. The richness
of the standards of service in each area was cuspared and the

data were examined for errors of omission as well as comission,

The final committee level was designated the RCX Committee.
The RCM Committee consisted of the mneabership of the PRP along
with representation from the Bureau of the Budget, the 1Illinois
State Board of Educat:on, and the Illinois Legislature (stass
members). In addition, representatives from the education
Community at large were added to provide a kind of “generalist"
perspective on educational services, Two local school

superintendents were selected to fill this role.

The purpose of this RCM committee was to review the work of
the previous comnittees and to make final recormencations
regarcding the delivery systems which form the foundatior of the
RCM cost analysas. In general this committee worked relatively
well: and was able to carry on after the conclusion of the
involverent of the consultants on the project.<1)> Although the
initial rmeetings of all of the committees were facilitated by the
consultants on the project, the ownership and facilitation of the
Peetings were transferred as soon as possible to those
responsible for implementation of the new schcol finance systen
in the state.

Six months after the conclusion of the Illinois project, the
Alaska State Department of Education initiated a project with
very similar objectives. The Alaska project represented a second
opportunity to apply the ™CM to the development of a cost based
school finance systen. Although we 1inmplemented some minor

changes 1n the RCY process for the condvci of the Alaska project,
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the basic structure of the RCM technical model and the d(ecision

making process was the same.

Although each of the various committu.s org. ized as part of
the A iske and Illinois projects were able to carry out their
assigned tasks, the m-abers of the committees at all levels
experienced sox» frustretion eirly in the process. For the
PCC’s, this frustretion arose out of having to construct a series
of program service standards from scratch. In the Illinois
study, the PCC’s had no benchmark data on which to draw. They
had only their own personal experiences with their own individual
districts. In the Alaska project, the PCC members did have some
of the program standarde developed as part of the Illinois
project on which to draw. However, because of the significent
differences 1in the two states, some of these data were not

terribly useful.

The frustration at the highe: level comrmittees seermed to
arise out of a lack of direction and serse of esuthority to act.
There was relatively little guidance from the central actors ain
erther state as to how the RCM might be used or integrated with
the overall plan to reform school finance in the state. While we
were able to provide guidence as to how the RCM might be used in
a8 school finance distribution syster, the committees did not seer
to feel that they had any authority to make any firal
recommendations, nor were they sure tot+ om they should nmake
such recomrendations. Moreover, for a variety of reasons, they
were isolated Zrom those individuals who were assigned to focus
on the other aspects of school finance reform (e.g., tax issues,

distribution issues).

Despite these problems, the existence of the process d:d

provide a foundation for the credibility of the RCM as a viable




cost analysis tool. Because of the widespread participatior that
had been encouraged throughout the development of the RCM in each
state, the RCM as & tool for reflecting variations in the costs
of educational services across local school districts gained
relatively wide acceptance. Meny individuals from around these

states had be2n eit - directly or indirectly involved with the

pro)ect and were kept aware of the progress of the development of

the RCK within their state. The major concern among various
constituencies seemed to be how the RCM would be used by the
legislature and how it would be integrated into the school

finance systen.

THE RCK SYSTEX AS A TOOL FOk LOCAL PLANNING AND BUDGETING

As o result of our interections with locsal school
superintendente in the Alaska and Illino.. project, we began to
consider the possibility of epplying the RCM as & too! for local
planning and budgeting. Local districts had to struggle with
Rany of the same issues 8s states related to the adequacy and
e nty of achoo! funding. The major difference was one of
magnitude and emphasis. In states where there sgtill is a
significant locasl contribution to revenue, each district had to
define what an adequate level of support is for its students.
Moreover, district officials must determine how to allocate state
and local funds among alternative programs and various school
sites. They also had to determine the extent to which budgets

would be centrally controlled.

Under the auspices of the Institute for Research on
Educational Finance and Governance (IFG) at Stanford University,
we adapted the RCM for use by local achool districts as a policy
anc program budgeting tool. The field test for this project was
conducted 1in Alamede Un:fied School District (AUSD) in




Calafornia. Through this project, Alameda Unified develo,wd a
program-besed, in addition to the traditional line-item, budget.
A major goal of this project was to derive budgeting decisions
that are "program driven,"” i.e. governed by the relative needs of
the district’s educational programs as defined by the overall
goals and priorities of the district. A second goal of this
effort was to provide a basis for initiating a formal
communications network between the program and business

components of the school district administration.

At the outset of the project, we were operating on the
assumption that while we expected some differences between the
application of the RCN at the state versus iocal level, we
decided to implement the RCM initially the same way in which we
had conducted the state study. This meant organizing the senme
kind of committee structure for developing program standards.
One major difference that came up almost immediately was the was
aignificantly greater level of detail in the local as opposed to
the state application of the RCM. While programs were aggregated
into types of classes or courses for the state level enalysis,
every single course (e.g., Algebra I or Senior English) becases a
program for the district level analysis. Moreover, the level of
detail on resource requirements multiplied considerably. The
primary reason for this was that the district had state reporting
requirements and one of our objectives was to design a local
plenning and budgeting tool that would provide better decision
making information on educaitonal programs as well as produce
information that could be used for standard state reports. These
technical differences required some rethinking about the
structure of the computer software that we were able to resolve.
The procedural components, however, represented a more formidable

obstacle to implementation of the RCNM.




We organized a series of committees much as we had done at
the state level in the Alaska and Illinois projects. Some of the
sane kinds of staff nmembers were assigned to the various
Committees as for the state level projects. As in the cese of
the state level projects, the committees lacked a good sense of
direction and authority. While the demands for cost and resource
relsted information were relatively clear, the purpose to these
requests was less well defined. In part this can be attributed
to the fact that e were involved in a pilot study and a research *
project and not a consuliting contract in shich *he client had
asked for a specitic product. Fart of our work was to detersine

what the prcduct was and what shape it would take.

One interesting observation made in relation to the
operatior. of the local versus state PCC’s was regarding the
differences .n interaction between certain members of the
committees, In both the local and state projects, teachers and
administre’ors participated on these committees. However, while
in the state projects these individuals acted as peers on these
conmittees, these same types of individuals functioned
differently 1n the local context. Often teachezrs and principals
from the same zchools were appointed to the PCC’s ‘. the local
pilot project. In :hese cases, the teachers tended to follow the
lead of their respective principals and did not function as peers
on these comni'tees. While it is possible that this observation
mey be unique to the district in which we were piloting the RCK,

it does seem to make intuitive sense.

Beyond the normal uncerteinty associated with the
implementation of a research project of this kind, the committees
were operating without any benchmarks. We began the project with
& "what ought to be" mentality much as we did in the state. As

the project evolved, however, we began to realize that part of




the problem was that many of the individuals participating on our
commnittees did not have a good sense of the "what is." Moreover,
these coamittees were operating without any sense of what their
authority was to make decisions or recommendations nror did they
have any sense of to whom to make whatever recommendations they
might have had. In both the state and local applications, we
need to define the scope of authority for these committees and
this needs to be done in conjunction with decision aakers who
have the authority to provide such direction. Steering
committees were established in both the Alaska project and the
AUSD pilot project, but unfortunately, these committees were
appointed too late in both projects to provide the needed

direction and authority.

One of the other major obstacles that arose 1in the
implementation of the RCM in the local context invoived the
traditione! dichotomy between the program and fiscal decision
makers within the diastrict. Because of the design of the RCN,
our ainitial contacts in the district involved primarily program
profess:iona.s (the "spenders" as we previously referrec to them).
Becasuse the RCM 1s built upon the specifications of program and
service de.ivery systems, auch of the initial data gathering on
the cormnittees is done with program professionals and 1involves
only minimal interaction with the fiscal professionals in the
diatrict. Unfortunately, the way in which the RCM was being
implemented represented en iaxplicit and perhaps explicit threat
to the fiscal professionals. Information in this instance
represents power over decision making. The program professionals
had little power over budget allocation in this district, because
they lacked information. This is not to say that the lack of
inforaation was the result of a conspiracy, but rather to

incicate simply that the information was not in a form that woulad

perrit the kind of program level resource and decision making




information which underlies the basic design of an RCM type

systenm, Thus, the fiscal professionals were not substantively
involved in the project and were being threatened with a loaa of
power. Both of these factors had the affect of reducing the
lovel of cooperation required of the fiscal and business
diviaions of the district necessary for implementatior i the
project. The resistance or perhaps better the reiuctance that we
encountered in the course of the project from the fiscai division
was @& reault of design problems with the procedural as well as
the technical components of the RCK approach. Despite the
considerable support of the local Board of Education for theAUSD,
it was not sufficient to overcome the lack of cooperaticn on the

pert of the fiscal officers of the district.

Cne of the other technical issues encountered in
irmplementation of the RCM at a local versus state level relates
access:ibility of the computer technology. The present version of
the mainfrane progranm is written using SAS (Statistical Analysis
Systems) software from the SAS Institute based in Cary, North
Carolina. Unt:l 1985, the SAS product was exclusively a
nainframe product. Thus, @ local district desiring to implement
the RCM as a budgeting and planning tool would have had to hook
up *o heir own or a re ote pmainframe computer. Moreover,
because SAS was primarily designed for IBM or compatible
machines, there were further limitations to accessibility. Many
large diatricts already have their own nainframe computers, but
not all &re IBM compatible nor do they heve SAS installed.
Despite the relative ease of purchasing micro computers and other
relatively inexpensive hardware and softwarc that would allow
comrunication between smaller districts and remote mainframe
cormputer systams, there are & number of practicel difficulties
that increase the effort and cost of implementataon. Few of

these difficulties are insurmountable, but this increases the
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difficulty of ainstalling the RCM and may discourage a local
district from being interested in trying something as new as the
RCN.

As we have reviewed our experiences in the local pilot
project, we have posed a number of questions to ourselves about
the implementation of the RCM. Do we need a process at the local
level? How does (should) this local process differ from the
state process? What technical elements of the RCM impede 1local

versus state implersntation?

APPLICATION OF THE RCK TO EXPENDITURE STUDIES

Dr. William Hartman, of the University of Oregon, laid the
groundwork for the initial RCK concept in measuring the cost to
the nation of £fully implementing the Education for All
Handicapped thildren Act (PL94-142).<2> 1In this study, Hartman
gathered data on delivery systems, enrollments, incidence ratas
for handicapping conditions and agerage resource prices in
special education programs and services throughout a large sample
of states and aggregated these data to estimate current and

projected actual expenditures required to implement PLS4-142.

In the Fall of 1984, DRC in conjunction with AEFP was
awvarded a three-year contract by the U.S. Office of Special
Education to use the RCM methodology as the conceptual base for a
Congressionally-mandated study of the costs of special education
and related services at 60 randomly selected school districts
across the nation.<3> Rather than attempt to impose uniformity
on the myriad of accounting and budgeting techniques that theae
districts may employ to plan and track expenditures, the research

teans on this 3 year project will list the ingredients that each

distract is actually allocating to each of the special education




programs offered. By attaching local prices to this _ist of
resources, it will be possible to determine actual
expenditures/costs by program. The researchers will be concerned
with  such resource standards as class size, perscnnel
allocations, and equipment levels.

Two other studies designed to track expenlitures and
patterns of resource allocation were done uaing the RCN
mrethodology. One such study was carried out for nonpubiic
special ecducation schools in California. A second study was done
to explore the reasons underlying the patterns of cost
differences observec across a sample of local districts in
Connecticut. The Connecticut study included selected prograns
and services within the overall elermentary, secondary, specia.

education and bilingual prograns.

All of these projects use the RCM concept tc nrake an

assessment of "what ie" with respect to educationa. progran

expenditures. Data are gathered through interviews with progran
anc business professionals in local districts or school sites and
through the examination of existing student, personnel and fiscal
databases. No formal committees are organized and no guestions
regarding "what ought to be" kinds of scenarios were required.
In short no formal RCM process is required, and yet a good deal

of RCM type information is being gathered in a relatively short

period of time by simply organizing the data collection

activities in a way compatible with the technical requirements of
the RCM approach.

These processes will reveal the full costs of @ach of the
various educational programs, and will allow the comparison of
these coste against other programs. Viewing the different ways

that children with similar needs are served by different




districts will also provide a basis for considering the acst
efficient ways of serving children with different needs. In
addition, this approach ghould in:.tiate & discussion of the
resource needs of students in special programs in relation to the

needs of students in standard progress.

One of the major issues that arose in the conduct of each ¢f
these projects was the amount of time that would be available on
site to gather the various items of data. For example, in the
Congressionally mandated atudy of special education being
conducted by DRC and AEFP, the data gathering for all but the
very largest districts wea conducted by a single individual in
approximately seven days on site. In the study of nonpublic
special education schools, we eallocated approximately 2
professional per site days to gather data on a relatively limited
set of programs and services, In the Connecticut study, we also
allocated 2 days for each of five districts to gather data on a
selected sample of educational programs as well as a fairly

coaprehensive set of administrative and support services.

Being forced by budgetary limitations in each of these
projects to limit the scope and time permitted for data gathering
caused us to consider alternative strategies for implementing the
RCM in different contexts. What possibilities are there fo-
strearlining the RCM process for database dovolbplent and for
coabining these stresslined process of data gathering with a more
efficient and better defined decision making process? The large
scale projects conducted in the states were expensive both froa
the standpoint of the cost of retaining the services of
consultants and from the perspective of the travel and time spent
to bring in individual members for the various comnittee
mneetings. While a large budget can be Justified in a study which

ie 1intended to reform the achool finance system of an entire

(4‘




state, it i1s not likely that the same budget would be allocated
to implement a bdudgeting and plenning tool in & local school
district or for that matter to develop a planning tool for state.
The attractiveness of the RCM as & finance, planning and/or
budgeting tool at any level will depend upon the cost of its
implementation, not only in turms of the cost of employing
conaultants for initial studies and database development, but
also in terms of the time and effort of locel professionals and
the disruptiorn of the existing system of resource allocation. It
will be important to use the time of busy profeasionals as

effectively as possible.

OUTCONE OF THE STATE LEVEL PROJECTS

It 1is useful at this stage to describe briefly the outcome
of the two major state projects directed toward the reform of the
school finance systems in Illinois and Alaska. There are some
lessons to be learned from this account of our experience as
well. What actually happened to the RCM in both states largely
occurred well after the projects by the consultants were
cumpleted. The account of whet happened in these two states is
based on conversationa over the course of the paat few years
between the authors and the gtate project directors and others

from the two gtates.

As of this writing, Illinois has not implemented the RCHM as
the basis for their school finance system in that state. In
fact, the planned reform in the Illinois school finance system
has yet to occur. There are two major factors that have
contributed to the RCM not being implemented. rf.irst, at the time
when the new school finance system including the RCM was being
formuleted and proposed in the form of legislation, the State
Superintendent of Public Instruction in Illinois resigned. Thus,
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one of the chief political actors involved in the initiation of
the study and who would have to support the legislation resigned

prior to the complction of the effort. Whatever political
moRentum existed for implementation of a new school finance
system disappeared. A new superintendent was appointed in the
niddle of this whole process and opted to give the nmatter
“further study” before proceeding.

Second, it is important to recognize that the RCM is not, in
and of itself, a4 distribution sysatem. While it  has
distributional implications, the RCM is a cost wmodel. It
provides a basis from which a achool finance system may be
devised. Ir its purest form, the RCM might be utilized as a
variable foundation in a standard *“foundation formula.'<4>
However, it can be utilized in a variety of ways with school
finance formulas. The new legislation represented a
comprehensive package of reform for the finance distribution
foraula as well as tax refora. As with any new foramula, there
were winners and losers relative to the current systea. Despite
the view that one might be & “fairer" systeam, few districts or
taxpayers want to give up what they currently have if 1t 1s not
absolutely necessary. The RCM, which was but a small part of
this package, took the political blame for economic impacte for
which it was not even responsible. In short, the RCX was the
only piece of the whole package that had & name cttached to it,
it was a new innovation, and hence all that was negative about

the proposed reform seemed to become associated with the RCN.

What has been gratifying about the intervention in Illinois
is that the RCX has been used for some planning and analysis
purposes by the State Department of Education. Our understanding
is that the cost implications of some funding alternatives as

well as of reorganization of special education cooperatives have




been simulated using the RCN computer software installed as part

of the Illinois project. MNore importantly, however, the concept
of cost based funding has geemed to prevail in the state
occording/,to comments made to this effect by the Illinois State
Superintendent of Public Instruction in his address to the annual

neeting of the American Education Finance Association, 1986.

During the course of the RCM project in Alaska, there
appeered to be a nuaber of competing agendas regarding the refora
of schoocl finance. No clear leadership emerged within the
Alaska Department of Education to guide the RCN project through
its various hurdles. The RCM committees were provided no
guidelines or authority to act. Our lest communications with
individuals in Alaske indicate that the RCH was used to develop
cost weights for various classes of pupils and that these weighte

were proposed as part of the refora package for the new school

finance aysten.




FOOTNOTE

<1> The consultants refers to Jay Chambers and Tom Parrish the
principal partners in the AEFP, 1Inc., the firm with whom the
Illinois State Board of Education contracted to carry out the

study.

€2> Willisam T. Hartman, “Estimating the Costs of Educating
Handicapped Children: A Resource-Cost Model Approach" (Stanford
University, Ph.D. Dissertation, 1979), p. 96.

€3> AEFP, 1Inc. bhas sub-contracted with DRC of Washington D.C.,
to provide the conceptual outline and basic methodology, as well

as to assist in the implementation of thia project.

<4> The standard “foundation formula®” in school finance would
take the following fora:

S(i) = F - [R x V()]

vhere S(i) = State aide per pupil provided to school
district i,
F = the “foundation amount™ per pupil guaranteed to
every district,
R = the minimum tax rate that the locel district must
levy to participate in the state aide program, and
V(i) = the assessed value of property per pupil in
district 1.

Under this standard ™foundation foramula,™ the reader should
notice that the foundation amount (F) is constant for all
districts. No differences in the foundation level are

incorporated to take into account differences in the costa of
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doing business in different parts of the state or differences in
the composition of educational needs among the pupils in local
districts. In recent years, pupil needs have been accounted for
by incresses in categorical aide and some states have implemented
cost indices to adjust state aide for differences in purchaaing

power,

The RCM might be incorporated into this kind of foundation
formula by allowing the value of F to vary by district. The
ottom line numbers derived from an RCM type of simulation would
reflect. the per pupil costs of serving students in each district
given the varistions in the costs of purchasing comparable
resources and the differences in programmatic needs of pupils.
This simulated cost could be used as the variable foundation
emount for each district so that the foundation formula would now

be written,

5C1) = F(i) - [R x V(1)1,

[




CHAPTER 4
RETHINKING INPLEMENTATION OF THE RCHM

INTRODUCTION

In Clapter 2, we prov:de the reader with & brief overview of
the technical components of the RCN: the elements inv: ved in
building the RCM database and the kinds of cutcomes produced by
the computer software. In Chapter 3, we presented an outline of
how the decision making co. ponents of the RCM have been carried
out in previous studies at the astate, local and federal levels,
and we discuassed some of the lessora to be learned out of theee
experiences. Because the RCM representa a relatively new
approach, all these previous studies should be vicwed as part of
& larger effort evolving toward a viable cost nmodel for

educational decision making.

Thelzpurpose of the present Chapter is to describe a variety
of ascenarioa for the application and implementation of the RCN
methodology and to outline how implementation might be carried
out to avoid some of the problems and obstacles encountered in
our earlier studies. One important conclusion is that the
approach to the conduct and implementation of an RCM study will
differ somewhat depending upon the level of application (i.e.,
federal, state and 1local) and the desired utilization of the
outcomes of the project. This Chapter will walk through the
implementation of an RCM project by raising the questions and

issues that will need to be addrcssed at each atag: of the
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project. The emphasis of this report will be on procedural
rather than technicel concerns. Technical issues related to
database developaent and utilization of the computer software
have been addressed in the report presented to the NIE for fiscal
year 13584 entitled "The RCM: A Resource Management and Progras
Budgeting Approach for State and Local Educational Agencies.*

INITIATION OF THE PROJECT

One of the first issues that must be addresseZ in beginning
a project to apply the RCM is whether the project ie to be nmore
oriented toward “WHAT IS" or “WHAT OUGHT 'J BE" kinds of
questions. The importance of establishing any kind of formai
decision making process along with the implementation of the RCM
is almost entirely dependent upon which orientation is adopted.
Although orientations may change through the course of a project,
it is important to establish an initial orientation to set the

tone for the early stages of data collection.

To clarify these 1ss5ues a bit, let us conrider some examples
of these twe alternative orientations. The Congressionally
mandated study of special education expenditures referred to in
Chapter 3 is @& classic example of a “WHAT IS" type of study.
Simllarly, the study carried out for the state of Connecticut to
axplore asome of the sources of variation in the costs of
providing educational gservices across the state represents
another example of the “WHAT 1% orientation. The major purpose
of both studies is to identify what level of resources is
presently being devoter. to the provision of various types of
educational services and to identify the wvarious factors
underlying the observed differences in actual expenditures acioss

Juriedictions. Otler studies that might fall under this category




would include planning or policy analysis studies of educational
programs and costs. In these types of studies the purpose is
often to determine the effects on current patterns of resource
allocation of specific changes in policies (e.g., requirements
for service provision) or exogenous factors (e.g., distribution

of students according to special needs).

In any of these instances, there is no need for a formal
decision making process per se. A single styering committee of
key individuals would be established to monitor data collection
activities and procedures and to provide input on the
specification of certain kinds of policy questions or changes

that might be of interest.

In the cese of a "WHAT OUGHT TO BE" orientation, tha
iaplications for the development of the RCM procesa might be
different. Both the Illinois and Alaska school finance refornm
projects would fall into this catego:ry of RCM projects. The
primary ourpose of these two projects was to develop a new school
finance distribution mechanism that was a: least in part based on
variations in the custs of providing for the differing needs of
students served in different local jurisdictions around these
states. If similer students across districts are to be treated
similarly, then the state will have to establish & series of
standards for service provision. MNoreover, it may be appropriate
to differentiate these standards eccording to certain criteria,
e.9., district size and geographic 1location. fiiven the
complexity of the educational enterprise and the diveraiiy of
opirion among relevant constituencies as to priorities, sizt:
policy makers will be required to address a number of "WHAT OUGHT
TO BE" kinds of questions in this type of application of the RCHM.
What alternative standards of service might be considered? How

a10ht these standards be altered for different classifications of
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districts? What criteria should be used to classify districts?
Should these standards be imposed on the local jurisdictions or
should they be used exclusively for the purposes of deteraining
funding while allowing the locel school officials to allocate

resources?

Similar kinds of questions might be addressed by a local
school district considering the utilization of the RCM as a local
budgeting tool. The budget determination process is ultisately
one that nmust address a series of “WHAT OUGHT TO BE" kirds of
questions prior to establishing a final allocation of resources

among competing uses.

In the cases of "WHAT QUGHT TO BE" applications, it may seen
more appropriate to initiate a comprehensive decision naking
structure. The purpose of this process is to sclicit the input
of qualified experts in the relevant subject matter areas as well
as to ensure representation of the various relevant
political constituencies, The importance of this kind of a
perticipatory process is to help establish the credibility of the

approach from & technical end political perspective.

The foregoing distinction between the "WHAT IS" versus "WHAT
OUGHT TO BE" studies makes the decision about implementation
sound deceptively simple. The resson for this is that underlying
almost any “WHAT IS" type of question is a “WHAT OUGHT TO BE"
kind >f question. When one is evaluating the impact of a policy
or saxogenous change on patterns of resource ailocation or is
examining the patterns of variation in expenditures and resource
allocation, it ia usually for the purpose of making an assessrent
of the current system in view of alternative approaches to

accomplishing the same goals.

.y
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Beyond the simplicity of this dichotomy, however, is one of
the problems that we encountered in the development of the
initial RCMN datebas¢ in all of our previous studies. The
individuals participating on the various committees began the
process of specifying service standards with no benchmirks. The
only information they brought to the meetinga derived from their
personnel experiences. Although there was generally
representation from Jjurisdictions that exhibited some of the
characteristics related to differences, there was nn formal
mechanian initiated for orgeniziing and sharing these alternative

perspectives in any systematic way.

For these reasons, one of the key recommendations for the
implementation of an RCM project that we would make in the future
is to begin the project by gathering data that can be used aa
benchmarks. This means that almost any project ahould be
initieted from a "“WHAT IS" perspective. GCathering data on
current patterns of allocation and methods of service delivery
will provide a 8solid foundation upon which to consider change or
the development of new standards. If these data are
comnrehensive enough, they provide boundaries within which the
standards might be established. These benchmark data provide a
way of increasing the efficiency of the entire process. It
reduces the anxiety of the participants in dealing with data
organized in an unfamiliar format because the benchmark data
become examples of what the RCM dets should look like. No longer
are the committee members having to fill out blank worksheeta for
the apecification of educational delivery systems. Committee
members would be reacting tc & set of numbers that reflect

existing patterns of resource allocation.

From the standpoint of those conducting such a project, it

means laying some ground work for data collection by going into
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the field prior to the initiation of & structure for decision

making. The Connecticut project represents an example of how one
might initiate a statewide study for a aschool finance refora
project. The delivery systems (resource requirements and numbers
of pupils served per service unit) for a selected sample of
programs and services were specified across a sample of school
districts. These data on the delivery systems for the sample
districts serve as the benchmark data for review by “he

participants in the decision making process.

In an application of the RCM to develop local budgets, one
would conduct sufficient interviews with program and business
professionals within the district to develop the initial RCM
database to reflect existing patterns of resource allocation.
This raises another issue related to the potential conflict with
the business professionals within a jurisdiction. This process
of initial deta gathering immediately involves the business
professionals in the project at an early stage, something that
was not done to the same degree early in our pilot study of
Alemeda Unified School District. This sense of involvement.
participation and even ownership in the final product of the work
will be important .1n gaining the acceptance from the fiscal

decision makers.

Koreover, in this process of gathering the initial database,
it is useful to spend sufficient time with business professionals
in the 1local jurisdiction to devise weys of using as many as
possible of the existing conventions end codes for organizing
information. To the extent that existing program and object
codes can be used in the developaent of the new database, it will
be poasible to make comparisons with the original database. This

has three masjor advantages. Firat, the new database is to scme

degree developed in terms that are familiar to the participants.




Second, this also provides a mechanism for validating information
to the extent that validation is appropriate in comparing the new
versus old formats for data. One can check for errors of
omission more es&sily in this case. Third, by utilizing the
existing codes to the extenr possible, comparisons of the
alternative databases (the new and the old) should reveal nmore
clearly any advantages that the new database nmight have for
decision making by placing emphesis on the differences in the
organization and presentation of the information. Perhaps the
most important benefit to be gained from relying on existing
structure is that it reduces the cost of transition to a new

aystenm.

What happens 1f there sre not sufficient resources or time
to gather this initial benchmark database? Indeed, even when the
purpose is to gather the initial database to reflect "WHAT 1IS,"
it 1is often helpful in conducting interviews to provide examplea
of the kind of data you are trying to gather. This issue arose
in the conduct of the Congressionally manda‘ed special education
atudy and the Connecticut education coat study. Teams of
researchers went into the field to gather deccriptions of service
delivery systems within fairly short periods of time. There
would not be sufficient time or funds to review computerized
budget or personnel files. All data would be gathered through
interviews with program professionals. Questions had to Dbe
relatively siraightforward and precise with regard to the desired
itr & of data. We realized that the efficiency of the data
gathering procedures would be enhanced by our ability to provide
prototypical delivery system specifications pertinent to each of

the program areas under study.

In response to this need, we have developed a prototype RCM

database. Our experience in doing educatioral cost analyesis over




the pest few years is that there are more similarities than
dissimilarities in educational programs acr.oss local
Jurisdictions. Since education is a labor intersive activity,
Rajor differences in costs arise out of differencee in class
sizes, caseloads, teacher class loads, and salary levels. To a
lesser degree, the composition of students across educational
programs also will create cost differences related to the
variations in the adainistrative and support burdens associated
with these different prograas. In nrder to facilitate the data
collection activity, we have devised a prototype set of
educational program and service delivery systeas. This database
includes allocations of personnel as well as nonpersonnel
resources to a variety of prespecified types of educational
programs and services. The nonpersonnel resources include dollar
allocations to books and materials as well as lists of capaital
equipsent items associated with specific educational programs and
services (both instructional and adainistrative and support

services).

A nmajor advantage to the prototype database is that it
places the user in & more reactive rather than proactive »mode,
and hence, reduces the amount of time required to gather
information on del:very aysteam specifications. While some »ight
argue that the structure and information contained in the
prototype database may perhaps influence responses of ucers
somewhat, this is less likely to be a probleam in an enterprise
such as education where the differences in technology of
delivery systems across local jurisdictions is not great.
Moreover, differences in patterns of delivery syatea
specifications are likely to be more related to the more viasible
daeta elements such as cless sizes and caseloads on which new data
are fairly easily ascertained within given areas. Minor

differences in the 1lists of capital equipment within a given
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program acroes juriedictions are less likely to have much 1impact
on the overall analysis given the relatively small proportion of
the budget allocated to capital items. Chapter ??? provides a
nrore detailed discussion of the structure and content of the

prototype database.

ORGANIZING THE RCM DECISION MAKING PROCESS

Once an initial R(M database has been developed, one can
then decide whether it is desireable to proceed to deal with the
"WHAT OUGHT TO BE" issues. This initial database provides a
better <foundation upon which to base decisions about more
appropriate patterns of resource allocation. It provides a
benchmark both 1n terms of the access to services as well as
costs. It provides a basis against which one can decide whether
alternative patterns of reaource allocation are worth the cost.
It provides a context within which cost-utility or cost-benefit

considerations might be brought into play.

Whatever the rircumstances, however, the consideration of
"WHAT OUGHT TO BE" kinds of 1ssues raiase questions that by their
nature must be addressed in a political context. The 1ssues nay
have to be resolved by a policy meking body (e.g., a atate
legislature or a local school board), and the individuals or
constituencies responsible for making recommendastions muat have
credibility with those legislative bodies and must have faith 1in

the rrocess by which the recommendations were developed.

Toward this end, we have developed a structure for decision

naking under the implementation of the RCM and this structure has

been designed to encourage a diversity of partic.pation by

various constituencies, to provide guidance to thoee




participating in the process from the appropriate authoraities and
to bring together fiscal and programastic interests. It is a
process that builds on and recognizes the explicitly political
nature of the types of decisions being made within the RCN.

The RCM process leads policy makers through the politically
sensitive decisions always associated with the allocation of
public resources. It is a process for establishing standards
regarding the programs that should be receiving state financial
support and the levels of support deemed appropraate. These
decisions eare made in light of the projected cost data, the
corpeting needs for these funds and the overall level of funding

available.

There is a great deal of flexibility in using the RCHM
System, and the accompanying process can be tailored to fit
existing organizational structures and various po.itaical
climates, A prototype of this process is outlined in Figure 2.
The RCM process 1s depicted at five levels of involvament. At
Level 1, a Policy Committee is formed. Thie relatively small
group of policy makers will comprise a unique combination of
individuals for each organization. For example, members would
represent the sachool board and the administration, and right
also come from other segments of the school and community, such

as parents, students, and teachers.

The primary role of the Policy Committee is to provide some
guidance and direction to the project. It will set the tone of
the condict of the project. It will have to define the overall
scope of the project and specify the lines of authority and

responsibility for all of the rer.ining participants. The

success of the project in achieving its objectives will likely

depend upon how clearly the scope of authority and responsibility




are defined by this Committee. This group will dafine the

progrem categories to be included in the aneslysis, und may use
this opportunity to assess the immediate needs a2d long-term

plans of the organization.

Hore broadly this group may become involved in strategic
planning as well as in activities that define the larger context
into which an RCM type study might fit. The RCM coxputer
software and the cost analysis that it is capable of doing should
be viewed as a tool for analysis. However, in general, it 1s a
tool that fits into a larger context of policy analysis whether
it be used as a cost base for a state school finance svitem or a
budgeting and planning tool to help local sachool districts
allocate resources, close (open) schools, etc. For this reason,
some part of the RCM decision making process must of necessity
interfece with activities associated with this larger context
into which the cost analysis fits. The Poiicy Committee
established as part of the RCM proceass might be & Committee with
a much larger set of responsibilities associated with these other

tasks.

As an example, 1n the case of a state-wide school fainance
study, the Policy Conmmittee might encompass all of the major
studies related to the refora effort and would be responsible for
coordinating the results of the various reform projects. The
importance of this coordiration is to ensure that various results

are consistent with one another.

N
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FIGURE ¢-1

THE RCM DECISION MAKING PROCESS

Level I: Policy Committee
(Could include board members,
administrators, faculty,
lay members of the
community)
Level 11: (Program Category Committees)
! | | |
rrogram Program Program Program Program
Category Category Category Category Catzgory
Committee A Committee B Committee C Committee D Committee N
e.g. Reg Elem e.g. Reg Sec e.g. §pec Ed e.g. Voc Ed

Level 1111 Program .
sesessssness]| Review
. Panel
Level IV: The RCM RCM
Computer|......| Committee
Model
. I A Final Set of Cost
. Local or Data That May Serve
Level V: sssssssscs] State School As the Basis of a
Board State Formula or
- - Cistrict Budget




At Level 2, the Program Category Committess (PCC’s) are
convened. The exact organization of programs and services into
program categories will be particular to each organization.
Common program categories migh. include Regular Elementary,
Regular Secondary, Special Education, Vocational Education, and
Bilingual Education. These groups should include members with
specific progrem expertise and broad-based constituencies. The
primary task of each program category committee is to designate
the resources that are, or should be, assigned to each of its

educational programs.

In a state level school finance application of the RCM, the
PCC’s should represent the constituent districts within the
state. The importance of representing the constituent districts
is two-fold. First, it ensures that t}- different circumstances
that result in educational cost differences are accounted for in
the process of developing astandards of service delivery. This
provides a mechanism for building the technical credibility of
the process of appropriately reflecting the needs of students in

different parts of a state.

Second, providing for the diverse representation of
districts around the state helps to develop the political
credibility of the approach. It brings in the different
geographic political interests of the citizenry. Beyond this
geogrephic representation, however, the PCC’s should represent
the varioua professional interest groups involved in education,
®.9., administrators and teachers. Teachers associations in this
count:y are among the most politicaelly powerful interest groups
and their nmembership clearly has something to contribute to a

state-wide process involved in the consideration of service

delivery standards.




In a jocal application of the RCM, the same basic paraneters
for representation apply on a smaller gcale. Representation of
verious communities and interest groups from within the district
might well ke called for in the utilization of tha RCM as & tool
for local planning and budgeting where service delivery standards
are to be established. Schools serving different communities nay
required slightly different delivery systems, and the political
viability of a participatory approach to budgeting must includc
the most important interest groups represent educational
professionals. In the local context, a PCC could represent a
forur in which administrators and teacaiers can work together i1n a
non-adversarial context where the goal is to establish

recomnmendations for “appropriate” standards of service.

it should be noted that while there may re some advantages
in local applications to an participatory process for
implementation of the RCM, it may be possible in smaller
districts to accomplish a great deal without having to rganize
an elaborate process. Even in larger districts where the goals
of Lhe project are less far reaching, it may not be necessary to
devote large amounts of time to an all encompassing process for
developing recommended standards of service at the level of the
PCC’s. Much could be sccomplished with a relatively small group

of individuals operating at a more central level with a more

extended review occuring later on in the process (i.e., one of

the subsequent levels described below).

At Level 3, representatives from each PCC are selected to
serve on the Program Review Panel (PRP) for the initial
evalua“ion and standardization of the resource quantities that
have buen specified. This stage allows the developrent of a
consistent rationale to underlie the resulting ~ogran

standards. It allows the participants to check to see if all fo

o

52




the PCC’s used the same criteria and were operating under the
sare implicit cor.vaints in developing the recommended gervice
standards. It is importent for the professional educators to
develLp a cornon foundation on which to make tue recommendations
on the standards of service. This committee (i.e., the PRP) is
the last place in the process in which the professional educatois
are@ likely to dominate membership of the committee. It is
sypected that they will reach some consensus of opinion regarding
the poss:ble trade-offs across educational programs and services
and will develop a conmprehensive justificetion for their

recomnendations.

In Level 4, the RCM Committee is made up of the PRP and
representat:ves outside the education agency This allowa a
broader perspective through the addition of representatives fronm
the agencvy’s supporting environment. At the state level, this
nright include representatives #srom the legialative and executive
branches of govern-ent. These constituencies represent the more
1enerasl concerns of government which must balance the resource
neece of education against all oth.r public aervices. At the
local level, teachers, parents, students and other communitv
membere might be included. Tha3 RCM Committee might also be a
subset of the original Policy Committee or it might ! : the same
comnittee It is at tuias stage that the RCM nmust begin to
interface with the other broader policy perspectives. This
committee must decide how the information generated by the RCN
will be used in conjunction with other information to answer the

ultimate policy questions being posed.

In the last step, the proposed spacifications and cost data
derivec by the RCM Committee move to the final decision making
authority for review. At the state level this will be the State

Board and Legislature; et the district level it will be the local

i
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School Board. The two-way arrows in the diagram i1llustrate that
tbe program recommendations and definitions may be submitted to
the final authority and resubmitted to the program levels for
further clarificatiun or review at the discretion of the policy
nekers involved. The various levels of review serve to keep the
specifications in line with the overall budget limitations facing
the organization. At each lavel, the specifications nay be
altered or referred back to an earlier committee for further

cons.deration.

Each level of the process for spec iving  educational
resources 18 conducted such that the participants are kept aware
of the resource constraints facing the organjization. Intra-
prograr and inter-procram resource trade-offs become apparent to
the participants through the realization that educsational
resources assigned to Program A reduce the remaining pool of
resources available to Program B, At the same time, the RCM can
provide a framework for comparing actual funding or service
levels to the costs of the alternatives decision makers may wish
to consider. The RCM is a method for asegessing deficiency in
funding as well as & practical tool for allocating existing

resources.

At Levels 2 through 4 these negotiation processes aay be
informed by cost simulations from the RCN computer program. This
capability is illustrated by the broken lines in Figure 4-1, It

is important to note how the interactive nature of a computer

F. gram adds to the power of the RCM decision making process.

Beyond the computetional functions, which would be overvwhelming
if this concept were not computerized, the speed and facility of
thie computer progranm allows the siaulation of a variety of
resource allocation strategies. it is the near-immediate

feedback of the coat implications of policy a'ternatives that




allows fine-tuning and adjustment toward a balance that is
“appropriate” in terms of what programs require and what is
affordable.

WVhatever the design of the process, it is important to be
awvare of the significant cost in terms of human resources of
organizing and meeting the various coamittees. For this reason,
it is iaportant to plan this portion of the process carefully so
a8 to use time as effectively as possible. Committee meetings
should be well organized with objeccivee and any requests for

additional information made well in advance of the meetings.

Moreover, implementation can be made smoother if the process
is modified sufficiently to fit the existing organizational
structure. While the basic structure of the RCM process outlined
in Figure 4-1 can serve as a plan for decision making, there 1is
no reason to alter an exsiting and smoothly functioning decasion
aaking prccess. Therefore, the RCM can be implemented by
ensuring that the functions of the various committees outlined an
Figqwre ¢-1 and described above are integrated into the

r...Jonsibilities of existing organizational entities.

SUMMARY

The foregoing Chapter has described the circumstances in
which an RCM process may be appropriate for decision making in an
organization that has decided to utilize the RCM methodology. It
was concluded that "WHAT IS" kinds of invest gations really do
not require a formal process, but that "WHAT OUGHT TO BE" issues
ere likely to be best resolved through the organization of a
fcrnal process, One of the implications is that a great deal of
the initial analysis for which the RCM might be utilized can be

accomplished under a "WHAT IS“ kind of mentality in preparation
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for the “WHAT OUGHT TO BE" issues that usually underlie the
initietion of cost analyais projects. At the stage where the
“WHAT OUGHT TO BE" issues are to be addressed, it would be useful
to orgesnize a formal decision meking process. This formal
process nmakes use of professional expertise in the early stages
to develop service delivery recommendations. A process for
providing rationales for these recommendations and in ensuring
the consistency of various recommendations has been outlined.
Finelly, theee recommendations are conesidered in a broader
context ancluding the cducational professionals in combination

with wider intereet groups involved in the ultimcte policy making

bodies.




CHAPTER 5
STRATEGIC PLANNING AND THE RCNM

The concept of strategic planning in education can be
defined as & process for providing school districta with a long
range plan for carrying out the mission it has defined for itaelf
88 effectively as possible within the context of available
resources. Accurate programmatic cost information 1is an
important 1ingredient 1in such @& process. The pleanning of
efficient operations for the future requires comprehensive da:a
gathering prncesses to aseist in the development of appropriate
goa.s anc objectives and cost information to consider the mcst
cost-effective of the alternative approaches to achieving then.
Thus, an RCYX date nase could serve as an intecrel part with:n the
lerger contex: of strategic planning processes. The purpose of
thia chapter 1s 10 present an approach to the concep: cf

strategic pianning as appiied to public education.

INTRODUCTION TC THE STRATEGIC PLANNING CONCEPT

¥ ., =chool disiricts set goals each year or ident:fy maicr
arees ijor emphasis but few develop focused long range directione
for the entire district or carefully weigh the costs associated
with alternative ways of meeting their priorities. Through such
processes, there is & need to look at the district as & whole
rather than eas a group of indiv.dual departments or programs.
Thetce directions should be based on clearly established purposes
or nmissions for the district in meeting the numerous needs of
students, parents and the community. This process should
invo.ve the governing board «nd the top administratore in the

district and should include input from & variety of staff anc




community sources. It should not endeavor to superimpose a new
chain of management and communications for the organization.
Rather, it aims at the more effective use of existing channels to
provide information neceasary to best meet the needs of the
district.

There are three major phases in the astrategic planning
process. The Misasion Phase is centered around the formulation of
mission statements for the district and includes analyses of the
district’s i1nternal and external environment. Thte next phase 1s
the The Three Year Plan Development Phase. The three yeer plan
fornulated for the district in this phase is designed toc be in
keeping with the district mission. Specific program objectives
are listed for achieving the ob,ectives of *“is plan. The 1last
phase 18 Monitoriig anc Review. In this phase the specific
program plans are implemented, monitored and vevie -d. The
rerainder of this chapter describes these three phases of
strategic planning and concludes with & note on implementation.
Appendix A conteins an example of a Program Plan in the area of

vocational education.
THE MISSION PHASE .

The mission phase o’ the strategic planning process 1is
initiated with the formulation of clear nmission statements.
These statements set forth the generel purposes of the district
and provide the foundation for all further planning. The next
satep 1n this phase 18 the consideration of the internal and
externcl factors which affect the typc of gervices to be offered
and the manner in which they are delivered. Econonmac,
pelitical, technicel, educational and social factors are
considered through the development of environrental trenc

statcnents. Factors occurring within the district are also
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examined through the development of communicstion channels with

students, parents, and community.

MISSIUN STATEMENTS. Mission statements fora a clear,
concise description of the basic purposes of the district. They
also provide a basis upcn which to assess the appropriateness of
specific programs and services. Current programs which strongly
support the mission can be fostered while those that are not

totally consistent with the mission ct.. be redirected.

Kission statements are usually drafted by the Board and the
administration in & joint meeting. They are then distributed to
staff and community for review and comment culminating with a
public hearing at a regular board meeting. The mission statements
begirn with an overall mission for the district wnich :s *he
district’s basi:c philosopiical statement. The specific mission
statenents then cover areas relating to students, paresnts, the
pubiic, other agencies and the district’s jinternal operating

programs.

The foilowing 15 ar example of an overall mission staterent
demonstrating the general philosophicel position of the district:
"To prov:de the highest quality education possible within lim:ts
of available resources, to enable each student to realize raximun
potential, achieve self-sufficiency, and be a responsible citizen

in an ever-changing environment.”

More d-~tailed missiun statements are then developed for each
of the various student and support areas:
student need areas - standard academic
college bound
vocational education

special education




gifted and talented
extra-curri-ular
educational support - guidance and couvns-ling
testing and evaluation
library and media
health services
diatrict support - staff development
curriculum development
tranasportation

food service

The riss:on statements should be developec in a workshop
meeting of the Board and the adainistration where they resch
Congensus on each statement. This is usually best hanclec by an
outsice faciiitator tc allow each participant to work obiectively
anc impartially toward reaching a common statement. A Boarc cha:r
or a Superintendent are educetional and policy leaders anc
usually find 1t difficuit to lead a consensus discussion without

beirng directive or abdicating their true roles.

The mission statements should be short phrases that are
Ciear anc concise and cover three major elements. The firse 18
the target of the miss:ion, whn 18 to be served. Ti..s shoulc be
done 1n specific terms 8o that the exact population being coverec
18 clear. An example of a target for a mission satatement for
gi1fted astudents would be, “those students who are certified
through atate criteria for gifted and diatrict adopted criteria
for tealented." The second element is the statement of the
services to be provided. The example for the gifted program could
result in the following example, “provide an enriched and
enhanced curriculum within the existing district framework." The
final element 15 to :rnciude any constraints known tc affect the

delivery of the program to the target students. Contiauing with

>
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the gifted example the statement could include, "within the level

of categorical funding provided by the state.” These staterments
then _become the diatrict’s statement of philosophy and intent.
They are intended to be used as a major determinant of the

appropriateness of programs being offered.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

The environmental analysis component of this first strategic
planning phasc involves the iuentificc*ion of significant trends
which will have an imspact on the district’s ability to deli-er
educationa. programs. If long range planning 18 to be effective,
cons:deration muet be given to factors beyond the control of the
district. To some extent, 1identifying environmental trends 1s a
futuring activity and will be subject to all of the 1imprecision
inherent 1in any attempt to predict the future. But, carefui
analysis of current concditiras, drawing on the insight of experts
in appropriate fields, can produce useful sets of predictions.
The first year of p.anning of this type usually does not vyieic
extensive local trends so aistricts tend to use many trends which
are statewide 1i1n scope. A number of district trends can be
1dentified anc will be expanded in future years. The type of
trends shown 1n the following list indicate the areas that car be
covered anc can also be reflected in the individual progran

at.atements where appropriate.

Federal trends - Attitude toward majer programs, funding
levels and regulations by the President
and Adsinistration, Office of Education
and Congress.

~ Attitude toward categorical aid and block
grants, and educational research.

- Projectec funding levels by major progranms.




State trends - Political attitudes toward major programs
and funaing levels by the Governor and the
Legislature.

- Projected economic conditions and predicted
funding levels by major progranm.

- Directions of major programs as determined
and directed by the state.

- Current and projected legal and ;udicial
mandates.

- Projected directions in employer-employee
relations and the availability of humen
resources,

- Directions and descriptions of technology

as applicable to education.

District trencs Acedemic trends as measured by test scores.
- Student demographic profiles.
- Attitudes and behaviors of stucents and
the school climate.
- Any nmajor problem area being facec py the
distract.
Community Trends- Attitudes and support of local compun:ty.
- Relationship with other levels of
government,
- Relat:onship with other districs, orivate

schools and higher education.

Trends are nusually short statements which individually may
not be that insightful but which car be quite helpful in guiding
the strategic planning process when presented together in a
systematic fashion. The state trends should be gathered froa
experts and in many cases are already available from various
state leve. organizations or agencies. The loca. trends must be

ascertairec by district personne]l. School climate can be
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- det.rmined through a survey of the teaching and site leve. staff

who indicete what they have seen as trends in such areas as:

Students - Behavior, attitude, motivation, and relation-
ships with peers and adults

Parents - Involvement with their chilau and the schoci,
and attitude toward the school and district

Community - Attitude and involvement toward the school arnd
the district

The district should assiuqn appropriate admin:strators to
deveiop trends 1i1n demographics, relationship with other
governmrental agencies, and conditions affecting the various
ecucational programe. All of the trends gathered should be
reviewec and veal:dated by the acdm:nistrative tear to ens.ve that
they are realistic anc should be published &8s trencs affecting

distr:cts prograrms.

FARKET ANALYSIS. "he market research component of the
p.anning process inciucdes 8 review of its "clients’" needs and
priorities. For such analyses the district’s clients shouid be
considerec to :ncluce parents, students and the community.
District steff should alsc be considered as internai cl.ierte far’
some of the districts 1internal administrative and support

services.

An interneal surve; is usually conducted which assesses most
of the internal support services. This is cone through a written
survey of management and clerical level staff which have direct
contact and depend on specific internal services. These surveys
nay best be done by an outside agency tc ensure that the resuilts
are objective and not seif serving. The survey shou.c be

aronymous but can 1identify the type of staff so that & nore
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thorough analysis can be rade of the results. Typical functional

areas included in the internal survey include:

Personnel services - Selection of staff

- Affirmative action

- Hendling fringe benefits

- Employer-employee relations

- Contract administration
Business Services - Budget development

- Fiscal reporting

- Purchase order processing

- Payrol. processing
Mainvenance and - Custodial services
Cperations - Maintenance services

- Landscaping and grounds

- Energy management
Instructions. - Curraculum development
Support - Textbook selection

- Staff development

- Testing and evaluation support

¥arket anslyses can also be conducted for parents, s:ucents
ané the community, There are a number o: processes thet can be
used tc conduct thie type of survey, but districts find chat one
of the most efficient is a random sample telephone survey
covering every gchool in the district. The type of questions have
to si2lected very cerefully to avoid raising expectations that
cannot be fulfilled. The questions ace usually compiled by the
administration but it is best to have the survey ac* ally
constructed by outside experts to ensure clarity and
objectivitiy. Questions ashould be in areas where decicions need
to be made and :nput from the parents or community is needed to

nake the proper choaice. Questions could include the following
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samnple topics:

- Should the emphasis of the counseling program be on career
counseling or personal counseling?

- Should the transportation policy be changed to increase
the distance walked before busing is provided in order to
reduce costs?

- Select from a list of choices where additional funds, such
+8 lottery funds, should be spent.

- Should extra-curricular sports continue to be supported at

the current financial level by the district.

THE THKEE YEAR PLAN DEVELOPXENT PHASE

The f:rst component of this phast 1s the corplet:icn of
progrear cdescr:iptaons. Every nmajor operatinyg program in the
distract 1s :ncludecd. Each 18 described in enough detai! to
ensure that digtrict pol:icy makers as well as the commun:ty can
eas:ly understand how the prograr operates and the nrssor
functions perforrmed. The description should include the number
v. students served, the number of certificated and classified
staff anc tu- budget allocat:on. RCM budget descript:ons would
be 1dea. for this pupose. The budge. date should indicate the
scurce of the revenue, w"ether general fund end discretionary or
categorical and restricted, and the expenses should be divided

between personnel and non-personnel costs.

The prograr descriptions are completed by the appropriate
progran marager and should be reviewed by an administrator within
the district to ensure accuracy and ccnsistency. The descriptions
should be long enough to clearly explain the program but not so
long that they become itemized progrem plans or philosophical

statempents. The budget data should be provided by the distract




fiscal office anc reviewed by each program manager as part of the

description process.

PROGRAM PLAN. In the next step of this phase, the mission,
trend eand nmarket informetion ere combined with descriptions of
current programs to form the basis for long range program
planning. The critical step in the planning process is the
planning meeting where the Board and the administration actually
set the mejor directions for the District and develop a long
range p.an for each progran. The major directions are set at
thia nmeeting ancd are usecd as each program plan is developed to
assure that each program fits into the overall plan. Each
prograr is scribed as it is envisioned to be in the next three
years. A spec:ific set of tasxks is then developed ic be
accompliished in the nex* year to advance the program towards 1%s
specifiec goals. Once the Board and the administration have
completed this step, the informztion is made available for review

and comment by the staff, parents and community.

THREE  YEAR  PLAN. On the basis of these progran
descriptions, the Board and the administration jointly develop
overal. direct:ons for the district for the next three years. A
list of five to tern major directions that have been agreec upon
by consensus should evolve from this process. The foliowing
exanple of major directions for a unified district were developed
at a three-day planning meeting of the Board and the

administration:

Instruction:
- Restructure and reorganize the high school program to
improve the efficiency and delivery of progranms.
- Rethink the course of study for general education et the

high school level.
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Integrate technology into the irstructional progran,
Personnel:

- Restruciure the use of personnel in order to increase their
efficiency.

- Effect en overall reduction of personnel through incresased
efficiency, particularly in the administrative and suppecrt
areas.

- Meet the compensation commitments made to employees.

Financial:

- Pursue f:scal stability.

- Deveiop & program budget anc provide for program fiscal
accountability,.

- Work to establish fiscal tredibility and 1> increase iocal
funding.

Management:

- Integrate technology into management anc support systerms,

- Irprove the maintenance and utilization of distriet
facilities.

- Build @2 comrm:ited workforce and increase the involverent of

ali staff ‘n the decision making process.

Once tne maror directions have been formulatec a three year
p-an  1s deveioped for each program. These plans are developed
after fully reviewing the progranm mission, th2 trends that will
affect the program, any market data gathered for that program and
the current operations and rasources. Input is provided at the
meeting by the program manager along with any prior information
gathered from the program staff. Overall district directions
are used as the basis for determining if the prograx will have
any specific directions that are necessary to ensure that the
program will! be moving with the total district over the next

three years.
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The directions set for ee¢:h program must then be turned into

action plans. At the planning meeting, the Board and the
administration identify the tasks that need to be done in the
fcllowing year to move the progrem toward the identified
directions. Primary input for these tasks will come fiom the
program manager, who best knows the operation of the progrem, but
there can be si-nilicent influence by the rest of the

administration and the Board.

PROGRA™ OBJECTIVES, Each task for the followiig year will
be described in the form of specific objectives. These will
inciude a description of what is to be done, by whom, by what
date and with what resources. This information for each of the
basic programs wiil be prior-tized to guide the final budgeting
process. Objectives are written by the program manager or staff
who will carry them out. The objectives should be specific anc

measureable anc should inclucde all anticipated reaource needs.

The presense of an RCY program cost base and the slnulaticon
model could greatly assist this step of the strategic planning
process. While meny program managers will have the best
understanding of local resource needs, they seldom have a vehicle
for trenslating their needs into budget documents or budgeting
processes :n which they can actively participate. Within the
context of strategic planning, the RCM could p-ovide a smore
accurate picture of titernative programmatic resource
requirements. 3Such data would allow policy makers to make better

decisions a.'d to more effectively allocate resources.

THE MONITORING AND REVIEW PHASE

In this phase, the conmpleted directions, tasks, and

object.ves are integrated into an overall planning document and a
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finel review is conducted. A supplemental listing of the nrogran
objectives, the required resources and the assessed workload on
sach administrator is helpful in this review. The first yea~r in
a comprehensive planning process can result in a set of tasks
which may be too optimistic and can significan*'v overioad
administrative and program steff. Therefore this 1listing of
resource requirements and workload assessments should serve as a
check to ensure that both fiscal and personnel resources are

realistically available.

1l program tasks may not be possible within the available
resources 8o praorities will have to be established. This
process 15 much easier now that each program has been reviewed
anc directions have been established. In this context, a clearer
assessment can be made of the impact of reduced resources.
Priorities should be set in terms of which progrars shoulc
receive additional resources. Priorities should also be set for
each tasx, particularly those which require additional resources,
within each progran. This process will allow a final plan to be

adopted that 1s realistic within the overall district budge:.

The pliean can be ronitored through a chronol cal task list
that 1dentifies the tasks to be accoaplished by program and by
date. This allows administrators to regularly review the status
of each prograx plan and to take corrective action where

necessary.

There should also be a mid-year review to describe the
status of each task. Problr~ araas zhould be identified and
recommendations made for mcdification or deletion of ta.ks to
ensure that the plan stays within the resnurces available and car
be acconmplished on time. There is a tendency for people who are

behina schedule to lose incentive or give up rather than to




TeasEe5E and raalign so that the schedule can be met.

IMPLEMENTING STRATEGIC PLANNING

The implementation of a comprehensive planning process is an
incremental process that will require a number of years before it
is fully implemented and operating efficiently. The most critical
element is the commitment of the district superintendent. The
Board must be willing to participate and should believe that a
planned approach to the future will assist them in the.r» policy
and decision making role. But, it is the superintendent that must
coordinate the pianning process, provide incentives for the staff
by indicating that the results of the plan will be used and
direct the implementation of the plan. Care ghould be taken to
not overload tle management staff but at the same time it should
be 1indicated that planning 18 a normal part of every manager’s

job.

The fairst year of planning 1s one wvhere every p-ograr ais
reviewed and initiel directions are set. This is where prograns
are identified that should change direction or be modified. The
plan should 1identify additional information needed and the
developrent of alternatives so that in the second planning cyc.e,
actuai program changes can be determined and directed. Progran
changes can be made during any planning yeer but najor

modifications usually take more than one year.

Histc.icelly most educational organizations have focused the
vast majority of their energies on solving aay-to-day probleas.
Little time haes been reserved for short tera planning and almost
no time to the development of carefully considered long tera

planning systenms. The planning functions that do exist are most

often focused on tae development of program based budgets or are




lamited to programs in a categorical fashion. School districts

seldom reserve time or resources for the more comprehensive
considera ion of where they are going and how they aicht best
utilize existing resourcea to arrive there. Strategic planning
processes and RCM cost data are two important elements to
improving efficiency in resource utilization. Just as the best
laid plans are not likely to be realized without accurate cost
in.)rmation, better cost data alone will not assist the district

without a well conceived plan for using thenm.




CHAPTER 6
TEE PROTOTYPE RCH DATABASE

INTRODUCTION

A criticel factor in increesing the efficiency of
implementing the RCM is to reduce its labor intensity. Much of
the required personnel time comes ia the form of the committee
work described ain Chapter 3, In applicat.ions where educat:onal
stendards are being develzped or wheze organizations are
evaluating present pract:ce, ~elatively lengthy deliberations are
undoubtedly qui e appropriate and are an important elemen:t of
ensuring well considered results. In simpler expenditure stucies
there may not even be & process component. Regardless pf <he

v,

eventual process, however, ag important element in regucin_ e
labor 1intensity ainvolved with the analysis component of Nais
approach 1s the acceleration of the ccastruction of the inltaal

data base.

For this reason, in employing the *ingredients” method to
educational cost analyses, there are important advantages to be
ga:ned by starting with a prior model of the expecter
in¢recients. Wnile the high level of detaiil of such an approach
affords considerable adventages, thece data requirements can
also represent formidable obstacles tc timely completion of the
analyses at reasonable levels of cost. Through the application
of the RCM in & variety of educational settinga, we have observed
thet much of this detail can be generalized. Thus, in trying to
make this cost analysis tool itself more cost-effective, we have
developed models of classrooms, schools and school districts.
These nmodels include personne! and r onpersonne! resources.

Aithough 1t 18 not contended that these models cer or should be
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generalized to the nation, 1t has been our intention to derive
reasonabl. estimates of the resources that might be found 1in

alternative educational program and service settings.

The major i1dea underlying the development of this prototype
data base is that by entering a project with a complete set of
prior specifications the researchers could simply alter them to
reflect local variations rather than repeatedly engage in the
time consuming and labor intensive process of modeling every new
educational setting ingredient by ingredient. VYou will not be
surprised to find, for example, that & high school chemistry lab
in Hartforc iooks much like its counterpart in Seattle. wh:le
the job of organ.zing and listing all of these ingredients, to
incluce quantit =g, years of life, and replacement values of
egu:pment 1e formidib.e, once this has been done, much on this
iist will be applicabie to chemistry clazses averywhere. “he
major factors that will affect the relative ccsts of these two
labs are ciass size and the percent teacher allocation to the
class., Thus, 1in utilizing the prototype, these two features
would clearly reed to be altered to reflect local policies. The
rest of the prototypical specification, e.g. quantities and
prices of particular equipment items, could be reviewed and

edited Lo the exten: appropriate for & given application.

The purpose of this chapter is to present four products froam
the RCM Prototype Database. These range from very aggregative
equipment and construction cost factors chat allow relatively
rough estimates of these costs and that can be derived with
mininal levels of data and effort to highly detail:d prototypes
cf the personnel and nonpersonnel resources that could be
essociated with various instructional and administrative programs
and services. This chapter will describe the development of

these products as well as the products themgelves. It will
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conclude with a discussion of possible uses of these products anc

proposed areas for further development.

EQUIPMENT COST £STIMATION IN PRIOR RCM STUDIES

In attempting to develop detailed cost descriptions of
educational programs and services, the most cumbersome component
is the liating and pricing of equipment. Although our equipment
inventory date s gest that annualized equipment costs only
constitute approxi=mately 2X of overall educational expenditures,
the overall invesiment in equipment for education 18 not trivial
snc can be an important component in distinguishing between the
alternative costs of nrograms. Thus, despite its relatively
small share of the budget, deletion or distortion of equipment
coste can signif:icantly affect differences in educational prograr

cost estimates.

This probler is magnifiec by the fact there 1is no good
substitute for listing and costing individual equipment items.
An exar:naticn of prior years’ expendiiures on equiprent, for
examp.e, dozs not provide gooc incdications of the equipment cost
of a prograt or service. This 18 the most common procedure used
by "“accounting-type" approaches to educationai coet estimation.
As accounting records seldom associate equiprent items to
indiv:dual programs or asortize the costa of the.e iteme over
their actual expected lives, estimates of equipment costs based
on such records will only reflect what has been sper.t recently
and will not be recorded at the program level. If the district
has just engaged in a large buying cycle, current equipment
expenaitures may significantly overstate actual equipment costs
and if they have been deferring these costs no equipment
expenditures wmay be shown, even in areas where actual equipment

costs are high.




In prior sppliications of the RCM we have dealt with thie

problem in several different ways. In the state-level studies of
Illinois and Alaska, the expectation was that each of the progrens
specification committees would produce detailed eq. ipment 1lists
and prices for each of the progxam models specified. In neither
study were the required equipment lists developed systematically

or with con:istency.

While eaca committee made some attempt to resolve these
i1ssues., the ted.ousness and level of detail requirec in 11sting
Jlprent cuantities anc prices general.y caused most of the
committees to cefer the full completion of this tasxk. The
efforts o©f these ecuca*iona) practitioners, who were already
volunteering time from rusv schedules, was best spent or the

1

arduous tasks of der:ving agreement on “appropriate" lists of
ecucetion programs for each state and assigning class 812e .eve.s
of perscnne. resources ancd doilar armounts for suppiies anc
mater.a.sg, travel anc¢ purchased services. Having f:na..y
reacned agagenent in these difficult areas, there was selccr any

time or energy .eft to specify equipment requirements.

List.une the eguipment guantit:es anc¢ prices fcr an
e.ementary c.assroonr, for exanrp.e, requires subject.ve
determinations regarding reasonable quantities and the research
of current prices. A comparable listing for a chemistry lab 1is
pore difficut and the jJob becomes extremely complex when
attempting to develop generalized lists of equipment needs for a
gistrict business office, tranaportation barn or warehouse.
Thus, the equipment coat data for these two state studies were of
varying qua'ity at *he inatructionsl levels and were weak at the
acm:nistrative anc suppost levels. In a few instances, however,

research staff were allocatea for this purpose anc highly

T
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detailed eoipment listings were produced. The vocational
program equipment listings for Alaska, for example, were
developed by personnel from the State Department of Education 1in
that State and ere the basis for some of the vocational progran

specifications in the RCM Prototype.

The studies in Illinois and Alaska lasted twelve and
eighteen months respectivelv, More recent studies conducted for
the federal government across eighteen states and studies in
California and Connecticut have been on a much tighter tireline.
The nature of these studies made it necessary tou construct the
detabases 1in these districts quickly. The objective of the
federa. study 1s to determine expenditures on individual specia.
education programs and at the same time to gather cata on
expenditures 1n ali. other programs and administrative services in
6C sample d:istricts. Because special educaticn was tc be
modeiied in detsil, prior listings of possible equipment 1tems
were preprinted for each prograr as a basis for assisting the
partic:ipants to spec:fy programmatic equipment needs. Al. of the
other 1inatructional! and administrative services in the district
beycnd  special education were specified in a nuch more
aggregative fashion. As there was no time to specify deta:lec
listings of egu:pment in those areas and as program hy progran
cost 1nformation was not reguired outside of special educa“:on,
equiprent cost factors were developed for use in this project.
These factors have been further refined and represent one of the

RCM Prototypne products to be described later in this chapter.

PROTOTYPE DEVELOPMENT

Through our efforts to develop these equipment cost
standerds we came into contact with American Appra.sal

Associates, Inc., (AAA) AAA 18 a valuation corsulting firsm




specislizing in tangible and intang:ble property and replacerent
cost informa on services based in Milwaukee, Wisconsin. Thais
very large consulting firm reports on over $100 billion in assets
annually and serves public agencies as well as  private
businesses. Many of the public achool districts of the nation
are clients of AAA. A ma)or service that AAA provides school
districts is a computerized invent-ry of all achool district

equipment.

The initisl step in obtaining this inventory data base 1s @
physica. 1inventory by AAA appreisers of all equipment beyond &
certain specified value. During thie process, these appraisers
either record the original purchase price of the item or esti..te
1t on the basis of stadardized appraisal methods. A “useful
life"” figure 18 algso assigned to each 1tem and the “new
replacement cos*t"™ (NRC) 18 calculated through the applicaticn of
a sget of trernd faciore ceveloped by AfA. This dinventory s
updated tnrough per:odic future visits to the district or through
the submission of ennual listings of new equipment purchased by
the <cdistrict. Also, the 1inventory file for a district car be
entirely updatec to produce an estimate of replscement coste at
any point 1in tire using "trending factors," a product AAA has

developecd for thie purpoae.

To derive estimates of equipaent coste for the federal
study, full inventory data bases were acquired from AAA for four
California sechool districts. Thie analysis was limited to four
districts due to the cost of procuring these data from AAA and
the cost of processing the large equipment data base maintsined
for each district (the data set for the largest district
contained over 46,000 records). It was also believed that the
highly detailed data base obtained from *hese four districts

wou.c be sufficient to derive the equipment couat fac-ors. These




factors will be described ir more detail in this chapter. AAR :s

also the source of the constriuction cost data to be presentec.

Subsequent development of the AAA data also provided the

primary basis for the detailed equipment prototypes to be
presented in this cuapter. These highly detailed school district
inventories contained 1location, current replacement price and
estimated years of life data. Unfortunately, although these data
contained all of the elemente needed to construct a prototypicel
eguipment listing by location, because these data baces were
constructed for other purposes they often did not conform to our
needs. For exarple, the location for many of the 1iters was
listed @&z “"throughout the building” anc many of the prices wers
inconsisient anc occas:onnally highly 1irregular, e.c. & weork
table pricec at $45,000. Thus, although the AAA data previces an
irportant beg:nring to th:is work, much reorganization, clea2r:rs,

coding anc refinement was reguirec. In addition, the AAs ca*a

were nct sufficient 1n sguch specialized areas as erecy

.
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educetion, vocat:orsl, bilingua. and compensatory programs. D
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for the complet:on £ the prototypes in these areas care <ror

cdate gathered through our various other "ingredients approach”

stud:es.

It :s argortant tc note that +ne prototype products < e
presented in this chapter -~learly have limitations. No
contention 18& made that they can be generalized to the nation or
that they are in any way reflective of exemplary practice. They
are .ntended to provide reaso..able estimates of the equiprent
configurations that might be found in alternative educational
settings as a basis for estimating their costs. They are
designec to be reviewed and to be modified to reflect individual
circumstances to the extent that this 1s possible or reascnable

for ind:iv:due. applications. It 18 also hopecd that throug: use




arc over time these specifications will 1ncreasingly fprov:de
reflections Of reasonable or recommended practice and wil. lead
to a better understanding of how the schoocl districts of the
nation allocate personnel and ronpersonnel resources to
accomplish their educational mission. Hopefully, such a datahase
could ultimately also allow individual districts to compare local
practices with national norms as the basis for evaluating current

resource allocation patterns.

RCM PROTOTYPE PRODUCTS

EQUIPMENT COST FACTORS. Detailed equiprent listings w:ill
not be appropriate for all educational cost studies. In sone
ceses, recsonable, efficient, low cost bases for determ:ning
annualized coste for equiprent are needed. As discussecd, basing
this ést;mete on prior expenditures in this area wlil of:en
grossly over or under estimate these costs. Although equipment
costs are estimated to only represent 2% of the overall cos*s of
educetion, & 1reasonsble Lrasie for estimating these costs by

prograr anc administrative function is requ:rec that wil. noe

distort the overall cost analysis product.

in the fecera. special education study, for example, a fuli-
fledgec research effort to measure actual capital and eguipment
costs across sixty achool districts would have required a level
of effort and expense which would have greatly exceeded the
importance of these data in the context of the study. Thus, it
wae neceesary to place distinct limitationes on the scope of this
effort. It was for this project that equipment cost factors were

first developed.

The basic concept behind such factors 1s that relatively

stancard configurat:ons of equipment are found 1n gchoeo.l
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districts and that the amount of this equipment wiil be direct!

related to the total square footrage of the distr.ct, If we can
derive reearonable estimates of the annualized cost of equipment
per square foot and how this amount will change with district
eize, we have a simple, straightforward way for estimating

annualized equipment costs.

In developing these factors we first considered the
importance of district location and size, two elements generally
thought to be important in measuring variastions 1in equiment
costs. in cons:dering locational factors, prior education cos:
etudies conducted by this research team have revealed relatively
ii1ttle regional variat:on in cgquipment costs. Also, when asked
about a cross-sectional irdex, to adjust for euch regional pr:ce
ver:ations, AAA 1incicate: that they did not have such an 1incex
because in the:r op:nion anc experience, these variaticre were

not significant.

Thus, 1t was dec:ided to foreac attempts to capture recicnal
varistion, which would have required a nmuch nmore extens:ve
collection of c:stricts, :n an attemp:t to concentrate or the
impect of distr:ict asize on such veriations, For thiz reascr, we
atterptec %o hcld rec:onai d:fferences constant by obta:ninc four
distiricts from +he sane county of the aame tate. ther
seiection criteria were t..e same dollar cut-off “or items to be
«ncluded i1n the inventory, which turned out to be all items over
5200 in value, and the incluaion of all grade levele K-12. The
four districts selected are all unified school districts in Los
Ange.es County, California, with enrollments of 2, 10, 20, and 30
thousand students. It was believed that most of the econormies
and diseconomies of scale would be captured within this size

range.
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To give some 1ndication of the level of detail founc or
these files, there were more than 88,000 individual furnishirg
and equaprent items from the four inventory files, The prices
for each of these items were “"trended up” to refleact June 1985

prices.

Annualized equipnent costs were determined for each of the
AAA districts by school level and for overall district
administration. First, the current replacement prices for all
of the equiprment items found on these three files were divided by
the number of years of "“useful life" estimated for each :ter by
AAA. These ‘"useful life" data are contained on each egu:pment
record. All of these annialized prices were then aggregazed to
the 1ind:vidua. schoo. type and overall administrat:on _.eve's

listed above.

Table €-. shows the arnualized administrative ezu:orent
costs by scuare foot of administrative space in each of the four
AAA districtas, Colurn I 1s the approximate enrollment :n eazh of
these four cd:stricts and Colurmn 2 shows the total ennua..zed
adr:n:istrative eguiprern:t cos:t to the district.<2> Thie coBt
ficure was cder:ivecd by “skinc the "new replacement cost" (XR7T) pof
each egquiprent 1ter .1sted in each bu:ilding des:gnated as ncusing
& cen‘re! cistr:ct acriristrative funct:ion.<2> For exemple, the
total annues.ized cost of equipment 1in all of the central
administrative buildings for Diatrict 1 is $£10,728. Column (4)
shows the total square footage of floor space in these same
administrative buildinss in District 1. Column (5) 1is the
quotient of Column (3) divided by Column (4). Thus, in District
1, the average annualized cost of administrative equipment per

square foot of administrative space is $1,1525.
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TABLE 6-1
ANNUALIZED ADMINISTRATIVE EQUIPMENT CO5TS
BY SQUARE FOOT OF ADMINISTRATIVE SPACE
IN DISTRICTS AT FOUR SIZE POINTS:

APPROXINATE TOTAL ANNUALIZED TOTAL ADMIN. AVERAGE COST
ENROLLXENT  EQUIPMENT COSTS SQUARE FEET PER SQ. FT.
) 2) (3) 4) (S5)

DISTRICT 1 2,000 $ 10,728 9,308 $1.19250

DISTRICT 2 1i6,0C0 $ 51,054 46,793 $1.06106

DISTRICT 3 20,000 sl18,478 129,807 $ .91272

DISTRICT ¢ 30,000 $ 92,687 145,677 $ .63625
Sy

-n€ average cost data in Column (S) reflect the expected
econories of scale. As district size increases the average cos*

cf adrminigirati:ve equ:pment decreases. In examining the cos:

indicators shown 1in this column, however, the iimitatiens of ‘

these data must be kept in mind. As these four estimates are

drawn from four :nd:vidual observations, any irregular:ties

observed in this curve are not surprising. A smooth curve wou.d

not be exnected fror & sample lim:ted to four sites.

For the purposes of the federal specia. education stucy 13

-

was assumec that the full impact of scale was realized at the

upper and lower size boundaries of these four districts. Thus,

an administrative cost per square foot of £.63 has been assigned

to all districts at or above 30,000 enrollment and $1 S to 411l

districts at or below 2,000 sgtudents. All districts with

enrollments falling between these two enrollment boundaries have

been assigned a cost ¢f equipnent that is based on the estimates

shown above. Thus. @& district with an enrollment of 25,000

students has bern sss:gred an estimated equiprent cost of .77449,




which 18 midway between the cost estimates shown for districte

with 20,000 and 30,000 students.

Table 6-2 shows how these district administrative cost
factors were applied to the sample districts in the Connecticut

study.
TABLE 6-2
ANNUALIZED DISTRICT ADMINISTRATION EQUIPMENT COSTS

PER SQUARE FOOT ASSIGNED TC FIVE CONNECTICUT DISTRICTS

ESTIMATED ANNTUAL

DISTRITT  ENROLLMENT # CF S@ FT COST/SG FT EQUIPMENT COSTS
: 12,176 30,909 $..034 $31,95.
2 4,238 22,00¢C $1.136 $24,992
3 2,527 5,6C0 $1.149 S 6,424
4 22,626 30,000 s .812 $24,36¢C
< 5,38C 6,875 $1.127 s$.9,0.¢8

AT the school level, 1t was not possible to cisitinguisa
between the equiprment items used in conjunction with
gcrinlgtraticorn as copposed te instructional ecuiprent, Thue, ell
0¢ the equigprent founc in each type of schoo! are incluces :n the
cost estinates shown in Table 6-3. For this reason, no scale
effect could be 18solated within the three school types. While
school adninstrative equipment costs per square foot of
administrative space could be expected to decrease as school size
increases, this relationship would not be expected to hold for
instructional space. For this reason, data from the sachools
within each school type across all four districts were averaged
toyether to derive the largest data base poseible for

dist:inguighing coste amon¢ thes2 three types of schoels.
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TABLE 6-3
ANNUALIZED SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION AND INSTRUCTIONAL
EQUIPMENT COSTS BY SQUARE FOOT OF SCHOOL SPAGE
IN THREE SCHOOL TYPES

TYPE NUMBER OF TOTAL ANNUALIZED TOTAL SCHOOL AVERAGE COST
SCHOOLS EQUIPMENT COSTS SQUARE FEET PER S@. FT.
(1) 2) (3) 4 (5)
ELEMENTARY 43 § 346,708 1,912,534 & 0.181282
JUNIOR HIGH 13 s 523,890 1,107,605 S 0.4729594
SENIOR HIGKE 8 $ 657,908 1,535,571 S 0.428445

The columns shown in Table 6-3 and the methoc usec *~ cer:ve
the annualized square foot cost of equipment are comparable o
those describec for Tab.e €-2, above. Column (2) shows <he
nurber of schools reflected :n each of the three schoo! types
shown below. As shown in Column (5), there is a proncuncec
c:stinction in equipment costs per square foot between elerpentary
schoc.s anc the other two school types. The smaller distinction
betweer the Junior end Senior High School categories 18 sorewhat
counter:atyitive, w.th the Junior High category exhibiting

somewhat higher costs, but 1s also relatively negligibie.

For some studies, the subst:tution of all deta:led equipment
cost analyses by these cost factors would be the most cost-
effective manner for dealing with the equipment cost question.
For other studies, where precision is most important at the
prograr level, it might be preferable to mix the use of detailed
specifications for instructional programs and services with cost
factors at the administrative levels. In cost investigations
where high levels of detail and precision are important

throughout 1t may be mos* appropriate to begin the data gatherinc
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with sets of prespecified, highly detailed instructiona. and

administrative prototypes.

THE EQUIPMENT PROTOTYPES. The equipment prototype is
orgenized around a concept that we refer to as "equipment
location modules.” Such & module refers to a location that nmay
be one or more roome but which is centered around a particular
focus or function of a achool or district administrative function
or service. Each nmodule bas a 1location code. The current
prototype outline divides the district into four major types of
locations: district office, elmentary, junior high and high
school. Each of these locations is then divided by division,
function ané subfunction. As an example, the list of elementery
schoo. equitment location modules 1s gshown in Table 6-4. Note
thet Table 6-4¢ is aiso an outline of the elementary schoo.
location mocdule coding structure. Actual equipment modules are
only specifiec at the functiona. and/or subfunctional levels, as

designated by asterisks.

Twe  sample modules are shown 1in Table 6-5 frorm the
Elementary Schoo. Prototype. The first is an adrministrative
location, the central office, and the second is a model of a
regular, self-contained classroom, grades 1-6. The first column
for each 1indicates the location code which conforms to the

outline shown i1n Table 6-4.

The 1tem code allows each item to be matched with the Master
Price List. Thie insures uniformity of pricing throughout the
prototype and is also the central file for years of life and price
data. There are several advantagee to separating the Master
Price List for the equipment modules. The review of these

modules, for example, might best be done by a teacher or progran
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TABLE 6-4
UTLINE OF THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
T LOCATION MODULE CODING STRUCTURE

ELEMENTARY SCHNOL

1

N s W
¢ .« e s

-

r
.

[R]

ADMINIST
. ADNIN
10.
20.
30.
40.
50.
SUPPO
0. C
20. H
20. P
LIBRA
FOOD
MAINT
SECUR

. COURSES

ACADE
0.
20.
SUPPL
10,
20,
20.
50.

. BILING

RATION AND SUPPORT
ISTRATION

PRINCIPAL’S OFFICE »
CENTRAL OFFICE »
TEACHZRS LOUNGE »
AV/EQUIPHENT ROOM «
AUDITORIUNM »

RT SERVICES

OUNSELING -

EALTH SERVICES »
SYCHCLOGIST »

RY SERVICES »

SERVICES »

ENANCE AND OPERATIONS »
ITY/SUPERVISCRY SERVICES

¥ic

KINDERGARTEN «
C_LASSRCOOX GRADES 1-6 »
EMENTAL

ART

IXSTRUMENTAL MUSIC »
VOCAL MUSIC »

PHYSICAL EDUCATION »
VAL

SELF-COXTAINED CLASS »
RESQURCE PULL-OUT PROGRAM »

' &0

- -

FRESCHOOL/INFANT «

SELF-CNNTAINED CLASS

COMNUNICATIVELY HANDICAPPED SELF-CONTAINED »
DEAF AND HARD OF HEARING SELF-CONTAINED »
LEARNING HANDICAPPED SELF-CONTAINED «
ORTHOPEDICALLY HANDICAPPED SELF-CONTAINLD »
PROFOUNDLY HANDICAPPED SELF-CONTAINED »
SEVERELY HANDICAPPED SELF-CONTAINED
VISUALLY HANDICAPPED SELF-CONTAINED «
RESOURCE ROOM »

RELATED SERVICES »

ADAPTIVE PHYSICAL EDUCATION »

AUDIOLCSY »

BRAIL.LIST »

OZCUPATIONAL THERAPY »

ORIEXTATION AND MOBILITY »

PHYSICAL. THERAPY »

SPEECH »

SPEECH FOR HARD OF HEARING »

VISUALLY EANDICAPPED RELATED SERVICE »




TRBLE 6.5
. EXAMPLES OF RDMINISTRATIVE AND INSTRUCTIONAL
PROTOTYPE EQUIPMENT LOCATION MODULES

LOCAT ION=CENTRAL OFFICE

LOCATION  ITEM ITEM NNE CUANTITY PRICE YERRS  ANNUALIZED
Cope Coot £osT
EA12e 1200492  CHAIR SIDE 4 $38.00 15 $10.13
EA12e 1207500  CHAIR STEND 4 $194.00 15 $51.713
EA12e 1208510  CHAIR STUDENT SWALL 6 $10.88 12 5.
ER120 1200340  CHAIR TEACHER 2 8.0 13 3.7
EA12e 6102186  COFFEE MAKER COMPLETE 1 $49.09 15 $3.27
ER12e 408318  COPIER H $353.00 15 $39.33
EA1Ze 040034  COPY MACHINE COMPLETE 2 2. 005, 08 15 $267.33
EA120 1200678  CUTTER PAPER 15° 1 $30.00 19 5. %
EA129 1299766  DESK STUDENT 6 $34.00 12 $17.8
EA129 1200788  DESK TEACKCR 2 $195.00 - | $19.50
EA12e 120079  DESK TYPLWRITER ! $3%.00 15 $25. 40
ER128 ©40041¢  DUPLICATOR W/CARINET H $681. 00 i5 $45. 40
FAL2R 12008  FILE LTR 2 DWR 4 $113.0 20 $22.60
ERice 120898  FILE LTR 4 DwR 2 $170.00 29 $17.90
ERice 9480528  MIMEDBRAPH ? $1,325. 00 15 $176.67
ERlce 0108582  REFRIGERATOR 2CU FT 1 $177.0 15 ¢11.00
tAl2e {e8ic7¢  SAFE FLOOR 1 $640. 09 15 $43.20
’ ER12 1281358  S0FR 1 $429.00 15 $28. 60
ER1e 1281630 TRBLE OFFICE 2 $137. 2 $13.70
. LOCATION $607. 68

LACATION=CLASSROOM GRADES 1-6

LOCATION 17eX 1TEM NAME QUANTITY PRICE  YEARS  ANNURLIZED
CODE CopeE cost
Clee 1200190  BODKCASE 2-4 SMELVES 2 $152.00 15 $20.27
EC120 0300129  BOONS REFERENCE » 5.0 5 $342.00
ECi20 0200319  CASSCTTE RECORDER FOR TRS 2 $1,991.00 18 $398.20
EC128 1200518  CHAIR STUDENT SWALL » $10.00 12 425, 00
EC12e 1200548  CHAIR TERCHER { $ch. W 15 $1.87
EC120 1200676  CUTTER PAPER 15° 1 $30.00 1@ $5.00
EC120 1209760  DESK STUDENT 3 $34.00 12 $85. 0
EC129 1208780  DESK TEACHER 1 $195.00 29 $9.75
ECi2e 1200876  FIL.E CABINET 2 $185.00 o0 $18.58
EC120 100940 FLAG SET W/STANDS 1 $118.00 19 $11.00
EC12e 1200970  OBLOBE 16* 1 $67.08 10 6. 19
ECi29 1281070  WAP NORTH AMERICA 3 $110.09 15 2.9
120 620234¢  RECORD PLAYER 1 $135.00 15 $5.00
EC120 128138¢  SCREEN PROJECTOR WALL H $65. 00 19 $6. 50
. tCi2e 1201488  TABLE CLASSROOM SMALL H $145. 00 1S $3.67
ECi20 0300320  TEXTBOOKS HARD COVER 159 $10.00 5 $308. 00
EC120 8300325  TEXTBOOKS PAPERBACK 6@ $5.00 S $60. %0

—————— — s —

OCATI0N $1.331.85




administrator. While they will be xnowledgable about quantities,
they would probably not be the best source of review for Prices.
Thus, the Master Price List could be reviewed separately by the
purchesing department. Through tha addition and deletion of item
codes and the editing of quantities, the price and 1life
information on these modules can automatically be updated through
merging with the Master Price List. AAA also develops inflation
factors that can be applied directly to the Master Price List.
Part of this list is shown in Table 6-6.

The price column lists the replacement prices for each of
these 1tems as recordec or assessed by AAA. Although the initial
prices on these :tems reflected different points in time, al! of
the prices shown have been “trended up” by AAA to reflect current
prices as of June, 1985, The “YEARS" column reflect expected
years of life as determined by AAA. The annualized cost cclunmn
refiects the quartity of each iter multiplied by its price and
diviced by 1ts expected years of life. At the bottom of each
rodule, a total annualized cost is shown that is the sum of the
annualized cost column for that location. Thug, the annualized
equiprent cost est:imates for the central office and elementary
classroor are $807.60 and $1,331.25 respectively. These armcunts
or the corresponding cost figures that would core from
spec:fications that hac been edited to reflect actual district
practice would be placed directly into the respective
adminstrative and program configurations. These will be
described under the next heading in this chapter, the Personnel

and Nonpersonrzl Prototype Configurstions.

Table 6-6 185 @& sample listing of the Master Price List.
This teble shows the structure and level of detail for this list.
Currently, approximately 1,250 items are included in four‘een

ecuiprent c.asses. The {irst two digits of tne item codes refer

—
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11,

12.

13.

TABLE 6-6

ITEMCODE  ITEM NAME
APPLIANCES:
100190 COOLER MILK 24 CASE
100210 DEEP FRYER TWIN BASKET
AUDIO VISUAL:
200130  ANSWERING MACHINE
200140  AUDIO/VIDEO ADAPTER KIT
BOOKS:
30C220 DICTICKARY CLASSROON
300:80  FILMSTRIPS
BUSTNESS MACHINES:
40C33C  COPY MACHINE
400440  FOLDER AUTOXATIC
LAB EQUIPYMENT!
SO08I0  FUND HTOD PORT
S00877 FEZLIUM NETY ZAS LASER
GROUNDE:
60C.Sr  HZDOGE SEEARS ELZTTRIC
€ogler PLANETOXN NET #.0 MESH

MATEINES AND TCCLE:

7¢27.¢  PRESS DRILL BENCE 1"
702781C PUNTE TURPET W/STANI
MUSICAL INSTRUMEXTS:
ROO3ITT  FRENCE HORN
80038¢  PIANZ SCTHOCL
PEYSICAL EDUCATION:
QLl2l0 MAT GYY FOLIZING 12X3&
6229  RAQUITBALL RAQUETS

1000122
1000130

« STAGE AND AUDITORIUNM:

RISERS BAND AND CHORAL
SPOTLIGHT AND COLOR BAR

SPECIAL EDUCATION:

1100550
1100980

MATRIX COMMUNICATOR
WHEELCHAIR ELECTRIC

STANDARD FURNITURE:

1201450
1201620

UNIFORNS:

1300200
1300130

. VEHICLES:

140035¢C
1400420

STOOL STEP METAL
TABLE STUDENT SMALL

UNIFORMS VOLLEYBALL GIRL LOT
UNIFORMS FOOTBALL PRACTICE LOT

TRAILI®

TRUCK PICK-UP

YEARS

12

12

15
15

10
20

10
10

12
15

PYENT CATEGORIES AND SAMPLES OF EQUIPMENT ! ISTINGS
FROM THE MASTER PRICE LIST

PRICE
890
633

363
124

13
9

489
2590

1200
3500

33
46

3069
13731

475(
7036




TABLE 6-7 .
SAMPLES OF ADMINISTRATIVE AND ADMINISTRATIVE COMPONENTS
FROX THE ELEMENTARY SCKOOL PERSONNEL AND NONPERSONNEL PROTG™YPE

A. ADNINISTRATION AND SUPPORT
ENROLLMENT 350 S00 650

SQUARE FEET 35,000 50,000 65,000

1. GENERAL ADMINISTRATION

PRINCIPAL, ELEM 1 1 1
PRINCIPAL, ASST. ELEM 1
ADMINISTRATIVE INTERN

SECRETARY 12 MO 1 1 1
SECRETARY 10 MO .S 1
PURCHASED SERVICES $350 $500 $650
SUPPLIES AN2> MATERIALS $350 8500 $650
UTILITIES §52,50C $75,000 $97,500
EAL1O PRINCIPAL’S OFFICE  s224 $224 $224
EA120 CENTRAL OFFICE $807 $807 $807
EAZ30 TEACHERS LOUNGE $227 $227 $227
EAZ47 AV/EQUIPMEXT ROO™ s:,84:% $1,842 $1,841
EAISO AUDITORIUNM 51,100 $1,100 $1,100

2. SUPPORT SERVICES

SCHOCL NURSE .5 2 1

COUNSELCR .9 .
PSYCHOLRGIST .25 .S .75

PURCHASEC SERVICES $200 $300 $400

SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS $200 s300 $400

EA2.0 COUNSELOR $ 30 )
EA22C HEALTH SSRVICES s 80 $179 .79

EA23C PSYCHOLLGIST $ 15 $ 30 $ 60

2. LIBRARY SERVICES

-iBRARIAX :
NEDIA SPECIALIST 1

LIBRARY CLERK 1

PURCHASED SERVICES £500 $750 61000
SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS $500 8750 $1000
EA300 LIBRARY SERVICES $14,520 19,230 $23,940

B. INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRANS
1. KINDERGARTEN

ENKOLLMENT 12 18 24
TEACHER ) .S .S
AIDE 25 ¢S
SUPPLIES & MAT $480 5720 $960
EC110 KINDERGARTEN $70 2 $720 $720

2, CLASORTCY GRADES [ -6

ENRCLLFMENT 6 2¢ 32 -
TEACHER . 1 :
AZDE .5

SUPPLIES o waAT

el

900 81,200 -
2

$80Q $
ECI20 CLASSR22* GR, :-¢ $.,33: 2,23 $1,33L




to & class of equipment, e.g. Ol = Appliances. The last four
digits are sequential 1listings to allow matching within each

equiprent class to the Prototype Location Modules.

THE PERSONNEL AND NONPERSONNEL RESOURCE PROTOTYPES. A major
purpose of the Personnel and Nonpersonnel Resource Prototypes is
to illustrate the form of the RCM Datea Base. The listings below
purposely leave out some of the detail of the specification

worksheets to focus on the basic structure of the specifications.

Table 6-7 shows adm:nistrative and instructional samples of
these prototypes., In this exanple, elenentary schools -re shown
at three s8size points which are specified in both student
enro.lments and 1n square footage. The organizution of the
various prototypes alsc follow the Elementary School Outlaine
shown in Table 6-4. For example, the first prototype listing,
EA112, the Principal’s Office, 18 derived from E (Elementary), A
(Adninistration ancd Support), ! (Adminastration), anc 10 for the
Pr:nc.pal’s QOffice. Again the actual listings of resources are
organized pr:marily at the function and subfunction levels. Each
prototype follows the basic order of personnel resources,
specified in FTE (full time equivalent) quantities, dollar
a.locat:ons for purchased services, supplies and materials, etc.,
and the equipment modules to be included in the prototype wath
the total annualized cost of each. Once full salary and benefit
information are added to these configurations, the full cost of

each cculd be calculated.

A fractional portion of an Equipment Location Module, a full
Module or more than Module are included in each prototype. The
location codes for each of these modules are listed within the
appropriate prototypes along with their total annualized costs.

Yodule EAISO, Auditorium, for example, 18 listed under the




General Administration Prototype. This 15 a distinct Egquiprent
Location Module because a specific and distinctive get of
equipment .s found in this location. As no personnel are
assigned to this location, however, it is best tied into a lsrger
prototype 1listing. One important reason for keeping these
equipment locations distinct, even though no personnel are
assigned to them, is that a given elementary school may not have
such & facility or may use & “"multi-purpose” room as an
auditorium. By attempting to model the Equipment Location
Modules as schools are actually organized, to the extent
possibie, 1t becomes easier to match the prespecifications to the

actua. practice of the school.

There is an attempt to show scale effects in most of the
resource listings of the prototypes. An Assistant Principal 1s
or..; listec at the largest elementary school, for exanple, and
the allocation of the 10 month secretary increases from O to 1 as
echool s:ze increases. For the most part, no attempt has been
nace, as yei, to approximate these scale effects in the equipment
nodules. $1,841 1s currently assigned to the AV/Equipment Roor
for schools at all three size points. While this 1s counter to
what one would expect to see in actual practice, it would not be
practical to make ciffering specificatione at all possible size
points. While eventually, these specifications could be modified
to show the expectec effects of scale, in its current form, the
equipsent prices would simply be accepted at the average size
specification or would be modified to reflect actual practice to

the extent possible.

In two of the examples in Table 6-7 scale effects are
nodelled in the equipment modules, however. This occurs in the
library and for the support services. In the area, Library

Serv:ces, the number of volumes has a large i1mpact on the overal.

18




predicted library equipment cost. One set of recommendations
pertaining to number of volumes guggests a standard of 20 volumes
per student. Ueing t>{s stancesrd, library equipment costs are
shown to vary st the tiu @ library size points. Also, in the area
“Support Services" onl: partial personnel allocations are sahown
in certain areas and consequently only fractional parts of this
Equipment Location Module are shown. As the total annualized
cost of such a module is 860, only fractional parts of this
amount are assigned at the differing size levels to correspond
with the differing quantities of personnel assigned. This
assumes that &8 fractionszl persorn uses less equipment or that
these items are used in sorme other capacity when the support
persor. i# not in the school. These assumptions are, of course,

sublect to review and coulc be specified otherwaise.

CONSTRUCTION COST FACTORS. Wwhile capatal constructicn costs
are most often deleted from educational crsts e alyses, :n some
applicat:ions 1t becomes necessary .0 approxasate these costs. In
the {feceral specia. education study, & manual for apprais:ing a
variety of types of buildings, including schools, was obta'nec
fror AAA for the purpose of der:ving construction cosc estimates.
prices per squere foot for a set of prototypical school building
construction types.<3> Base school construction prices per
square foot are given for six basic school building types and
five wall types, as shown in Table 6-8. For the purpose of
applying this base price data to the buildinge in the s&ixty
sample school districts in the federal study, the average of the
base prices shown in Table 6-8, $37.65, was used.

“Time Location Multipliers,™ are also included in the AAA

manual. These can be used to adjust the base conetruction cost

by time period and zip code locatiion. For example, to estimate




the replacement cost of a one-story, steel frame schoo! ain
Cincinnati, Ohio in July of 1985 a "time location" rultiplier of
1,5 is given. Thus, the estimated replacement cost per square
foot of floor space for such a school in Cincinnati in July, 1985
is $58.73 (Bese Price of $37.67 aultiplied by the 1.56 Time
Location Multiplier). Comparable time location multipliers for
two other study sites are 1,92 for Los Angeles and 1.32 for

Jasper, Texas.

TABLE 6-8
AAA SCHJOL CONSTRUCTION BASE PRICES FER SQUARE FOOT

WwOOD/ CONCRETE BRICK  COMMON PRECAST
STUCCO BLOCK & BLOCK BRICK CONCRETE

PANELS
i STCRY - LOAD SUPPORTING
WALLS, POSTS AND BEAMS: $34¢,21 $34.27 $36.50
i STOTY - STEEL FRANE: £37.70 $39.83
2-4 STORY - LOAD SUPPORTING
WALLS, POSTS AND BEANG: $34.00 $36.13 s836.67
2-4 STORY - STEEL FRAME: $36 60 $38.75 $39.2¢
2-4 STORY - FIREPROOFED
STEEL FRAME: $£38.70 $40.84 £41.08
2-4 STORY - REINFORCED
CONCRETE FRAME: £37.05 839.06 $£39.28

In the federal study, square footage information was

obta.nec for each sample cdastrict. These dats and the dcistr:ct
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Z1}p code location allowed the estimation of current replacerent

coste. To derive an annualized estimate of capital costs in this
atudy, the estimated replacement costs were cdivided by a life of
40 years, the average of the life estimates cited by AAA for

capital construction.<4>

Thus, 1f a district in Cincinnati had a total of 1,000,000
aquare feet of floor space, the annualized cost to be attributed
to capital construction in that district would be the adjusted
base price per sqguare foot of 658.73 multiplied by 1,000,000
square feet. The result would then be divided by 40 years to
produce an annualized capital construction cost estinate of

5.,468,250.

USING THE PRTTCTYPE PROZUCTS

DISTRICT LEVEL ANALYSES. There are a number ¢of reasons why
ancéiv:gua. schoo. districts may wish to build an RCM Database.
Such a database ight be designed for permanant ma:.nterance
wathin the district to serve as the basis for annual progranm
review ard budgeting procedures as well as other planning ancd
poiicy purposes. Some form of the Database night also be
established for nmore limited, short term applications. Perhaps
such prograr cost dats are only desired for a componcnt of the
total district operations, e.g. for special education progrars.
Or, the district may wish to employ sucn an approach to analyzing
the cost consequences of a specific policy option, for example,

the cost consequences of opening or closing & achool.

In any of these circumstances, it is unlikely that
applications of the RCM for a single school district would entail
the use of the full personnel and nonpersonnel prototype

specificat:ons as shown in Table 6-7. Such generic models of
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school district organization would be of little use 1in zuch

applications as the databesse would always de designed to nr:rror
the actual organizationel patterns in the district, and/or
perhaps the proposed alternatives to the @xisting order. Exact
perscnnel asllocetions and direct, nonpersonnel dollar
expenditures would be known. Thus, in analyses for a single
district, only the location equipment modules and the equipement

cost factors would be likely to be useful.

Whether the aggregative cost factors or the more detailed
rodules wouid be used, would depend on such factors as the leve.
of cdeta:l required in the study, the resources available to
conduct the study, the timeline for the study and the
preex:istance anc condition of actual inventory datea for the
district. If the district hacd already contracted with AAA, for
example, anc had a computerized current inventory file, the
derivation of annualized equiprent cost estimates by progra- anc
acrninistrative service should be relatively straightforwarc. If
no current inveatory is available i1n a form that would be usefu:
for these purposes, however, which is often the case, one of
these two RCY products might seéve quite useful as a bas:is for
provid.nc a reasonable estimate of annualized equipment costc at

spec.f1c prograr ancd administrative service levels.

STATE LEVEL ANALYSES. The ultimate purpose of many state
level studies is the development of a set of cost or funding
standerds that are reflective of the state. In such instances
district level mcdels must be constructed that are generic to the
state. They will not fit any one district of the state exactly,
dut nmust be representative of the state as a whole by reflecting
the kinde of variation found throughout the state. In such

studies, there 4is no existing entity to study and model, but a

nunber of alternative district profiles to be representecd througw




the developrent of one or more models. The development cf modeils

that are generic to a given state represents a more difficult and
sud)sctive task than that of mirrosring an existing entity. 'n
such cases, the use of prototypes for personnel and ncnpersonnel
resources would constitute an important foundation that should
accelerate the develpment of these statewide prototypes. The
theory 1& that the alteration of existing prototypes to best
reflect a particular state is a nuch less formidable task than

the construction of such a model from blank worksheets.

Also, 1n such studies, reasonable estirates of eguiprent
costs will be more appropriate than the detailed formulation of
lengthy eqgu:ipnent lists. This will be especially true at the
adm:nistrative levels. At the program levels, if deta:iled
equipment list:ngs are desired, the formulation of these l:sis

)

will alsc be considerably accelerated by the existence of the
Equipment Locatior Modules that the Program Committee Merbers can
simply react to rather than completely develop from scratch.
Also, 1f the administrative cost factors, which were develcped
fror California dastricts, were deemed inappropra:ate for
app-ication 1in another state, alternative cost factors cou.d be
developed us:n¢ inventories from the state in question, if such

existed.

PILOT PROJECTS AND EXPENDITURE STUDIES. Some stucies may
actually be conducted at the district level, but be sponsored by
state or federal agencies. These generally involve modelling
multiple districts, but may not call for the development of
standards. The federal special education study, the Connecticut
project and a project of private special education schools in
California all fit thie leacription. In such studies. the use of
cost factors may be most appropriate as a method for providing

.ow Ccost estimates of equipment costs at both prograr and



administrative levels. Or, the use of cost factors could te
combined with detailed equipment 1istings at the level of
individuel programs or wherever more highly detailed or more
exacting equipment cost estimates may be required. In the
national special education study, for example, detailed equipment
listings were used only for individual special education
Jrogreams. For all other instructional and administrative

configurations coat factors were employed.

OTHER / 'PLICATIONS. Two additional app.icatiors that could
potentially be of significant use to the education industry, but
which would require considerable further developrent, are the use
of these models fo' evaluation and insurance purposes. Both of
these applicstions would require considerable additional researc
anc development tc exterd the prototypes to the point where they
could be describec as representative ¢f national pract:ce, cr

some standard of acknow.edged exemplary practice.

The component of potential use as an evaluative too. :s *“e
persornel! ard nonpersorne. configurations. If gufficient cate of
this type could be found to be deemed generalizable to <+he
nation, it could be accumulated into an RCM database and could
represent an airportant diagnositc evaluation tool for the school
districts of the nation. In evaluating their current resource
allocation practices, for example, i1t would seem extremely useful
for districts to know how their current practices compare to
districts that are similar to them on selected criteria, in their
region of the state, throughout their gtate and acroses the
nat:on. Are they relatively adninistratively heavy? At what
levels of job classification? How do their program by progran

class size standards and other reaource allocation data compare?

While some data of th:s type aireacdy exis: that car be useZ
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for comparative purposes, they are generally in too aggregative a
form to be useful for policy analysis. Knowing that a district
spends less than the statewide average is probably less useful
than knowing how other districts are coping within these
constraints. Have other districts developed resource allocation
approaches that mnight assist your district in using limited
resources more efficiently? A proactive component to such
information might be that a better case for increased assistance
from the state might Le made if it can be shown that your
district 18 receiving less to show how this impacts on specific

resource levels 1n individuel programs and services.

For 1insuvrence purposes, the existance of prototyp:cal
equipment  configurat:ons that truly cen be s8aid tc be
representative of "average” schools, might considerably cut the
cost of esteblising anc maintaining inventories for insurance
purpcses., Creating and updating such files must add consideralbly
to the cost of beinc properly :nsured. To initielly create such
a deta f:le, & distr:ct will most often contract w:th an
appraisa. f:rm, such as AAA. AAA must send epeciall traired
inventory and appraisal personnel to the school district site *c¢c
phyesically count anc match invoice information or appra.se eal.
rnaror egu:pment 1tems 1n every roor of all the schoole anc
adninistrative offices throughout the district. For the cdistr:ict
in our AAA database with 30,000 students this process included
over 46,000 items of equipement. Once these data are gathered on
site, all 46,000 lines of data must be keypunched into the LAA

computer.

Thus, the establishment of this initial database is a very
costly enterprise. Once established, howvever, assuming that new
purchases are now enterecd into computerized files in many, or

rost, of the schoo. cdistricts of the nation this inventory f:ile




should be fai:rly easily maintained.

It would sees that the existance of a prototype could
accelerate this initial inventory process considerably. For
example, if a primery purpose of these data is to establish how
auch the district should reasonably be able to collect in
equipment replacement costs if one of its schools burns down, a
prototype could conceivably give comparable information at auch
less cost. If the district and the insurance company could agree
in advance, for example, that its schoole are not unusual in
terss of the equipment items they contain the prototype could be
usec i1n lieu of the inventory for insurance purposes. A seconc
possibility could be a much accelerated prior inspection process
to assess the suitability of a given prototype to represent a
given school. This would provide the safeguard of personal
inspectior without requiring the expense of complete roor by roon
inventories. Through such processes, the inspection arc
inventory time could be vastly reduced, and as it would result in
the alteration of an existing database rather than the creat:on
of a new one, the keypunching regquirements woulc also be

considerably dimin:shed.

Other vposs:ble applications to the insurance prob.er cculd
be portrayed. Suffice 1t to say here, however, that through the
development of a «ore thorough and reliable prototypical database
it would seem that considerable cost cutting measures could be
incorporated into the highly labor intensive and costly school

equipment inventory process.

FURTHER DEVELOPMENT

As many of the anticipated future areas of development for

these prototype procucts have been described throughout th:s




paper, we will only summarize in the conclusion to this chapter.
In their exasting form, these products have proven quite useful
in expaditing database development for cost analyses studies.
Additional refinements could be added through the general
expansion of the data base to include an even broader range of
Location Equipment Modules and refined technologies about how to
fit these modules to districts of varying sizes. It will also be
important to begin development of aimulating the effects of scale
on the prespecified resource quantities in instructional programs
and adrinistrative services of varying sizes. AAA has equaprment
inflation factors that will be essential to keeping the Master
Price L:st current. The exact forrat for these factors anc how
they cen bes: be ratchec to the code structures we have deveioped
rust 82211 be deterr.res. las*, through increasec use arnc access
to larger cdata bases that could provide at least pieces of the
protorype that cou.d de sa:d to be nationally representative, 1t
may be possible tc burléd generic models that will increase our
know.edge of how diatricts convert monetary resocurces An
education produc:t:i:or. ingrecients. Conceivably, such dats couid
assist the schoo! distr:cts of the nation to consider ways .in
whach that m:ight del:ver their education products in an

increacsingly eff:cient manner.

FOOTNOTES

<l1>We were unable to obtain exact enrollments or other
descriptive inforration due to the AAA’s requirement to maintain

the anonymity of these districts.

¢2>Cost data for books were deleted from all of the
cistr:cts at the disiraict adrinistration level. In additaion,

severa. other equiprent ce*egories that appeared under

Lot




administration that did not seem to apply to adrinstrat:ecr ar¢
which were not uniformly included across all four districts were
deleted from these files. The equipment categories deleted from
the central administration equipment files, with the number of
districts in which they appeared, follows: Musical Instruments
(2), ‘'.ab Equipment (3), Stage/Aucitorium (1) and Vehicles (i).
Each of these 1tems was divided by its estimated life to derive
an annualized cost. The sum of these annualized costs is shown
in Colurn (3) for each of the four districts.

CALL of these estimates are based on & raz:ic ¢f Z. between
the tota: nunber of square feer of floor space :n the ru:ilidi-z
anc the tota. per.meter of the building. An example given by AAA
¢ illustrate th:s ratic 1s & three story building with floor
cirensions of 80 by .20 feet on each floor. As the total area of
this builcing :s 28,800 square feet (9600 X 3) and the total
per:meter 18 1,200 ((80 + 80 + 120 + 120) X 3), the ratio for
this bDuilding .s 28,800 to 1,.00, or 24. A standard ratio of 21
wili be usec throughout this study as this is a midpoint ratio

fcund throughout all of <he duilding prototypes shown i Table

C(4>AAA uses the fcllcowinc standards to estimate nerrel  l:fe

for schocl buildings:

Steel frame fireproof class A 45 Avg.
Steel frame concrete class B 45 Avg.
Kasonry & concrete class C 40 Avg.
Wood frame class D 35 Avg.
Steel freme class S 35 Avg.
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CHAPTER 7
SUMMARY AND CONCLUDING REMARKS

The RCM Syster is much more than & process for measuring
educational costas or setting school district budgets. It ie &
resource allocation tool that allows a broad range of
constituents in the participating agency to consider how
resources can be allocated equitably and used most efficiently.
This approach accormodates the political orientation inevitable
in a.l public ullocatiorn decisions. It provides an approach to
cos: anc expenciture analysis that is prograr based has grea:
fiex:bil:1ty anc 18 not subject to the compatibility problers
facin¢ eccounting or.ertec approaches. The process offers the
potent:a. o bring educators, resource managemen: personrne. and
ecucat:ona. po.icy maxers together to consider the most effect:.ve
e.locaticns of ava:.able resources. The RCY process begine with
an  accurs: refilection of ex:isting patterns of rescurce
a_.ntatien, anc fror this information, 1%t provides pI.icy raxers
with 2 foundat:on upon which to consider what resources SHOU_D be
assigned to ecucai:oral progrars. ’n an era of concern over what
const:tutes ™“bas.c"™ education, the RCYX requires the precise
defiriticn of service levels for all educationa. progrars. It
allows the unique educational priorities of each user agency to
surface. The RCM forces competing and complementary interests
and neede across educational programg to be considered in

relation to one another.

The RCM System can also be updated annually with relative
ease, At the state level, this represents a significant

irproverert tc  the conrcn practice of relying on “legislative




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

patchwork"” to update the state funding formuia. in the wirns ¢f

Robert Jamiesorn, Chairman of the Illinois Pubiic Schoo. F:rarc

1]

Project, "“We’ve got to get away from going before the General
Assembly every vyear and putting the educational needs of the
state up for auction without taking into consideration the cos‘s

and needs of education."<1>

For school district applications, the RCM System prov:ides an
important information base for facilitating the budgeting and
p.anning dec:sions continually confronting educa<:onal
organize:.ons, Twerty years ago H. Thormas James, former Jean of
the Stanforc Un:versity C(Co.lege of Education, described a
situat.on with whlch educatior agenc:es still strugg.e:
"inCreasec :n *he ‘o%*al (scheel) budget are (no:) allocated . . .
on. & se.eClive bhas.s, Ut on & flat percentage-increase bas:s;
avai.able at the policy-rexing leve! to prcvide & more rat:iora.
basis for allccatinc funds,"(2> The RCK is a computer-ass:cted
cec:sicrn  raxinc rode! des:gned specifically to provice the cres
ceate needec Ic rake se.ective alleocaticns in  publ: eiucaz:on

sett:.n3s,

The RTY Sveter provides ar information bage whic: ¢ eas:.ly
accessile ¢ the ecducat:iona. dec:sion maker througn +ne RC™
computer software precgrar. It oprovides & structure :ir  wh:oh
ecucators, schoo. business officiales, community members, anc
policy makers can work together to establisk standards of
educational service. At the state level, the data produced by
this process fully account for the costes and needs of educational
programrs anc can serve as the basis for state aic allocat:ons.
At the local level, these data provide a basis for rationally
allocating funds and making planning decisions. In both
instances, the RCN  computer model protects aga:nst the

obec.iescence cf the cats base by a.lowing arnual rev:sions o e




mace with relative ease. The RCY represents a fa:rly .ow-cost,

highly partic:patory approach for improving the qua.:ty cf
information for educational decision making. The development cof
an innovation for taking the guess work out of school finance

seens especially timely in this era of educational reforna.

FO0TNOTES TO CHAPTER 7

1> Don Sevener, "Illinois Panel Uses ’State-of-the-Art’
Approacs :n Schsci-Finarce Plan," Educet.... Weex, Serterczr L4,

1983, p. S.

<% E., Tnovee Japes, "Modernizing State and _ccal Firanc:ing

i Eeucezien,™ in A Tinencie: Pr_.rem For Today’s Schoo:.s

(washangton, IJ.C.: Nat:ona: Education Association Committee on

Ecucational F:nance, .964), pp. 56-57.
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APPENDIX A
STRATEGIC PLANNING
A SAMPLE PROGRAM PLAN

PROGRAM: VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

PRIKARY MISSION: PROVIDE  PROGRAMS THAT EXPLORE  VARIOUS
OCCUPATIONS AND TEACH RELEVANT JOB SKILLS, IN COOPERATION WITH
THE REGIONAL OCCUPATIONAL PROGRANM.

PROGRAYX DESCRIPTION:

Vocational Education: Vocational Education provides funds for
instructionai programs that provide students with sufficient
skills anc knowledge to enter productive, satisfying careers anc
advence in then, and to assist students to deveiop informed,
nreaningful occupat:ona choices. The vocational! progrars nay
include courses in agriculture, bueiness, homemaking anc¢ consurer
education, ancd incdustrial arts.

Resional Occupationa. Prograr: The primary purpose of the
Regional Occupational Program (R.0.P.) is to provide high gual:xy
vocetiona. anc technical job training through teaching marketah.e
Job ski.ls. R.0.P. works in cooperation with local businesses :n
the corrunity to provide studei.ts with on-the-jobd train:ing on
currently used equipment. Individuals from business and ingusty
are invo.vec in an advisory capacity to ensure reaningful
occupationa. sgkill training. R.0.P. offers 16 d:fferen:
progrars,

TRENDS:

1 LABOR MARKET NEEDS WILL BE OVERWHELMING IN THE 80’S SO BUSINESS
WILL TAKE A GREATER INTEREST IN EDUCATION

2 EDUCATION CAN’T AFFORD TO BUILD AND FULLY EQUIP VOCATIONAL
EDUCATION FACILITIES, SO IT WILL EXPAND INTO THE COMMUNITY

3 BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY WILL CONTINUE TO LOOK FOR A STRONG
EMPHASIS ON THE BASICS AND THE WORK ETHIC

4 THERE WILL BE MORE PRIVATE TECHNICAL SCHOOLS AND TRAINING BY
INDUSTRY ITSELF

5 THE HIGH TECHNCLOGY INDUSTRIES WILL CONTINUE TO FACE A SEARTASE
IN PERSOXNEL BUT PREFER TO TRAIN THEM THEMSELVES

& THE INCREASID GRADUATICN REQUIREMENTS WIL.L REDUCE THE X.¥:z: °F
VPCATIONAL PROGRAMS OFFEREL AND TAKEN




7 THE GREATER EMPhASIS ON ACADEMICS WILL FORCE OUT THE MARGINAL
STUDENT THEREBY INCREASING THE NUMBER OF STUDENTS NEEDING JOB
SKILLS WITH WHICH TO ENTER THE JOB MARKET

8 WORK EXPERIENCE WILL CONTINUE TO BE AN ESSENTIAL COMPONENT OF
THE VOCATIONAL PROGRANM

9 THERE WILL CONTINUE TO BE A RESTRICTION ON THE GROWTH OF ROP
PROGRANS

10 ALTHOUGH THERE WILL BE GROWTH IN THE NUMBER OF VINEYARDS AND
WINERIES, THE OVERALL NUMBER OF JOBS IN AGRICULTURE WILL REMAIN
ESSENTIALLY THE SAME

1. THERE WILL BE MORE RECREATION AND TOURIST RELATED JOBS IN THE
CCUNTY

12 THERE WILlL BE A SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF HIGH TECE, CCMPUTER
RELATEZ JCBS CREATED IN THE COUNTY
CURRENT RESCURCES ALLCCATED:

VOCATIONAL EDJUCATION

Students Served Prograr Students Periods
Agr:iculture 403 0
Industriel Arts 1670 35
Business 2049 44
Consumer Education 90S 22
Staff Cert:ficazed Agriculture K
Industrial Ar:s b
Business 2
Consumer Education 6
Coordinator .2
Classified Secretary .S
Budget Total Expense 1,663,973
ROP
Students Served 316
Stafs Total Certificated 16,67
Tota. Classified 1.00
Budqet Tota. Expense 607,680
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MARKET RESULTS:
HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE FOLLOW-UP STUDY

Description of Present Job Situation

In an apprenticeship program S 7%
Receiving on-the-job training 26 34x
In a job I am fully qualified for 45 S59x%

Statement that beat describes the >ob
In a field in which I received

specific high school training 10 13%
In a field related to my high

school training 16 20%
In a Field unrelated to my high

school training 53 67%

THRZE YEAR PROJECTION:
- Provide programs that leacd to relevant job sk:ills.

- Provide a iimited amount of occupational explorétory progrers.

TASKS TC BE ACCOMPLISEED IN 1985-86:

b

«5.2 Deveiop :identif:iec vocat:ional educat:on progrars as
a.ternatives to graduation requirements anc meeting acacer:c
conpetencaies.

+:5.2 Develop icent.fied programs to reet relevant 100 swills
based on State competencies with local emphasis.

1.5.3 Review the horme economics programs to determine which
should be recommended for continuance.

1.5.4 Move the work experience program to the vocational
education prograns.

1.5.5 Move vocational ajriculture to the alternative education
progrem as an agriculture acience elective.

OBJECTIVES FUR 1985-86:

2.5.0 By September 30, 1985, the vocationa! educat:ona.
coord:nator will establish a taskx force to study
programs as alternatives to graduaiion requirerents for
meeting acader:c competencies.

by canuary 30, 1986, the taek force wili ident:fy vecet:z-sl
programs as aiternativez to graduation requirerent:c for
neeting acaderic competencies. This objective w:.. te

1oy




Vi accomplished when the report i1e submitted %to the
Principals and the Superinten‘ent for recommendations
to the Board.

STAFF REQUIRED: VYocational Ed Coord BUDGET REQUIRED: 83,600
12 Teachers

1.5.2 By January 30, 1986, the Vocational Education departments
will pmeet with their acdvisory committees to establish
skill competencies for students completing the
vocational prograas. Needed competencies will be
implemented by June 1986, into the wvocational
curriculunm.

STAFF REGUIRED: Vocational Ed Coord BUDGET REQUIRED: ¢
Dept chairs
Advisory comrnittees

<«5.3 By July ., 1985, the Vocational Educatior Coordinator wil.
recorrend to the Superintendent the competency basec
curriculum tc be implemented by the fall of 1986, :r
Home Econonics and related occupations.

STAFF REQUIREZ: Vocat:onal Ed Coord BUDGET REQUIREZ: O
t.5.4. By September 1985, the work experience prograr w:.. be
part of the Vocat:iona. Education prograr,
STAFT REGQUIRED: Work Exper:ence Teacher BUDGET RECVIRED: -
:.5.5 By Septerber 1985, vocational agriculture w:!l be an
elect:ve :n the Alternative Education prograr ac an
agriculture science elective.

STAFT REQUIRED: Ag Task Force BUDGET REQUIRED:

ey

PROGRAY: SCHOOL IMPROVENENT

PRINARY MISSION: TO PROVIDE RIGOROUS ACADEMIC PROGRAMS IN AREAS
REQUIRED BY LAW, STATE GUIDELINES, AND THE LOCAL COMMUNITY, WHILS
ATTEMPTING TO MAXIMIZE THE RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO THE DISTRICT.

TRENDS:
-~THERE WILL BE INCREASED ENPHASIS ON ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE AND
REQUIRED ACADEMIC COURSES.

-TEERE  WILL CONTINUZ TO BE COMPETITION FCR THE AVAILAPLE
EDUCATIONAL  FUNDS FROM WITHIN THE  EDUCATIONAL  COMMUNITY,
PARTICULARLY FROM SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS.

tn

CE FOR INTREASED SCHI?. AID

¥&  WILL CONTINUE 7T BE THE PR
= Fa
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-IT WILL CONTINUE TO BE IMPORTANT TO GET PARENTS TO PARTICIPATE
IN THE EDUCATION OF THEIR CHILDREN.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION:

All seven elesentary schools run a X-5 program with new plans
based on new effective schools criteria. Inservice for 1984-85,
including training and program reviews, will be conducted at
state expense by the LA NCD DO consortium. Ninety-five percent of
School Improvement funds are spent on aide salaries to support
highly structured reading and mathematics progrems. The Director
of Instruction provides inservice and support for the progranm.

MAJOR FUNCTIONS:

a) Helps teacher (through a:des) ma:nta:n heavy paper-loac
basic skilis progran.

b) Serves to reinforce implementation of district curriculun.
c) Sencs some teachers ancd acministrators into cther districts
to review progrars.

d) Provides some l:rited release time, staff developrent, anc
instructioral nmaterials.

NUMBER GF STUDENTS SERVEL: 2,426 students, 89 teachers

NUMBER OF STAFF: CERTIFICATED O
C_LASSIFIED 15.38 instructiona! aides

BUDGET:
EXPENDITURES REVENUES
Personne. Costs $241,191. Cetegorical $267,65.
Cther Expenses 6,520.

Total Expernses $247,69.. Total Revenue $247,6%3.

PROGRAM MANAGER: Director of Instruction
3-5 YEAR DIRECTIONS:

Allow local schools the choice on the allocation of resources to
enhance the instructional prograa.

TASKS TO BE ACCOMPLISHED IN 1985-86:

1) Assist the site councils in the resource allocation process by
reviewing alternat:ve allocation models.

a) Assist school with alternative podels by holdine
inservices to review allocation 2f resources anc
identifyinc alternative models.

Respons:bility - Dir of Ed
Completicn Date - Feb. 1986




2) Cons:der the implerentation of the outcome of the compl:iance
review.

a) Assist schools in developing budget control, especially
in the number of positions filled.

Responsibility - Asst Supt Bus
Completion Date - Sept 1985



