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ABSTRACT

In most of the educational literature, the subject of costs
has been isolated from curriculum, personnel, and program

offectivonecs. Cost anlysis is usually viewed as a problem for

accountants, while the other subjects are relegated to educators
and educational evaluators. There has long existed a dichotomy
in both educational research and practice between fiscal 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 sees
essential that curricular and fiscal policy proponents cone
together.

Over the past few years, the IFG has been involved in

research on educational cost models. The purpose of this
research has been to develop a solid foundation for state and

local school decision making. Out of this work has evolved the

Resource Cost Model (RCM). The RCM is first and fore oat a coat
model designed to help policy makers assess the extent to which

differences in the coats of educational services are attributable
to variations in the prices paid for comparable resources,
students' programmatic needs, and scale of school and district
operations.

Since its development as a comprehensive coat model for

educational services, the RCM has been used to assist educational

policy makers at the 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



school finance reform projects and in California and Connecticut

to analyze expenditure patterns across selected sea of publicly

funded educational programs. At the school district level, it

has been piloted as a program planning and budgeting system.

When the RCM was initially introduced ea an approach to the

development of coat based school finance systems, it was

envisioned as a purely technical model for this purpose. The RCM

was seen as a technical structure for organizing coat and

resource information about educational delivery systems. It was

aupported by computer aoftware deaigned4ecost out educational

programa and servicea. Although a certain amount of interaction

with educational professionals was anticipated for the purpose of

gathering date about educational delivery systems, this

interaction was conceived of as a perfunctory exercise.

However, as 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 proceaa for decision

making as well as a technical coat model. Over the course of the

few years that followed the first &tett 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

groupa represent the benefit (curricular outcomes) and coat

(fiscal) aides of educational decision making. The RCM decision

making process evolved as a separate structure for organizing the

human resources within an organization to develop the RCM

databaae and to make decisions about programs and funding based

on the coat analyaes derived from the technical structure of the

model.
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As the RCM has been applied .o a variety of decision making

contexts over the last few years, such has been learned about

both the technical and decision making aides of the approach.

Applying the RCM in different contexts requires different

emphases on the process components.

The purpose of this report is to bring together all that we

have learned obout coat models for educational decision making

over the last five years with an emphasis on processes and

procedures. While we will focus on the specific applications of

the RCM, we believe that there are many 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 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 prototype RCM

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

INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

In most of the educational literature, the sub)ect of costa

has been isolated from curriculum, personnel, and program

effectiveness. Cost anlysis is usually viewed as a problem for

accountants, while the other subjects are relegated to educators

and educational evaluators. There has long existed a dichotomy

in both 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 organized, and it is evident in local schol

systems in the way fiscal and curricular matters are addressed.

In each case separate divisions or departments are established

for each function and rarely is there any interaction between the

two. The separation is also apparent in local schools in the way

each group perceives the role of the other: the curriculum

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. However, when it

comes to improving the quality of decision making about prtgrams,

school closure, or budgeting and future planning for service

delivery, it would seem essential that curricular and fiscal

policy proponents come together. Fur example, if a state

educational system is 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

1



students, then, state makers need to know what such a

system will cost. Likewise, in the face of changes in the

availability of resources, policy makers need to know what are

the most preferred ways of cutting or augmenting educational

programs and resources. With the call for educational reform

that include longer school days and years, more use of computers,

teacher retraining, and higher teacher salaries, a choice must be

made aeons alternatives within limited budgets.

Over the past few years, the IFG has been involved in

research on educational cost models. The purpose of this

research has been to develop a solid foundation for state and

local school decision making. The work of Dr. Chambers (see

bibliographic references for a complete list) has been focused on

the development of these types of coat mode. . Through this

work, he has adapted existing coat analysts methodologies to the

needs of the educational enterprise. These methods have been

used for measuring and assessing variations in cost related to

resource price differences, demographic changes in e

educational workforce, differences in pupil and programmatic

needs, and the scale of school and district operations. Out of

this work has evolved the Resource Cost Model (RCM).

Originally what has become known as the RCM was outlined in

a dissertation by William Hartman (1979). The RCM was an

offshoot of an "ingredients" approach to coat analysis. This

initial application by Hartman was designed to eatiaate the coats

to the nation of implementing PL94-142, the Education for All

Handicapped Childrena' Act of 1975. Hartman (1983) also applied

the RCM to the development wr a local Special Education Planning

Model (SEPM) and Hartman and Chambers (1983) col,aborated on how

the RCM might be extended to form a foundation tor finlcing of

I. 6
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special education.

Chambers and Parrish (1983) a...ended the RCM concept to be

applied 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 educational

services. The RCN is first and foremost a coat model designed to

help policy makers assess the extent to which differences in the

costs of educational services are attributable to variations 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

educational services, the RCM has been used to assist educational

policy makers at the national, state and local levels. At the

nations. 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

has been used in Illinois and Alaska as the basis for major

school finance reform projects and in California and Connecticut

to analyze expenditure patterns across selected sets of publicly

funded educational programs. At the school district level, it

has been piloted as a program planning and budgeting system.

When the RCM was initially introduced as an approach to the

development of cost based school finance mystens, it was

envisioned as a purely technical model for this purpose. The RCM

was seen as a technical structure for organizing cost and

resource informatAoh about educational delivery systems. 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

3



gathering data about educational delivery systems, this

interaction was conceived of as a perfunctory exercise. This is

not to trivialize the process of specifying the resource

requirements for educational delivery systems, but rather to

emphasize 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 RCM.

Our first application of the RCM concept to the School

Finance Reform project in Illinois changed our views

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, in nature. They are derived within a political

context reflectir. the priorities and preferences of the society

in which they are established. Moreover, they are derived within

the economic limitations of scarce resources and the relative

costs of alternative uses of those resources. Although the

subjective nature of adequacy and equity in educational finance

was implicitly built into the technical side of the RCM, it was

becoming increasingly clear as a result of the experience in

Illinois that there needed to be some way of organizing the

political forces operating within the State to addresa8 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 a technical cost model. Over the course of the

few years that followed the initiation of the Illinois project,

.
I 0
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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 decision

making context. These two groups represent the benefit

(curricular outcomes) and coat (fiscal) aides 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 deciaiona

about programs and funding based on the coat 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 fill that we

have learned about coat models tur educational 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 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 those 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 prototype RCM database which may be used to expedite

implementation procesaea.

5



Chapter 2 of this report contains an overview of the

technical elements of the RCM. It is intended to highlight the

essential elements of database development and analysis for which

the RCN is designed. Sasplee of RCN outputs are included in the

Chapter.

Chapter 3 describes how the RCN has been applied in recent

studies and our experiences with implementation of the decision

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

federal and local coat analyses underlying everything from state

school finance applications, expenditure analysis, and budgeting

and planning applications. The Illinois and Alaska school

finance pro3ects are reviewed along with applicatons to

expenditure analyses in Connecticut and California. A larger

federal application to special education expenditures across the

nation is also discussed.

Chapter 4 represents the results of the review of our

previous experiences with implementation of the RCM. 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

RCM fits. The concept of strategic planning is first introduced

in Chapter 4, while Chapter 5 is a more detailed discussion of

what strategic planning is and how the RCN fits into this broader

scheme.

Chapter 6 is a detailed discussion of the prototype RCM

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 RCM database in the

implementation process.

Chapter 7 is contains a brilf summary and some concluding

remarks.

7



CHAPTER 2

TECHNICAL ELEMENTS OF THE RCM:

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 individual

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, coat

projections and the derivation of coat standards for funding

purposes.

The RCM 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 coat projections, considered in a coat effectiveness

or cost utility decision making framework, allow program fundirg

decisions to be based on determinations of actual program costa

and needs. The RCM System is designed to assist such

educational decision makers as school administrators, local and

state school board members, state and federal policy analysts,

and legislators.

8



TECHNICAL ELEMENTS OF THE RCM

Let us begin by outlining the technical elements of the RCM.

These technical elements include the development of the RCM

database and the structure of the computer software package that

supports the model. Essentially, the RCN is an "ingredients"

approach to determining the coat of educational programs. This

involves three steps: LISTING a uniform set of educational

programs, 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 programmatic

standards and the number of pupils enrolled in each program.

The technical steps in this simulation process are

illustrated in Figure 2-1. In Box 1, standards of educational

service are established in terms of resource requirements for the

various programs. For example, 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 experts. 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 Ir school district can be determined. Through

the multiplication of these resource quantities by their local

prices, educational costa can be calculated for each school or

district via the RCM computer simulation model (Box 4). The

simulation model produces coat information by program (Box 5) as

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

The distinctive feature of the RCM approach is in its

emphasis on delivery systems. The term "program" used in the RCM

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

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

9



themselves are generally defined to represent fairly specific

activities organized at a relatively small level. We expect to

find similar units in other enterprises exhibiting similar

objectives and overall ranges of size. While variations in the

sizes of the individual units are expected to be observed across

agencies, the units themselves are defined so as to limit the

range of size observed and the types of resources required.

Examples of educational programs would include a 5th grade

self-contained classroom, basic high school English, speech

therapy. Despite differences in class sizes 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

system.

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

software. 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 RCM.

It provides a clearer illustration of what is meant by a

"program." FIGURE 2-3 provides a sample profile of programa and

services to which a particular pupil is subject. This profile

represents the complete set of progress 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.<1) Underlying the coat figures for each program

or service included on the student profile are detailed

delineations of the delivery system resource requirements.

10



FIGURE 2-1

FLOW DIAGRAM OF THE RCM COMPUTER SOFTWARE

1-PROGRAM DELIVERY SYSTEMS
(Standards of Educational
Service specified in terms
of resource requirements)

2-ENROLLMENT
DATA for each
program by

school/district

3-RESOURCE COST
DATA for each

type of resource
by school/district

4-RCM COMPUTER
SIMULATION MODEL

1 5 -SUMMARY

OUTPUT

I

Cost of Delivery
Systems (Programs
& Service Units)

[-

6-DISTRICT/SCHOOL
OUTPUT*

Total Quantity of
Program & Service

Units

1

Total Quantities
of Resources

1

Total & Per Pupil
Costs of Programs

i Services

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



Roe
Typo

FIGURE 2-2

SAMPLE WORKSHEET FOR PROGRAM DELIVERY SYSTEM

DESCRIPTION

0 PROGRAM CATEGORY.... I RE4ULAR. 141614 .S.C.1400L.

i.e
Typo

CATEGORY CODE FicooRww NAME
;

I I 03 CAT I

RCM WORKSHEET A - 1

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS OR STUDENT SERVICES

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

1 PROGRAM eOAA PUTE4. SC/ 1, 64bs 1-12-
UNITS OF
MEASURE

2 PROGRAM SIZE

3

4

5

7

10

RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS: UNITS .OF

CATEGORY CODE PROGRAM CODE PROGRAM NAME SCH CAT CODE

MINIMUM

21

TARGET OR
CASELOAD MAXIMUM SEC. RECD.

/3/ I mi...escil
MINIMUM NO. CAPITAL

ig I .35

M A R **
TARGET OR

OR CAPITAL RES SECTIONS
YRS OF REPLCIINT SNARING

e LA SSI te a*L_TEa CAM Ill 0 1 61 .20
Imsntocri awit- Ala, A110 lbil b 0 fn .

OP re a - IC 14110 r 4 */s
yam So~shrvbc 4 310 362 3S" 4 2
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FIGURE 2-3

STUDENT COST PROFILES DERIVED FROM
RCN COST ANALYSIS

PER PUPIL COSTS OF SERVICES SY TYPE OF STUDENT
CATEGORY SERVICE
CODE CODE DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM OR SERVICE

REG 3RD GR REG 3R0 GR REG HIGH HIGH !CH WI
PUPIL W/ SPEECH SCH PUPIL BUS. CRS

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS AND RELATED SERVICES
01-3-101 000-04 Self-Contained 1-3 $1.160 $1.160
01-3-101 000-11 Elementary Music K-5 $14 $14
03-5-101 128-08 English 2G *2115 $225
03-5-101 150-05-23 Spanish IT $234 $234

03-5-101 190-14-23 Geometry - EHS (1yr) $205 $205
03-5-101 230-01 Physical Education $307 $307
03-5-101 235-14-23 Health - EHS $262
03-5-101 250-03-23 Modern ,arld History (2CP + 2G) EHS $249
05-2-300 312-01 Speech Therapy $35i
13-5-509 115-01-23 Accounting $303
13-5-509 115-03-23 Intermediate Typing $256

TOTAL COST. INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS AND RELATED SERVICES. $1.174 $1.526 $1.482 $1.530

SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT SERVICES
01-3-490 Elementary School (Gen' Adm) $355 $355
01-3-490 470 Elementary Library $60 $60
03-5-490 470 High School - Library $47 $47
03-5-490 490-23 High School--Ganl Admin--EHS $619 $619

TOTAL COST. SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT SERVICES $415 $415 $666 $666

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT SERVICES
05-2-300 Special Ed. General 9946

TOTAL COST. PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT SER' ES' $0 $646 $0 $0

DISTRICT ADMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT SERVICES
01-9-710 Gen. District Admin. $23 $23 $23 $23
01-9-610 Community Services $1 $1 SI $1

02-9-725 Business/Fiscal- Business Services $66 $68 $68 $66

02-9-725 726 Business/Fiscal - District Wide $216 $216 $216 $216

03-9-719 Personnel $22 $22 $22 $22

04-9-425 Educational Services $22 $22 $22 $22

04-9-425 163 P.E./ Ath / Health / Safety $5 $5 $5 $5

04-9-425 440 Educ. Ser.--Cur. Dev./Insery $17 $17 $17 $17

04-9-425 471-01 Educ. Ser. T.R.C. $16 $16 $16 $18

04-9-425 471-02 Educ. Ser.- Testing $2 $2 $2 $2

04-9-425 733 Educ. Ser. Duplicating $2 $2 $2 $2

04-9-526 526-02 Chapter II $8 $8 $8 $8

05-9-692 Pupil Personnel Services $12 $12 $12 $12

05-9-692 630 Pupil Pers--Psych. Servs $21 $21 $21 Ski

05-9-692 640 Pupil ears -- Health Srvs $22 $22 $22 $22

06-9-750 MaintaAance 8 Operations $122 $122 $122 $122

06-9-775 001 District Utilities - Water $7 $7 $7 $7

06-9-775 002 District Utilities - Gas $31 $31 $31 $31

06-9-775 003 District Utilities - Electric $36 $38 $38 $36

08-9-730 Data Processing $35 $35 $35 $35

TOTAL COST, DISTRICT ADMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT SERVICES $694 $694 $694 $694

TOTAL COST OF EDUCATIONAL SERVICES $2.282 $3.461 $2.643 $2.691
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At detailed output derived fros the technical applications

of the RCN include progras costs for each progras or service

delivery system for every designated site or coat center within

the jurisdiction covered by the analye.s. Figure 2-4 contains

RCN output which summarizes the overall costs of services across

local sites within a local school district. Figure 2-5 includes

coats by progras within a given sit' Figure 2-6 presents the

total coats of one of these programs across all units within a

given site or location. Each of these outputs are derived fros a

single database which allows the user to examine coat data

organized along a variety of dimersions and perspectives.
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rittUlas 4-4

PROGRAM COST BY SITE

SIMULATION SEQUENCE NO.: 01
TOTAL AND AVERAGE COSTS OF EDUCATIONAL SERVICES
AND THE BREAKDOWN AMONG CLASSES OF SERVICES

SCHOOL
10 CODE SCHOOL/LOCATION

TOTAL COST AVERAGE PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
TOTAL OF FDUCATIONAL COST INSTRUC SCH ADM PROD ADM GIST ADM

ENROLLMENT SERVICES PER PUPIL COST COST COST COST

DISTRICT: ALAMEDA UNIFIED SCH DISTRICT
000 DISTRICT TOTALS 8.260 127.749.919 13.360 58.22 16.82 3.74 21.22

001 Lincoln Middle School 500 11.157.719 $2.315 78.90 21.10 0.00 0.00

002 Edison Elementary 370 $593.431 $1.604 77.87 22.13 0.00 0.00
00r Amelia Earhart Elementary 346 $619,744 $1,791 78.88 21.12 0.00 0.00
004 Franklin Elementary 0 SO SO 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
005 HalgOit Elementary 292 $733,343 12.511 82.75 17.25 0.00 0.00
006 Mastic School 0 SO SO 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
007 Washington Elementary 333 $792,298 $2,379 83.61 16.39 0.00 0.00

008 Longfellow Elementary 534 11.094,325 $2,049 73.20 26.80 0.00 0.00
009 Donald 0 Lum Elementary 559 $975,044 $1,744 69.50 30.50 0.00 0.00

010 Chipman Middle School 610 $1,672,469 12.742 67.87 32.13 0.00 0.00
011 George P Miller Elementary . 416 1677.452 $1,628 80.59 19.41 0.00 0.00
012 Woodstock Elementary 472 $946,106 12.004 86.08 13.92 0.00 0.00
013 Frank Otia Elementary 294 $689,291 $2,345 81.62 18.38 0.00 0.00
014 Paden Elementary 0 SO SO 0.00 0.00 0.0t) 0.00
015 Will C Wood Middle School 702 $2,001,407 $2,851 70.51 29.49 0.0u 0.00
016 Woodstock Child Development Cs 242 $547,492 $2,262 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
022 Alameda High School 1,287 $3.404.288 $2,645 75.58 24.42 0.00 0.00
023 Encinel High School 1,014 12,775.446 $2,737 70.15 29.85 0.00 0.00
024 Island High School 267 1400.400 $1,500 65.74 34.26 0.00 0.00
091 Special Education District Wid 0 $892,459 SO 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

092 ROP District Wide Programs 0 $421,461 SO 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

093 Driver Training,District Wide 0 $46,624 SO 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
094 Independent StudVatistrict WId 20 $31,241 $1,562 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
095 Woe and HOspital,District WId 2 112.627 $6,413 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
096 Miscellaneous District Wide Pr 0 165.325 SO 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
101 St Barnabas 0 $264,400 SO 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
102 St Joseph 0 $9,600 SO 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00



FIGURE 2-5

PROGRAM COST BY PROGRAM WITHIN SITE

SIMULATION SEOUENCC NO.: 01

TOTAL AND AVERAGE COSTS FOR PROGRAM AND SERVICES

DISTRIC: ALAMEDA UNIFIED SCH DISTRICT
LOCATION: DISTRICT TOTALS

NAME: DESCRIPTION

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS AND RELATED SERVICES
REEENTX: Early Entry Kindergarten
RE_SCK : Self-Contained Kindergarten
RE_SC13 : Self-Contained 1-3
RE_SC4S : Self-contained 4 -S
RECOMSKS: Combination Class
RE PE4S : Release Time P.E. 4 -S
ELMUS_KS: Elementary Music K-5
MSDRAMA7i Drama 7-3
MSORAMAII: Drama
MSPUSLC : Publications 7-8
MSROA6 : Reading Lab 7-8
MSRAR606: Basic Reading 6
MSACROG6: Accelerated Reading 6
MSCINRD06: General Reading I
MSSCR006: Self-Contained Reading 6
MSSCRDGA: Self-Cont. Reading, Accelerated 6
MSMYTH : Mythology
MSESL68 : ESL 6-8
MS6ASEN6: Basic English II
MSACLENG: Accelerated English II
MS EZ62 : General Eng./Lang. Arts
MSSCELAG: Self-Contained Eng./Lang. Arts 6
MSSCENGA: Self-Cont. English, Accelerated 6
MSBASEN7: Basic English 7
MSACLEN7: Accelerated English 7
MS_EZ72 : General Eng./Lang. Arts 7
MSSCE7C : Self-Contained Eng./Lang.A.7Core
MSBASEN8: Basic English 8
MSACLENS: Accelerated English 8
MS_EZ82 : General Eng./Lang. Arts 8
MSSCENG$: Self-Contained Eng./Lang.A.8Core
MSALG : Alegbra
MSPREALG: Pre Algebra 7-8
MUMMA. : Basic Math 6
MSACMAT6: Accelerated Math 6
MSOMAT6 : General Math 6
MSSCMA6 : Self-Contained Math 6
MSSCMAAC: Self-Cont. Math Accelerated 6
MUMMA? : Basic Math 7
MSACMAT7: Accelerated Math 7
MSGMAT7 : General Math 7
MSSCMAAC: Self-Contained Math 7 Core
MUMMA' : Basic Math 6
MSACMAT$: Accelerated Math 8
.11SOMATIL : General Math 8

K-5

CATEGORY SERVICE
CODE: CODE: TOTAL COST

A +=

PER PUPIL P PROGRM
COST UNITS

01-3-101 000-01 $31.943 $550.75 2.00
01-3-101 000-02 $766,455 $1.279.56 23.00
01-3-101 000-04 $1.975.020 $1,159.73 WOO
01-3-101 000-05 $1,192.561 $1.203.41 35.00
01-3-101 000-09 $336,463 61,269.67 10.00
01-3-101 000-10 $360 $0.32 40.00
01-3-t01 000-11 $49.547 $13.67 1.00
02-3-101 EDZO $13.537 $146.75 4.00
02-3-101 EDZ6 $6.643 $112.19 2.00
02-3-101 EJPO $10.276 $107.04 3.00
02-3-101 ERZO $15.766 $213.06 5.00
02-3-101 ER60 $26.677 $261.01 4.00
02-3-101 ER61 $13.473 $220.66 2.00
02-3-101 ER62 $33.644 $236.61 5.00
02-3-10! ER63 $16.643 $306.23 2.00
02-3-101 ER6S $16,843 $295.48 2.00
02-3-101 EXAM $8,421 $290.39 1.00
02-3-101 EXZO $6,773 $521.02 1.00
02-3-101 EZ60 $6,942 $187.63 1.00
02-3-101 EZ61 $27,733 $229.20 .00
02-3-101 EZ62 $69,307 $235.74 10.00
02-3-101 EZ63 $16.843 $306.23 2.00
02-3-101 EZ6S $16.843 $265.47 2.00
02-3-101 EZ70 $13,879 $301.71 2.00
02-3-101 EZ71 $34,688 $216.17 5.00
02-3-101 EZ72 $90.017 $252.66 13.00
02-3-101 EZ74 $16,955 $706.47 1.00
02-3-101 EZ60 $20,679 $449.54 3.00
02-3-101 EZ81 $27.994 $204.34 5.00
02-3-101 EZ82 $97,080 $226.82 14.00
02-3-101 EZ114 $33.910 $564.66 2.00
02-3-101 MAIII $13,335 $196.10 3.00
02-3-101 MXZ1 $39.579 $244.31 6.00
02-3-101 MZ60 $33,058 $330.58 5.00
02-3-101 MZ61 $26.495 $222.65 4.00
02-3-101 MZ62 $59.229 $235.97 9.
02-3-101 MZ63 $16,643 $306.23 2..

02-3-101 MS $16,843 $260.71 2.
02-3-101 MZ70 $26,427 $362.02 4.00
02-3-101 MZ71 $19,870 6223.26 3.00
02-3-101 MZ72 672,460 $219.56 11.00
.02-3-101 MZ74 616.955 $706.47 1.00
02-3-101 MU0 $19,840 $320.00 3.00
02-3-101 0281 $6,627 $213.76 1.00
02-3-101 14282 $79,087 $212.60 , 12.00,

IS
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FIGURE 2-6

SAMPLE PROGRAM BUDGET

FOR SCH_ID*001

SERVICE DESCRIPTIONBasic English 7

CATEGORY CODE SERVICE CODE RESOURCE DESCRIPTION OBJ CODE BUDGET QUANTITY UNIT OF MEAS.

02-3-101 E270 TOTAL BUDGET $6.934.29 . .

02-3-101 E270 CLASSROOM TEACHER 1110 $6,307.29 0.2 101
02-3-101 E270 TEXTBOOKS 4110 $369.00 369.0 301
02-3-101 E270 BOOKS OTHER THAN TXTBKS 4210 $123.00 123.0 301
02-3-101 E270 INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 4310 $92.00 92.0 201
02-3-101 E270 INSTRTNL EQUIPMNT REPL 6510 $43.00 43.0 301

SERVICE DESCRIPTIONGeneral Eng./Lang. Arts 7

CATEGORY COOE SERVICE CODE RESOURCE DESCRIPTION OBJ CODE BUDGET QUANTITY UNIT OF MEAS.

02-3-101 EZ72 TOTAL BUDGET $20.763.88 .

02-3-101 EZ72 CLASSROOM TEACHER 1110 $18,921.88 0.6 101
02-3-101 E272 TEXTBOOKS 4110 $1,107.00 1107.0 ?Ili

02-3-101 EZ72 BOOKS OTHER THAN TXTBKS 4210 $369.00 369.0 301
02-3-101 EZ72 INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 4310 $237.00 237.0 201
02-3-101 E272 INSTRTNL EQUIPMNT REPL 6510 $129.00 129.0 301

SERVICE DESCRIPTIONBastc 2ngl1sh 8

CATEGORY CODE SERVICE CODE RESOURCE DESCRIPTION OBJ CODE BUDGET QUANTITY UNIT OF MEAS.

02-3-101 E280 TOTAL BUDGET $6,926.29 . .

02-3-101 E280 CLASSROOM TEACHER 1110 $6,307.29 0.2 101
02-3-101 E280 TEXTBOOKS 4110 $369.00 369.0 301
02-3-101 E280 BOOKS OTHER THAN TXTBKS 4210 $123.00 123.0 301
02-3-101 E280 INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 4310 $84.00 84.0 201
02-3-101 E280 INSTRTNI. EQUIPMNT REPL 6510 $43.00 43.0 301

SERVICE DESCRIPTION - General Eng./Lang. Arts 8

CATEGORY CODE SERVICE CODE RESOURCE DESCRIPTION OBJ CODE BUDGET QUANTITY UNIT OF MEAS.

02-3-101 E282 TOT,. BUDGET $27,741.17 .

02-3-101 ' EZ82 CLASSROOM TEACHER . 1110 $25,229.17 0.8 101
02-3-101 E282 TEXTBOOKS 4110 $1,476.00 1476.0 301
02-3-101 E282 BOOKS OTHER THAN TXTBKS 4210 $492.00 492.0 301
02-3-101 EZ82 INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 4310 $372.00 372.0 201
02-3-101 E282 INSTRTNL EQUIPMNT REPL 6510 $172.00 172.0 301

4,
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FOOTNOTES FOR CHAPTER 2

(1) For greater detail on the technical implementation of the

RCM, the reader may refer to "The RCM: A Resource Management and

Program Budgeting Approach for State and Local Educational

Agencies," by Jay G. Chambers and Thomas B. Parrish prepared for

the National Institute of Education, 1985, a pro)act report for

the Institute for Research on Educational Finance and Governance

at Stanford University.
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CHAPTER 3

THE RCM AS A DECISION MAKING PROCESS:

A REVIEW OF PREVIOUS EXPERIENCES

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this Chapter is to introduce the RCM approach

as a decision making proceaa for educational agencies at the

Federal, state and local levels. Over the past few years, we

have had the opportunity to apply the RCM sethodology to each of

these contexts. Our experiences in applying this methodology to

cost analysis and decision slaking at these levels will be related

in order to explore the linkages between the information provided

at each level and to examine the differences in the way the

methodology was implemented in these different circumstances.

The importance and success of the RCM as a tool for management of

resources in eaucation will depend largely upon how it is

implemented for these different purposes. This Chapter is

intended to draw out the lessons of our experiences in the

ieplementat.on of the RCM.

The first section of this Chapter examines the state level

applications of the RCM system to projects directed toward school

iinance reform. These kinds of pro3ects represent the first

application for which the RCM was initially developed. Our

previous work in Illinois and Alaska is described. The second

section 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

19
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status of those state pro3ecta is presented in the second

section.

APPLICATIONS OF THE RCM SYSTEM AT THE STATE LEVEL

There is a general lack of information concerning the

relative costa of individual educational programa at all levels

of educational governance. Consequently, although all of the

states allocate more dollars for students in such high coat
progress as special education, these adJuatments are seldom

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

Many state funding formulas are largely based on historical

precedent. As the fairneas of state funding formulas for

education has increasingly come under attack, factors such as the

accurate measurement of educational program coat variations has

become more important to state policy 'takers. The RCM provides

the capability to go beyond the question of what diatricta have

historically spent to tackle the question of what diatricta NEED

in relation to one another and to provide funding to all

districts to operate programs that comply with a single set of

specific, statewide program standards.

The RCM has been designed to assist state policy makers to

derive programmatic coat standards for funding purposes. These

guidelines can be used to ensure the allocation of state aid on

the basis of differences in the costs of providing comparable

educational programs at different locations across the state.

If, for example, states knew the relative costs of delivering a

standard high school curriculum, a standard vocational curriculum

and a standard special education curriculum in different

districts throughout the state, an equitable amount of 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
aerioualy affects the ability of school districts across the
state to provide educational programs of comparable quality. The
RCM can be used to analyze existing expenditure patterns by

program and can provide a decision making structure for

establianing statewide educational program quality standards 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 RCN were in

major studies directed toward the development of cost based
funding for state school finance. The Illinois School Finance
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 mentioned in the introduction to this report, our

original vision of the RCM was as a technical model. We assumed
that programmatic descriptions would be fairly easily accessed
and that program 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 respective 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 RCM. But more importantly, even in the
areas where a knowledge base did exist, the development of

programmatic descriptions as the basis for a school finance



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 them to

define "what is" (i.e., how services were presently being

provided). Rather, we asked them to make a determination of how

these 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 was their cumulative experiences and perceptions of what

districts were currently doing. Some of the individuals were

better prepared than others to carry out this task.

Beyond the issue of expertise, however, was the concern for

the significance of the decisions that were being made 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 observations, we began to deve:op a way

of organizing the data gathering process for the RCM to take into

account the need for programmatic expertise and the

representation of certain political interests. For the purpose

of the Illincis project, three levels of committees were

organized through the course of the r.ro3ect. A series of Program

Category Committees (PCC's) in each of the mayor program areas to

develop the initial specifications of the program delivery

systems. Eight program categories were included: elementary,

secondary, special education, vocational education, gifted

education. bilingual education, compensatory education, and adu:t

education. Eventually, compensatory and adu:t 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 a 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 level, theme

individuals would be responsible for providing juatification for

the recommendations and program apecificationa developed by the

PCC. We had hoped that by telling the committees that they would

have to provide justificiation for their recommendations to

representatives of other committees, we would moderate the

"richness" of the programs somewhat. This was done to respond to

the claims of some individuals who had suggested that the PCC'a

would take a "pie in the sky" attitude and that they woLld

specify only the "ideal." Our thought was that since

representatives of these committees were going to have to

interact in a larger forum later in the project and that these

representatives were going to have to justify the actions of

their fe::ow committee members to a wider audience, we felt_ the

PCC's would act responsibly given the importance of their task

and their own perceptions of the reasonable budgets within which

they were likely to be operating. On average, the evidence from

the overall simulations is consistent with our expectations. The

initial state level coat estimates for providing programs and

services as specified by the PCC's were well within 5X of the

actual expenditures on educational services in the state of

Illinois.

The second level of the RCN process was a Program Review

Panel (PRP). The PRP was established to allow the

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

)
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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 cuapared and the

data were exaained for errors of omission as well as coaission.

The final committee level was designated the RCM Committee.

The RCM Committee consisted of the membership of the PRP along

with representation from the Bureau of the Budget, the Illinois

State Board of Education, and the Illinois Legislature (staff

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 committees and to make final recommendations

regarding the delivery systems which form the foundation of the

RCM cost analysis. 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 meetings of all of the committees were facilitated by the

consultants on the project, the ownership and facilitation of the

meetings were transferred as soon as possible to those

responsible for implementation of the new school finance system

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 aecond

opportunity to apply the 'CM to the development of a cost based

school finance system. Although we implemented some minor

changes in the RCM process for the cond2c1 of the Alaska project,

4J
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the basic structure of the RCM technical model and the decision

making process was the same.

Although each of the various committtis orgt ized as part of

the A'Aska and Illinois pro3ects were able to carry out their

assigned tasks, the ir-mbers of the committees at all levels

experienced sou., frustration early in the process. For the

PCC's, this frustration 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 standards developed as part c.f. the Illinois

project on which to draw. However, because of the significant

differences in the two states, some of these data were not

terribly useful.

The frustration at the higher level committees seemed to

arise out of a lack of direction and sense of authority to act.

There was relatively little guidance from the central actors in

either 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 guidance as to how the RCM might be used in

a school finance distribution oyster, the committees did not seem

to feel that they had any authority to sake any final

recommendations, nor were they sure to v om they should make

such recommendations. Moreover, for a variety of reasons, they

were isolated :rom 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 did

provide a foundation for the credibility of the RCM as a viable
1



cost analysis tool. Because of the widespread participation that

had been encouraged throughout the development of the RCM in each

state, the RCM as a tool for reflecting variations in the costa

of educational services across local school districts gained

relatively wide acceptance. Many individuals from around these

states had been eit- directly or indirectly involved with the

project and were kept aware of the progress of the development of

the RCM 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 system.

THE RCM SYSTEM AS A TOOL FOR LOCAL PLANNING AND BUDGETING

As a result of our interactions with local school

superintendents in the Alaska and Illino., project, we began to

consider the possibility of applying the RCM as a tool for local

planning and budgeting. Local districts had to struggle with

many of the same issues as states related to the adequacy and

eLJity of school funding. The major difference was one of

magnitude and emphasis. In states where there still is a

significant local contribution to revenue, each district had to

define what an adequate level of support is for its students.

Moreover, district officials must deteraine 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 school districts as a policy

and program budgeting tool. The field test for this project was

conducted in Alameda Unified School District (AUSD) in

26

44



California. Through this project, Alameda Unified develoedd a

program-based, in addition to the traditional line-item, budget.

A major goal of this project was to derive budgeting decisiona

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 RCM at the state versus local level, we

decided to implement the RCM initially the same way in which we

had conducted the state study. This meant organizing the same

kind of committee structure for developing program standards.

One major difference that came up almost immediately was the was

significantly 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 analysis,

every single course (e.g., Algebra I or Senior English) becalm 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 olnectives was to design a local

planning and budgeting tool that would provide better decision

making information on educaitonal progress 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 ably to resolve.

The procedural components, however, represented a more formidable

obstacle to implementation of the RCM.
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We organized a series of committees much as we had done at

the state level in the Alaska and Illinois projects. Some of the

same kinds of staff members were assigned to the various

committees as for the state level projects. As in the case of

the state level projects, the committees lacked a good sense of

direction and authority. While the demands for coat and resource

related inforaation 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 consulting contract in Jhich the client had

asked for a specific product. Part ox our work was to deteraine

what the product was and what ahape it would take.

One interesting observation made in relation to the

operation of the local versus state PCC'a was regarding the

differences In interaction between certain members of the

committees. In both the local and state projects, teachers and

administreors participated on these committees. However, while

in the state projects these individuals acted as peers on these

committees, three same types of individuals functioned

differently in the local context. Often teacherp and principals

from the same schools were appointed to the PCC'b I . the local

pilot project. In hese cases, the teachers tended to follow the

lead of their respective principals and did not function ea peers

on these committees. While it is possible that this observation

may be unique to the district in which we were piloting the RCM,

it does seem to make intuitive sense.

Beyond the normal uncertainty associated with the

implementation of a research project of this kind, the committees

were operating without any benchmarks. We began the project with

a "what ought to be" mentality much as we did in the state. As

the project evolved, however, we began to realize that part of
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the problem was that many of the individuals participating on our

committees did not have a good sense of the "whet is." Moreover,

these committees were operating without any sense of what their

authority was to make decisions or recommendations nor 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 makers 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 in the

implementation of the RCM in the local context involved the

traditions; dichotomy between the program and fiscal decision

makers within the district. Because of the design of the RCM,

our initial contacts in the district involved primarily program

professionals (the "spenders" as we previously referred to them).

Because the RCM is built upon the specifications of program and

service delivery systems, much of the initial data gathering on

the committees is done with program professionals and involves

only minimal interaction with the fiscal professionals in the

district. Unfortunately, the way in which the RCM was being

implemented represented an implicit 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

information was the result of a conspiracy, but rather to

indicate simply that the information was not in a form that would

permit the kind of program level resource and decision making
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information which underlies the basic design of an RCM type

system. Thus, the fiscal professionals were not substantively

involved in the project and were being threatened with a loss of

power. Both of these factors had the affect of reducing the

level of cooperation required of the fiscal and business

divisions of the district necessary for implementation of the

project. The resistance or perhaps better the reluctance that we

encountered in the course of the project from the fiscai division

was a result of design problems with the procedural as well as

the technical components of the RCM approach. Despite the

considerable support of the local Board of Education for theAUSD,

it was not sufficient to overcome the lack of cooperation on the

part of the fiscal officers of the district.

One of the other technical issues encountered in

implementation of the RCM at a local versus state level relates

accessibility of the computer technology. The present version of

the mainframe program is written using SAS (Statistical Analysis

Systems) software from the SAS Institute based in Cary, North

Carolina. Until 1985, the SAS product was exclusively a

mainframe product. Thus, a local district desiring to implement

the RCM as a budgeting and planning tool would have had to hook

up to their own or a rs ote mainframe computer. Moreover,

because SAS was primarily designed for IBM or compatible

machines, there were further limitations to accessibility. Many

large districts already have their own mainframe computers, but

not all are IBM compatible nor do they have SAS installed.

Despite the relative ease of purchasing micro computers and other

relatively inexpensive hardware and software that would allow

communication between smaller districts and remote mainframe

computer system', there are a number of practical difficulties

that increase the effort and cost of implementation. Few of

these difficulties are insurmountable, but this i2creases the
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difficulty of installing 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? Whet technical elements of the RCM impede local

versus state implerentation?

APPLICATION OF THE RCE TO EXPENDITURE STUDIES

Dr. William Hartman, of the University of Oregon, laid the

groundwork for the initial RCM concept in measuring the coat to

the nation of fully implementing the Education for All

Handicapped thildren Act (PL94-142).<2> In this study, Hartman

gathered data on delivery systems, enrollments, incidence rat=s

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 PL94-142.

In the Fall of 1984, DRC in conjunction with AEFP was

awarded 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 these

districts may employ to plan and track expenditures, the research

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

district is actually allocating to each of the special education
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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, personnel

allocations, and equipment levels.

Two other studies designed to track expenditures and

patterns of resource allocation were done using the RCM

methodology. One such study was carried out for nonpublic

special education schools in California. A second study was done

to explore the reasons underlying the patterns of cost

differences observed across a sample of local districts in

Connecticut. The Connecticut study included selected programs

and services within the overall elementary, secondary, special

education and bilingual programs.

All of these projects use the RCM concept to make an

assessment of "what is" with respect to educational program

expenditures. Data are gathered through interviews with program

and 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 questions

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 date collection

activities in a way compatible with the technical requirements of

the RCM approach.

These processes will reveal the full costs of each of the

various educational programs, and will allow the comparison of

these costa against other programs. Viewing the different ways

that children with similar needs are served by different
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districts will also provide a basis for considering the most

efficient ways of serving children with different needs. In

addition, this approach should initiate a 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 cf

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 study of special education being

conducted by DRC and AEFP, the data gathering for all but the

very largest districts was conducted by a single individual in

approximately seven days on site. In the study of nonpublic

special education schools, we allocated 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 aupport 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

RCN in different contexts. What possibilities are there for

streamlining the RCM process for database development and for

combining these streaslined 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 from
the standpoint of the coat of retaining the services of

consultants and from the perspective of the travel and time spent

to bring in individual members for the various committee

meetings. While a large budget can be justified in a study which

is intended to reform the school finance system of an entire



,.

state, it is not likely that the same budget would be allocated

to implement a budgeting and planning tool in a local school

district or for that matter to develop a planning tool for state.

The attractiveness of the RCM as a finance, planning and/or

budgeting tool at any level will depend upon the coat of its

implementation, not only in turms of the cost of employing

consultants for initial studies and database development, but

also in terms of the time and effort of local professionals and

the disruption of the existing system of resource allocation. It

will be important to use the time of busy professionals as

effectively as possible.

OUTCOME OF THE STATE LEVEL PROJECTS

It is useful at this stage to describe briefly the outcome

of the two ma3or state pro3ects 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 ataten largely

occurred well after the projects by the consultants were

completed. The account of what happened in these two states is

based on conversations over the course of the past few years

between the authors and the state pro3ect directors and others

from the two states.

As of this writing, Illinois has not implemented the RCM 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 ma3or factors that have

contributed to the RCM not being implemented. FIrst, at the time

when the new school finance system including the RCM was being

formulated and proposed in the fora 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

momentum existed for implementation of a new school finance

r system disappeared. A new superintendent was appointed in the

middle of this whole process and opted to give the matter

"further study" before proceeding.

Second, it is important to recognize that the RCM is not, in

and of itself, a distribution system. While it has

distributional implications, the RCN is a cost model. It

provides a basis from which a school 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

formula as well as tax reform. As with any new formula, there

were winners and losers relative to the current system. Despite

the view that one might be a "fairer" system, few districts or

taxpayers want to give up what they currently have if it is not

absolutely necessary. The RCM, which was but a small part of

this package, took the political blame for economic impacts for

which it was not even responsible. In short, the RCN was the

only piece of the whole package that had a name .attached 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 RCN 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
1



been simulated using the RCM computer software installed as part

of the Illinois project. More importantly, however, the concept

of cost based funding has seemed to prevail in the state

according to comments made to this effect by the Illinois State

Superintendent of Public Instruction in his address to the annual

meeting of the American Education Finance Association, 1986.

During the course of the RCN project in Alaska, there

appeared to be a number of competing agendas regarding the reform

of school finance. No clear leadership emerged within the

Alaska Department of Education to guide the RCM project through

its various hurdles. The RCN committees were provided no

guidelines or authority to act. Our last communications with

individuals in Alaska indicate that the RCN was used to develop

cost weights for various classes of pupils and that these weights

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

finance system.
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FOOTNOTE

(1) The consultants refers to Jay Chambers and Tom Parrish the

principal partners in the AEFP, Inc., the firm with whom the

Illinois State Board of Education contracted to carry out the

study.

(2) William T. Hartman, "Estimating the Costs of Educating

Handicapped Children: A Resource-Cost Nodal Approach" (Stanford

University, Ph.D. Dissertation, 1979), p. 96.

(3) AEFP, Inc. has 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 this project.

(4) The standard "foundation formula" in school finance would
.

I

take the following form:

S(i) = F (R x V(i)3

where 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 local district must

levy to participate in the state aide program, and

V(i) = the assessed value of property per pupil in

district i.

Under this standard "foundation formula," 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 costs of
I



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 increases in categorical aide and some states have implemented

cost indices to ad3ust state aide for differences in purchasing
power.

The RCN might be incorporated into this kind of foundation
formula by allowing the value of F to vary by district. The

attom line numbers derived from an RCN type of simulation would

reflect the per pupil costs of serving students in each district

given the variations 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

amount for each district so that the foundation formula would now

be written,

S(1) = F(i) - (R x V(1)3.
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CHAPTER 4

RETHINKING IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RCM

INTRODUCTION

In aapter 2, we provide the reader with a brief overview of

the technical components of the RCM: the elements inv, ved in

building the RCM database and the kinds of cutcosea produced by

the computer software. In Chapter 3, we presented an outline of

how the decision making co.?onents of the RCM have been carried

out in previous studies at the state, local and federal levels,

and we discussed some of the leasona to be learned out of these

experiences. Because the RCM represents a relatively new

approach, all these previous studies shou3d be yawed as part of

a larger effort evolving toward a viable cost model for

educational decision making.

The purpose of the present Chapter is to describe a variety
,

of scenarios for the application and implementation of the RCM

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 local) 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 addressed at each step of the

r
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project. The emphasis of this report will be on procedural

rather than technical concerns. Technical issues related to

database development and utilization of the computer software

have been addressed in the report presented to the NIE for fiscal

year l'Adi entitled "The RCM: A Resource Management and Program

Budgeting Approach for State and Local Educational Agencies."

INITIATION OF THE PROJECT

One of the first issues that must be addressed in beginning

a project to apply the RCM is whether the project is to be more

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 issues a bit, let us consider some examples

of these twv alternative orientations. The Congressionally

mandated study of special education expenditures referred to in

Chapter 3 is a classic example of a "WHAT IS" type of study.

Similarly, the study carried out for the state of Connecticut to

axplore some of the sources of variation in the costs of

providing educational services across the state represents

another example of the "WHAT IS" orientation. The major purpose

of both studies is to identify what level of resources is

presently being devote'', to the provision of various types of

educational services and to identify the various factors

underlying the observed differences in actual expenditures across

jurisdictions. Otter 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 steering 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 case of a "WHAT OUGHT TO BE" orientation, tha

implications for the development of the RCM process might be

different. Both the Illinois and Alaska school finance reform

projects would fall into this category of RCM projects. The

primary purpose of these two projects was to develop a new school

finance distribution meelaniam that was at least in part based on

variations in the coats of providing for the differing needs of

students served in different local jurisdictions around these

states. If similar students across districts are to be treated

similarly, then the state will have to establish a striae of

standards for service provision. Moreover, it may be appropriate

to differentiate these standards according to certain criteria,

e.g., district size and geographic location. Liven the

complexity of the educational enterprise and the diverbity of

opirion among relevant constituencies as to priorities, lict.1:

policy makers will be required to address a number of "WHAT OUGHT

TO BE" kinds of questions in this type of application of the RCM.

What alternative standards of service might be considered? How

might 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 determining

funding while allowing the local 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 ultimately

one that must address a series of "WHAT OUGHT TO BE" kinds of

questions prior to establishing a final allocation of resources

among competing uses.

In the cases of "WHAT OUGHT TO BE" applications, it may seem

more appropriate to initiate a comprehensive decision making

structure. The purpose of this process is to solicit 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

participatory process is to help establish the credibility of the

approach from a technical and political perspective.

The foregoing distinction between the "WHAT 15" versus "WHAT

OUGHT TO BE" studies makes the decision abort implementation

sound deceptively simple. The reason for this is that underlying

almost any "WHAT IS" type of question is a "WHAT OUGHT TO BE"

kiwi Ji question. When one is evaluating the impact of a policy

or ,xogenous change on patterns of resource allocation or is

examining the patterns of variation in expenditures and resource

allocation, it is usually for the purpose of making an assessment

of the current system in view of alternative approaches to

accomplishing the same goals.

r;
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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 RCM database in all of our previous studies. The

individuals participating on the various committees began the

process of specifying service standards with no benchmarks. The

only information they brought to the meetings derived from their

personnel experiences. Although there was generally

representation from jurisdictions that exhibited some of the

characteristics related to differences, there was no formal

mechanism initiated for orgenizing 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 as

benchmarks. This means that almost any project should be

initiated from a "WHAT IS" perspective. Gathering data on

current patterns of allocation and methods of service delivery

will provide a solid 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 sight be established. These benchmark data prowde 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 date

become examples of what the RCM data should look like. No longer

are the committee members having to fill out blank worksheeta for

the specification of educational delivery systems. Committee

members would be reacting to a 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 a structure for decision

making. The Connecticut project represents an example of how one

might initiate a statewide study for a school finance reform

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 the

participants in the decision making process.

In an application of the RCN 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 data 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

Alameda Unified School District. This sense of involvement,

participation and even ownership in the final product of the work

will be important in gaining the acceptance from the fiscal

decision makers.

Moreover, in this process of gathering the initial database,

it is useful to spend sufficient time with business professionals

in the local jurisdiction to devise ways of using as many as

possible of the existing conventions and codes for organizing

information. To the extent that existing program and object

codes can be used in the development of the new database, it will

be possible to make comparisons with the original database. This

has three major advantages. First, the new database is to some

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

mission more easily in this case. Third, by utilizing the

existing codes to the extent possible, comparisons of the

alternative databases (the new and the old) should reveal more

clearly any advantages that the new database might have for

decision making by placing emphasis on the differences in the

organization and presentation of the information. Perhaps the

moat Important benefit to be gained from relying on existing

structure is that it reduces the cost of transition to a new

system.

What happens if there are 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 IS,"

it is often helpful in conducting interviews to provide examples

of the kind of data you are trying to gather. This issue arose

in the conduct of the Congressionally mandated special education

study 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 be

relatively straightforward and precise with regard to the desired

it. a 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 RCN

database. Our experience in doing educational coat analysis over

- .
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the past few years is that there are more similarities than

dissimilarities in educational programs ar.3ss local

jurisdictions. Since education is a labor intensive activity,

major differences in costs arise out of differences in class

sizes, caseloads, teacher class loads, and salary levels. To a

lesser degree, the composition of students across educational

programs also will create coat differences related to the

variations in the administrative and support burdens associated

with these different programs. In order to facilitate the data

collection activity, we have devised a prototype set of

educational program and service delivery systems. 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 capital

equipment items associated with specific educational programs and

services (both instructional and administrative and support

services).

A savor advantage to the prototype database is that it

places the user in a more reactive rather than proactive mode,

and hence, reduces the amount of time required to gather

information on delivery system specifications. While some might

argue that the structure and information contained in the

prototype database may perhaps influence responses of users

somewhat, this is less likely to be a problem 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 system

specifications are likely to be more related to the more visible

data elements such as class sizes and caseloads on which new data

are fairly easily ascertained within given areas. Minor

differences in the lists of capital equipment within a given
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program across jurisdictions are less likely to have such impact

on the overall analysis given the relatively small proportion of

the budget allocated to capital items. Chapter ??? provides a

more detailed discussion of the structure and content of the

prototype database.

ORGANIZING THE RCM DECISION MAKING PROCESS

Once an initial RCM 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 in terms of the access to services as well as

costs. It provides a basis against which one can decide whether

alternative patterns of resource allocation are worth the cost.

It provides a context within which cost-utility or cost-benefit

considerations might be brought into play.

Whatever the circumstances, however, the consideration of

"WHAT OUGHT TO BE" kinds of issues raise questions that by their

nature must be addressed in a political context. The issues may

have to be resolved by a policy making body (e.g., a atate

legislature or a local school board), and the individuals or

constituencies responsible for Raking recommendations Rust have

credibility with those legislative bodies and must have faith in

the rrocess by which the recommendations were developed.

Toward this end, we have developed a structure for decision

making under the implementation of the RCM and this structure has

been designed to encourage a diversity of partiL,pation by

varions constituencies, to provide guidance to those



participating in the process from the appropriate authorities and

to bring together fiscal and programmatic interests. It is a

process that builds on and recognizes the explicitly political

nature of the types of decisions being made within the RCM.

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 appropriate. These

decisions are made in light of the projected cost data, the

competing needs for these funds and the overall level of funding

available.

There is a great deal of flexibility in using the RCM

System, and the accompanying process can be tailored to fit

existing organizational structures and various political

climates. A prototype of this process is outlined in Figure 2.

The RCM process is depicted at five levels of involvement. At

Level 1, a Policy Committee is formed. This relatively small

group of policy makers will comprise a unique combination of

individuals for each organization. For example, members would

represent the school board and the administration, and might

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 condssct 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 rem,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 define the

program categories to bt included in the analysis, and may use

this opportunity to (Mead the immediate needs and long-tern

plans of the organization.

More 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 computer

software and the coat analysis that it is capable of doing should

be viewed as a tool for analysis. However, in general, it is a

tool that fits into a larger context of policy analysis whether

it be used as a cost base for a state school finance sustem or a

budgeting and planning tool to help local school districts

allocate resources, close (open) schools, etc. For this reason,

some part of the RCM decision making process must of necessity

interface with activities associated with this larger context

into which the cost analysis fita. The Policy Committee

established as part of the RCM process might be a Committee with

a much larger set of responsibilities associated with these other

tasks.

As an example, in the case of a state-wide school finance

study, the Policy Committee might encompass all of the major

studies related to the reform effort and would be responsible for

coordinating the results of the various reform projects. The

importance of this coordination is to ensure that various results

are consistent with one another.
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At Level 2, the Program Category Committees ( PCC's) are

convened. The exact organization of programs and services into

program categories will be particular to each organization.

Common program categories sigh. include Regular Elementary,

Regular Secondary, Special Education, Vocational Education, and

Bilingual Education. These groups should include members with

specific program 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 tl-- different circumstances

that result in educational coat differences are accounted for in

the process of developing standards 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

geographic representation, however, the PCC's should represent

the various professional interest groups involved in education,

e.g., administrators and teachers. Teachers associations in this

countsy are among the most politically powerful interest groups

and their membership clearly has something to contribute to a

state-wide process involved in the consideration of service

delivery standards.
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In a local application of the RCM, the same basic parameters

for representation apply on a smaller scale. Representilticfln of

various communities and interest groups from within the district

might well to called for in the utilization of the RCM an a tool

for local planning and budgeting where service delivery standards

are to be established. Schools serving different communities may

required slightly different delivery systems, and the political

viability of a participatory approach to budgeting must include:

the most important interest groups represent educational

professionals. In the local context, a PCC could represent a

forum in which administrators and teacaers can work together in a

non-adversarial context where the goal is to establish

recommendations for "appropriate" standards of service.

It should be noted that while there may he 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

en elaborate process. Even in larger districts where the goals

of the project are leas 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 accomplished 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

evaluation and standardization of the resource quantities that

have b.Jen specified. This stage allows the development of a

consistent rationale to underlie the resulting gram
standards. It allows the participants to check to see if all fo
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the PCC's used the same criteria and were operating under the

sane implicit con.7:aints in developing the recommended service

standards. It is important for the professional educators to

develop a cor..non foundation on which to make bap recommendations

on the standards of service. This committee (i.e., the PRP) is

the last place in the process in which the professional educators

are likely to dominate membership of the committee. It is

expected that they will reach some consensus of opinion regarding

the possible trade-offs across educational programs and services

and will develop a comprehensive justificction for their

recommendations.

In Level 4, the RCM Committee is made up of the PRP and

representatives outside the education agency This allows a

broader perspective through the addition of representatives from

the agency's supporting environment. At the state level, this

might include representatives #rom the legislative and executive

branchee of goverment. These constituencies represent the more

leners1 concerns of government which must balance the resource

needs of education against all other public services. At the

local level, teachers, parents, students and other community

members might be included. Th..3 RCM Committee might also be a

subset of the original Policy Committee or it might I the same

committee It is at tills stage that the RCM must 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 specifications and cost data

derives' 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 wi:1 be the local

,-
It
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School Board. The two -way arrows in the diagiam illustrate that

the program recommendations and definitions may be submitted to

the final authority and resubmitted to the program levels for

further clarification or review at the discretion of the policy

maker& involved. The various levels of review serve to keep the

specifications in line with the overall budget limitations facing

the organization. At each lave', the specifications may be

altered or referred back to an earlier committee fox further

consideration.

Each level of the process for spec lying educational

resources is conducted such that the participants ire kept aware

of the resource constraints facing the organization. Intra-

program and inter-program resource trade-offs become apparent to

the participants through the realization that educational

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 assessing deficiency in

funding as well as a practical tool for allocating existing

resources.

At Levels 2 through 4 these negotiation processes may be

informed by cost simulations from the RCM 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

p. 'gram adda to the power of the RCM decision making process.

Beyond the computttional functions, which would be overwhelming

if this concept were not computerized, the speed and facility of

this computer program allows the siulation of a variety of

resource allocation strategies. It is the near-immediate

feedback of the coat implications of policy a'ternatives that
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allows fine-tuning and adjustment toward a balance that is

"appropriate" in terms of what programs require and what is

affordable.

Whatever the design of the process, it is important to be

aware of the significant cost in terms of human resources of

organizing and meeting the various committees. For this reason,

it is iAportant to plan this portion of the process carefully so

as to use time as effectively as possible. Committee meetings

should be well organized with objeocives 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 is

no reason to alter an exalting and smoothly functioning decision

making prccess. Therefore, the RCM can be implemented by

ensuring that the functions of the various committees outlined in

Fiq"re 4-1 and described above are integrated into the

r....Insibilities 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 utilizi. 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

are likely to be best resolved through the organization of a

formal 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 15" kind of mentality in preparation



for the "WHAT OUGHT TO BE" issues that usually underlie the

initiation of cost analysis projects. At the stage where the

"WHAT OUGHT TO BE" issues are to be addressed, it would be useful

to organize a formal decision Baking process. This formal

process makes 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.

Finally, these recommendations are considered in a broader

context including the educational professionals in combination

with wider interest groups involved in the ultiacte policy making

bodies.
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CHAPTER 5

STRATEGIC PLANNING AND THE RCM

The concept of strategic planning in education can be

defined as a process for providing school diatricta with a long

range plan for carrying out the mission it hap defined for itself

as effectively as possible within the context of available

resources. Accurate programmatic coat information is an

important ingredient in such a process. The planning of

efficient operations for the future requires comprehensive data

gathering p,-,Icesses to assist in the development of appropriate

goats and objectives and cost Information to consider the most

cost-ef4sictive of the alternative approaches to achieving them.

Thus, an RCM data base could serve as an intecral part within the

larger context of strategic planning processes. The purpose of

thia chapter is to present an approach to the concept of

strategic planning as applied to public education.

INTRODUCTION 70 THE 5TRATEG1C PLANNING CONCEPT

M:.-, cchool districts set goals each year or identify ma;or

areas for emphasis but few develop focused long range directions

for the entire district or carefully weigh the coats associated

with alternative ways of meeting their priorities. Through such

processes, there is a need to look at the district as a whole

rather than as a group of indivAual departments or programs.

Theme directions should be based on clearly established purposes

or missions for the district in meeting the numerous needs of

students, parents and the community. This process should

involve the governing board end the top administrators in the

district and should include input from a variety of staff ano
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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 necessary to beat meet the needs of the

district.

There are three major phases in the strategic planning

process. The Mission Phase is centered around the formulation of

mission statements for the district and includes analyses of the

district's internal and external environment. The next phase is

the The Three Year Plan Development Phase. The three year plan

formulated for the district in this phase is designed to be in

keeping with the district mission. Specific program objectives

are listed for achieving the objectives of ",is plan. The last

phase is MonitoriLg and Review. In this phase the specific

program plans are implemented, monitored and revie -d. The

remainder of this chapter describes these three phases of

strategic planning and concludes with a note on implementation.

Appendix A contains an example of a Program Plan in the area of

vocational education.

THE MISSION PHASE

The mission phase o' the strategic planning process is

initiated with the formulation of clear missfon statements.

These statements set forth the general purposes of the district

and provide the foundation for all further planning. The next

step in this phase is the consideration of the internal and

external factors which affect the type of services to be offered

and the manner in which they are delivered. Economic,

political, technical, educational and social factors are

considered through the development of environmental trend

statements. Factors occurring within the district are also
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examined through the development of communication channels with

students, parents, and community.

MISSIO STATEMENTS. Mission statements form a clear,

concise description of the basic purposes of the district. They

also provide a basis Lpon which to assess the appropriateness of

specific programs and aervicea. Current programa which strongly

support the mission can be fostered while those that are not

totally consistent with the mission ceh be redirected.

Mission statements are usually drafted by the Board and the

administration in a joint meeting. They are then distributed to

staff and communit) for review and comment culminating with a

public hearing at a regulaz board meeting. The mission statements

begin with an overall mission for the district wnich :s the

district's basic philosophical statement. The specific mission

statements then cover areas relating to students, pazants, the

public, other agencies and the district's internal operating

programs.

The following is an example of an overall mission statenent

demonstrating the general philosophical position of the district:

"To provide the highest quality education possible within limits

of available resources, to enable each student to realize maximum

potential, achieve self-sufficiency, and be a responsible citizen

in an ever-changing environment."

More d,tailed mission statements are then developed for each

of the various student and support areas:

student need areas - standard academic

college bound

vocational education

special education
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educational support -

district support -

gifted and talented

extra-curri-ular

guidance and coenerling

testing and evaluation

library and media

health services

staff development

curriculum development

transportation

food service

The mission statements should be developed in a workshop

meeting of the Board and the administration where they reach

consensus on each statement. This is usually best handled by an

outside facilitator to allow each participant to work objectively

and impartially toward reaching a common statement. A Board cheur

or a Superintendent are educational and policy leaders an,.:

usually find it difficult to lead a consensus discussion without

being directive or abdicating their true roles.

The mission statements should be short phrases that are

clear and concise and cover three mayor elements. The first is

the target of the mission. who is to be nerved. TI..s shoulc be

done in specific terms so that the exact population being coverec

is clear. An example of a target for a mission statement for

gifted students would be, "those students who are certified

through state criteria for gifted and dimtrict adopted criteria

for talented." 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 is to include any constraints known to affect the

deliver), 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 statements

then _become the district'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 phase involves the icrentific...4ion of significant trends

which will have an impact on the district's ability to del:Lr

educational programs. If long range planning is to be effective,

consideration must be given to factors beyond the control of the

district. To some extent, identifying environmental trends is e

futuring activity and will be subject to all of the imprecIsion

inherent in any attempt to predict the future. But, careful

analysis of current conditinas, drawing on the insight of experts

in appropriate fields, can produce useful sets of predictions.

The first year of planning of this type usually does not yield

extensive local trends so districts tend to use many trends which

are statewide in scope. A number of district trends can be

identified anc will be expanded in future years. The type of

trends shown in the following list indicate the areas that can be

covered and can also be reflected in the individual program

statements where appropriate.

Federal trends - Attitude toward major programs, funding

levels and regulations by the President

and Administration, Office of Education

and Congress.

- Attitude toward categorical aid and block

grants, and educational research.

- Projected funding levels by major programs.



State trends - Political attitudes toward major programs

and funaing levels by the Governor and the

Legislature.

Projected economic conditions and predicted

funding levels by mayor program.

- Directions of mayor programs as determined

and directed by the state.

Current and projected legal and judicial

mandates.

- Projected directions in employer-employee

relations and the availability of human

resources.

- Directions and descriptions of technology

as applicable to education.

District trends - Academic trends as measured by test scores.

- Student demographic profiles.

- Attitudes and behaviors of stucents and

the school climate.

- Any major problem area being facec ay the

district.

Community Trends- Attitudes and support of local community.

- Relationship with other levels of

government.

- Relationship with other districts, private

schools and higher education.

Trends are usually short statements which individually may

not be that insightful but which can be quite helpful in guiding

the strategic planning process when presented together in a

systematic fashion. The state trends should be gathered from

experts and in many cases are already available from various

state level organizations or agencies. The local trends must be

ascertained by district personnel. School climate can be
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det-,rmined through a survey of the teaching and site level staff

who indicate whet they have seen as trends in such areas as:

Students - Behavior, attitude, motivation, and relation-

ships with peers and adults

Parents - Involvement with their chiles and the schow,

and attitude toward the school and district

Community Attitude and involvement toweled the school and

the district

The district should assign appropriate administrators to

develop trends in demographics, relationship with other

governmental agencies, and conditions affecting the various

educational programs. All of the trends gathered should be

reviewed and validated by the administrative team to env-re that

they are realistic and should be published as trends affecting

districts programs.

MARKET ANALYSIS. The market research component of the

planning process includes a review of its "clients'" needs and

priorities. For such analyses the district's clients shuuld be

considered to include parents, students and the community.

District staff should also be considered as internal client= for'

some of the districts internal administrative and support

services.

An internal survey 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

may best be done by en outside agency to ensure that the results

are objective and not self serving. The survey should be

anonymous but can identify the type of staff so that a nore
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thorough analysis can be made of the results. Typical functional

areas included in the internal survey include:

Personnel services - Selection of staff

- Affirmative action

- Handling fringe benefits

- Employer-eaployee relations

- Contract administration

Business Services - Budget development

Fiscal reporting

- Purchase order processing

- Payroll processing

Maini:enance and Custodial services

Operations Maintenance services

- Landscaping and grounds

- Energy management

Instructiona. Curriculum development

Support - Textbook selection

- Staff development

- Testing and evaluation support

Market analyses can also be conducted for parents, students

and the community. There are a number (I; processes that can be

used to conduct this type of survey, but districts find chat one

of the most efficient is a random sample telephone survey

covering every school in the district. The type of questions have

to salected very carefully to avoid raising expectations that

cannot be fulfilled. The questions are usually compiled by the

administration but it is beat to have the survey ac+.ally

constructed by outside experts to ensure clarity and

ob)ectivitiy. Questions should be in areas where decisions need

to be made and input from the parents or community is needed to

make the proper choice. Questions could include the following
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sample 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 costa?

- Select from a list of choices where additional funds, such

re lottery funds, should be spent.

- Should extra-curricular sports continue to be supported at

the current financial level by the district.

THE THREE YEAR PLAN DEVELOPMENT PHASE

The first component of this phask is the complet:on of

prograr descriptions. Every major operating program in the

district is Included. Each is described in enough detail to

ensure that district po:icy makers as well as the community can

easily understand how the program operates and the major

functions performed. The description should include the number

c. students served, the number of certificated and classified

staff and t.:-, budget allocation. RCM budget descriptions would

be idea: for this pupose. The budget data should indicate the

source of the revenue, wlether general fund and discretionary or

categorical and restricted, and the expenses should be divided

between personnel and non-personnel costs.

The program descriptions are completed by the appropriate

program manager 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 program plans or philosophical

statements. The budget data should be provided by the district



fiscal office and reviewed by each program manager es part of the

description process.

PROGRAM PLAN. In the next step of this phase, the mission,

trend and market information are 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 major directions for the District and develop a long

range plan for each program. The major directions are set at

this meeting and are used as each program plan is developed to

assure that each program fits into the overall plan. Each

program is scribed as it is envisioned to be in the next three

years. A specific set of tasks is then developed tc be

accomplished in the next year to advance the program towards its

specified goals. Once the Board and the administration have

completed this step, the information is made available for review

and comment by the staff, parents and community.

THREE YEAR PLAN. On the basis of these program

descriptions, the Board and the administration jointly develop

overall directions for the district for the next three years. A

list of five to ten major directions that have been egreec upon

by consensus should evolve from this process. The following

example of major directions for a unified district were developed

st 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 programs.

Rethink the course of study for general education at the

high school level.
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Integrate technology into the irstructional program.

Personnel:

- Restructure the use of personnel in order to increase their

efficiency

Effect an overall reduction of personnel through increased

efficiency, particularly in the administrative and support

areas.

- Meet the compensation commitments made to employees.

Financial:

- Pursue fiscal stability.

Develop a program budget and provide for program fiscal

accountability.

- Work to establish fiscal Credibility and 11 increase local

funding.

Management:

- Integrate technology into management and support systems.

Improve the maintenance and utilization of district

facilities.

Build a committed workforce and increase the involvement of

all staff -n the decision making process.

Once tne wor directions have been formulated a three year

plan is developed for each program. These plans are developed

after fully revieqing the program mission, the trends that will

affect the program, any market data gathered for that program and

the current operations and resources. Input is provided at thy:

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 program 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.



The directions set for ec: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

following year to move the program toward the identified

directions. Primary input for these tasks will come from the

program manager, who beat knows the operation of the program, but

there can be 84-ni:icant influence by the rest of the

administration and the Board.

PROGRII" OBJECTIVES. Each task for the following year will

be described in the form of specific objectives. These will

include 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 will be prior:tized to guide the final budgeting

process. Objectives ere written by the program manager or staff

who will carry them out. The objectives should be specific and

measureable end should Include all anticipated resource needs.

The presense of an RCM program cost base and the simulation

model could greatly assist this step of the strategic planning

process. While many program managers will have the best

understanding of local resource needs, they seldom have a vehicle

for translating their needs into budget documents or budgeting

processes .n which they can actively participate. Within the

context of strategic planning, the RCM could t2ovide a more

accurate picture of alternative programmatic resource

requirements. Such 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 completed directions, tasks. and

objectives are integrated into en overall planning document and a
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final review is conducted. A supplemental listing of the nrogram

objectives, the required resources and the assessed workload on

each administrator is helpful in this review. The first year ;n

a comprehensive planning process can result in a set of tasks

which may be too optimistic and can significsn*Iv overload

administrative and program staff. Therefore this listing of

resource requirements and workload assessments should serve as a

check to ensure that both fiscal and personnel resources are

realistically available.

All program tasks may not be possible within the available

resources se priorities will have to be established. This

process is much easier now that each program has been reviewed

and 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 programs should

receive additional resources. Priorities should also be set for

each task, particularly those which require additional resources,

within each program. This process will allow a final plan to be

adopted that is realistic within the overall district budget.

The plan can be monitored through a chronol cal task list

that identifies the tasks to be accomplished by program and by

date. This allows administrators to regularly review the status

of each prograr plan and to take corrective action where

necessary.

There should also be a mid-year review to describe the

status of each task. Problf, Anion should be identified and

recommendations made for m6dification or deletion of ta-ks to

ensure that the plan stays within the resources available and can

be accomplished on time. There is a tendency for people who are

behind schedule to lose incentive or give up rather than to
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reassess and realign 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 end should believe that a

planned approach to the future will assist them in their policy

and decision making role. But, it is the superintendent that must

coordinate the planning process, provide incentives for the staff

by indicating that the result, of the plan will be used and

direvA the implementation of the plan. Care should be taken to

not overload the management staff but at the same time it should

be indicated that planning is a normal part of every manager's

job.

The first year of planning is one where every pzogran is

reviewed and initial directions are set. This is where programs

are identified that should change direction or be modified. The

plan should identify additional information needed and the

development of alternatives so that in the second planning cycle,

actual program changes can be determined and directed. Program

changes can be made during any planning yeer but major

modifications usually take more than one year.

Hist(...ically most educational organizations have focused the

vast majority of their energies on solving aay-to-day problems.

Little time has been reserved for short term planning and almost

no time to the development of carefully considered long term

planning systems. The planning functions that do exist are most

often focused on the development of program based budgets or are
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limited to programs in a categorical fashion. School districts

seldom reserve time or resources for the more comprehensive

considera ton of where they are going and how they nicht best

utilize existing resources to arrive there. Strategic planning

processes and RCM coat data are two important elements to

improving efficiency in resource utilization. Just as the beat

laid plans are not likely to be realized without accurate coat

in:Jrmation, better cost data alone will not assist the district

without a well conceived plan for using them.



CHAPTER 6

TEE PROTOTYPE RCH DATABASE

INTRODUCTION

A critical factor in increasing the efficiency of

implementing the RCM is to reduce its labor intensity. Much of

the required personnel time comes in the form of the committee

work described in Chapter 3. In applications where educational

standards are being developed or where organizations are

evaluating present practice, -elatively lengthy deliberations are

undoubtedly qui e appropriate and are an important element of

ensuring well considered results. In simpler expenditure studies

there may not even be a process component. Regardless pf the

eventual process, however, an important element in reducin. 'le

labor intensity involved with the analysis component of his

approach is the acceleration of the ccnstruction of the initial

data base.

For this reason, in employing the "ingredients" method to

educational cost analyses, there are important advantages to be

gained by starting with a prior model of the expected

ingredients. While the high level of detail of such an approach

affords considerable advantages, came data requirements can

also represent formidable obstacles to timely completion of the

analyses at reasonable levels of cost. Through the application

of the RCM in a variety of educational settings, we have observed

that 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 models include personnel and ronpersonnel resources.

Although it is not contended that these models can or should be
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generalized to the nation, it has been our intention to derive

reasonable estimates of the resources that might be found in

alternative educational program and service settings.

The major idea 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. You will not be

surprised to find, for example, that a high school chemistry lab

in Hartford looks much like its counterpart in Seattle. While

the job of organizing and listing all of these ingredients, to

include quantit's, years of life, and replacement values of

equipment is formidible, once this has been done, much on this

list will be applicable to chemistry claases everywhere. The

ms'or factors that will affect the relative costs of th,ns two

labs are class size and the percent teacher allocation to the

class. Thus, in utilizing the prototype, these two features

would clearly need 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 '...o the extent appropriate for a given application.

The purpose of this chapter is to present four products from

the 101 Prototype Database. These range from vezy aggregative

equipment and constriwtion coat factors chat allow relatively

rough estimates of these costs and that can be derived with

minimal levels of data and effort to highly detailqd prototypes

of the personnel and nonpersonnel resources that could be

associated with various instructional and administrative programs

and services. This chapter will describe the development of

these products as well as the products themselves. It will
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conclude with a discussion of possible uses of these products arc

proposed areas for further development.

EQUIPMENT COST ESTIMATION IN PRIOR RCM STUDIES

In attempting to develop detailed cost descriptions of

educational programs and services, the ost cumbersome component

is the listing and pricing of equipment. Although our equipment

inventory data agest that annualized equipment coats only

constitute approximttely 2% of overall educational expenditures,

the overa:1 investment in equipment for education is not trivial

and can be an important component in distinguishing between the

alternative costs of programs. Thus, despite its relatively

small share of the budget, deletion or distortion of equipment

costa can significantly affect differences in educational program

cost estimates.

This problem is magnified by the fact there is no good

substitute for listing and costing individual equipment items.

An examination of prior years' expenditures on equipment, for

examp_e, does not provide good indications of the equipment cost

of a program or service. This is the most common procedure used

by "accounting-type" approaches to educational cost estimation.

As accounting records seldom associate equipment items to

individual programa or amortize the costs of th.,e items over

their actual expected lives, estimates of equipment costa based

on such records will only reflect what has been spent 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 coats

and if they have been deferring these costs no equipment

expenditures may be shown, even in areas where actual equipment

costs are high.
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In prior applications of the RCN we have dealt with this

problem in several different ways. In the state-level studies of

Illinois and Alaska, the expectation was that each of the program

specification committees would produce detailed equipment lists

and prices for each of the program models specified. In neither

study were the required equipment lists developed systematically

or with consistency.

While each committee made some attempt to resolve these

issues. the tediousness and level of detail required in listing

qipment quantities and prices generally caused most of the

committees to defer the fall completion of this task. The

efforts of these educational practitioners, who were already

volunteering time :rom uusv schedules, was best spent on the

arduous tasks of deriving agreement on "appropriate" lists of

education programs for each state and assigning class size levels

of personnel resources and dollar amounts for supplies an:

materials, travel and purchased services. Having flna::y

reacned agreement in these difficult areas, there was selccr any

time or energy :eft to specify equipment requirements.

Listinc the equipment quantities and prices for an

eletentary classroom, for example, requires sub]ect:.ve

determinations regarding reasonable quantities and the research

of current prices. A comparable listing for a chemistry lab is

more difficu t and the job becomes extremely complex when

attempting to develop generalized lists of equipment needs for a

district business office, transportation barn or warehouse.

Thus, the equipment cost data for these two state studies were of

varying queity at `he instructional levels and were weak at the

administrative and support levels. In a few instances, however,

research staff were allocated for this purpose and highly



detailed eoqipment listings were produced. The vocational

program equipment listings for Alaska, for example, were

developed by personnel from the State Department of Education in

that State and are the basis for some of the vocational program

specifications in the RCM Prototype.

The studies in Illinois and Alaska lasted twelve and

eighteen months respectively. More recent studies conducted for

the federal government across eighteen states and studies in

California and Connecticut have been on a such tighter timeline.

The nature of these studies made it necessary to construct the

databases in these districts quickly. The objective of the

federal study is to determine expenditures on individual specie.

education programs and at the same time to gather data on

expenditures in all other programs and administrative services ..,n

6C sample districts. Because special education was to he

modelled in detail, prior listings of possible equipment items

were preprinted for each program as a basis for assistina the

participants to specify programmatic equipment needs. All of the

other instructional and administrative services in the district

beyond special education were specified in a such more

aogregative fashion. As there was no time to specify detailec

listings of equipment in those areas and as program by program

coat information was not required outside of special education,

equipment cost factors were developed for use in this project.

These factors have been further refined and represent one of the

RCM Prototype products to be described later in this chapter.

PROTOTYPE DEVELOPMENT

Through our efforts to develop these equipment cost

standards we came into contact with American Appraisal

Associates, Inc., (AAA) AAA is a valuation corsulting firm



specializing in tangible and intangible property and replacement

cost informs on services based in Milwaukee, Wisconsin. This

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 school districts of the nation

are clients of AAA. A major service that AAA provides school

districts is a computerized inventory of all school district

equipment.

The initial step in obtaining this inventory data base is a

physical inventory by AAA appraisers of all equipment beyond a

certain specified value. During this process, these appraisers

either record the original purchase price of the item or esti.-te

it on the basis of stadardized appraisal methods. A "useful

life" figure is also assigned to each item and the "new

replacement cost" (NRC) is calculated through the application of

a set of trend factors developed by AAA. This inventory .s

updated through periodic future visits to the district or through

the submission of annual listings of new equipment purchased by

the district. Also. the inventory file for a district car be

entirely updated to produce an estimate of replacement costs at

any point in time using "trending factors," a product AAA has

developed for this purpose.

To derive estimates of equipment costs for the federal

study, full inventory data bases were acquired from AAA for four

California school districts. This 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 maintained

for each district (the date set for the largest district

contained over 46,000 records). It was also believed that the

highly detailed data base obtained from these four districts

wou:c be sufficient to derive the equipment cost factors. These
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factors will be described in more detail in this chapter. AAA is

also the source of the constriction cost data to be presented.

Subsequent development of the AAA data also provided the

primary basis for the detailed equipment prototypes to be

presented in this chapter. These highly detailed school district

inventories contained location, current replacement price and

estimated years of life data. Unfortunately, although these data

contained all of the elements needed to construe* a prototypical

equipment listing by location, because these data bases were

constructed for other purposes they often did not conform to our

needs. For example, the location for many of the iters was

listed as "throughout the building" and many of the prices were

inconsistent and occasionnallv highly irregular, e.c. a work

table priceo at $45,000. Thus, although the AAA data provided an

important beainninc to this work, much reorganization, clearirc,

coding and refinement was required. In addition, the AAA data

were not sufficient in such specialized areas as s7ecial

education, vocational, bIlingual and compensatory programs. Data

for the completion f the prototypes in these areas care from

data gathered through our various other "ingredients approac!%"

studies.

It is important tc note that tae prototype products tc ze

presented in this chapter clearly have limitations. No

contention is made that they can be generalized to the nation or

that they are in any way reflective of exemplary practice. They

are intended to provide reasonable estimates of the equipment

configuratzons that might be found in alternative educational

settings as a basis for estimating their costs. The...), are

designed to be reviewed and to be modified to reflect individual

circumstances to the extent that this is possible or reasonable

for indIvIdual applications. It is also hoped that through. use
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and over time these specifications will increasingly provide

reflections of reasonable or recommended practice and will lead

to a better understanding of how the school districts of the

nation allocate personnel and ronpersonnel resources to

accomplish their educational mission. Hopefully, such a database

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 equipment listings wilt

not be appropriate for all educational coat studies. In some

cases, reasonable, efficient, low coat bases for determining

3nnualized costs for equipment are needed. As discussed, basing

this estimate on prior expenditures in this area will often

grossly over or under estimate these costs. Although equipment

costs are estimated to only represent 2% of the overall costs of

education, a reasonable basis for estimating these costs by

program and administrative function is required that w::: ntt

distort the overall cost analysis product.

In the federal special education study, for example, a ft:LI-

fiedgec research effort to measure actual capital and equipment

costs across sixty school 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

was necessary to place distinct limitations on the scope of this

effort. It was for this project that equipment cost factors were

first developed.

The basic concept behind such factors is that relatively

standard configurations of equipment are found in sctot:
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districts and that the amount of this equipment will be directly

related to the total square footage of the district. If we can

derive reasonable estimates of the annualized coat of equipment

per square foot and how this amount will change with district

size, 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 variations in equipment

costs. :n considering locational factors, prior education cost

studies conducted by this research team have revealed relatively

little regional variation in equipment costs. Also, when asked

about a cross-sectional irdex, to adjust for such regional price

variations, AAA indicateL: that they did not have such an index

because in their opinion and experience, these variations were

not significant.

Thus, it was decided to forego attempts to capture regional

variation, which would have required a much more extensive

collection of districts, in an attempt to concentrate on the

impact of district size on such variations. For this reason, we

attempted to hold regional differences constant by obtaining fc.::-

districts frog the same county of the same state. Other

selection criteria were tAe same dollar cut-off or items to be

included in the inventory, which turned out to be all items over

5200 in value, and the inclusion of all grade levels K-12. The

four districts selected are all unified school districts in Los

Angeles County, California, with enrollments of 2, 10, 20, and 30

thousand students. It was believed that most of the economies

and diseconomies of scale would be captured within this size

range.
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To give some indication of the level of detail founc on

these files, there were more than 88,000 individual furnishing

and equipment items from the four inventory files. The prices

for each of these items were "trended up" to ref1.4ct June 1985

prices.

Annualized equipment 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 equipment items found on these three files were divided by

the number of years of "useful life" estimated for each iter by

AAA. These "useful life" data are contained on each equipment

record. All of these annualized prices were then aggregated to

the individual school type and overall administration levels

listed above.

Table 6-: shows the annualized edministrative eq=rent

costs by square foot of administrative space in each of the four

AAA districts. Co:urn 1 is the approximate enrollment :n es:h of

these four districts and Column 2 shows the total annualized

administrative equipment cost to the district.C> This cost

ficure was derived by taking the "new replacement cost" (N-.7) of

each equipment iter listed in each building designated as ....::sing

a centre: district administrative function.<2> For example, the

total annualized cost of equipment in all of the central

administrative buildings for District 1 is $10,728. Column (4)

shows the total square footage of floor apace in these same

administrative buildinaa. in District 1. Column (5) is 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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(1)

TABLE 6-1

ANNUALIZED ADMINISTRATIVE EQUIPMENT COSTS

BY SQUARE FOOT OF ADMINISTRATIVE SPACE

IN DISTRICTS AT FOUR SIZE POINTS:

APPROXIMATE TOTAL ANNUALIZED TOTAL ADMIN. AVERAGE COST

ENROLLMENT EQUIPMENT COSTS SQUARE FEET PER SQ. FT.

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

DISTRICT 1 2,000 S 10,728 9,308 51.15250

DISTRICT 2 10,000 S 51,054 46,793 51.09106

DISTRICT 3 20,000 S118,478 129,807 S .91272

DISTRICT 4 30,000 S 92,687 145,677 S .63625

The average cost data n Column (5) reflect the expected
economies of scale. As district size increases the averace cost

cf adminietrative equipment decreases. In examining the cost

indicators shown in this column, however, the limitations of

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

drawn from four individual observations, any irregularities

observed in this curve are not surprising. A smooth curve would

not be expected from a sample limited to fovr sites.

For the purposes of the federal special education study it

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

upper and lower size boundaries of these four districts. Thus,
an administrative coat per square foot of $.63 has been assigned

to all districts at or above 30,000 enrollment and *1 5 to all

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

enrollments falling between these two enrollment boundaries have
been assigned a coat of equipment that is based on the matimatea

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

students has bean assigned an estimated equipment cost of .77449.

1-4
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which is midway between the cost estimates shown for districts

with 20,000 and 30,000 students.

Table 6-2 shows how these distract 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 T3 FIVE CONNECTICUT DISTRICTS

DISTRITT ENFOL-MEV7 * OF SP FT COST/561 FT

ESTIMATED ANNUAL

EQUIPMENT COSTS

:2,176 30,900 51.034 $3:,951

2 -> 4,28 22,000 51.136 524,992

2 2,527 5,600 S1.149 S 6,424

4 22,626 30,000 S .812 $24,360

5,360 16,875 51.127 519,019

At the school level, it was not possible to dIstIn9u:sh

between the equipment items used in conjunction with

acm:.nlstrat:on as cppcsed to instructional equipment. Th.,:s, a::

of the equiprent found In each type of school are included :n the

cost estlnates shown. In Table 6-3. For this reason, no scale

effect could be isolated within the three school types. While

school adminstrative equipment costs per square foot of

administrative apace 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 schools

within each school type across all four districts were averaged

together to derive the largest data base possible for

distinguishing costs among these three types of schools.



TABLE 6-3

ANNUALIZED SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION AND INSTRUCTIONAL

EQUIPMENT COSTS BY SQUARE FOOT OF SCHOOL SPACE

IN THREE SCHOOL TYPES

TYPE NUMBER OF

SCHOOLS

TOTAL ANNUALIZED

EQUIPMENT COSTS

TOTAL SCHOOL AVERAGE COST

SQUARE FEET PER SQ. FT.

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

ELEMENTARY 43 $ 346,708 1,912,534 5 0.181282

JUNIOR H:GY. 13 S 523,890 1,107,605 S 0.472994

SENIOR HIGH 8 S 657,908 1,535,571 5 0.428445

The columns shown in Table 6-3 and the method used to derive

the annualized square foot cost of equipment are comparable to

those described for Table 6-2, above. Column (2) shows the

number of schools reflected in each of the three school types

shown be:ow. As shown in Column (5), there is a pronounced

distinction in equipment costs per square foot between elementary

schools and the other two school types. The smaller distinction

between the Junior end Senior High School categories is sorewhat

counterintuitIve, with the Junior High category exhibiting

somewhat higher costs, but is also relatively negligible.

For some studies, the substitution of all detailed equipment

cost analyses by these cost factors would be the moat cost-

effective manner for dealing with the equipment coat question.

For other studies, where precision is moat important at the

program 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 coat investigations

where high levels of detail and precision are important

throughout it may be most appropriate to begin the data gathering
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with sets of prespecified, highly detailed instructional and

administrative prototypes.

THE EQUIPMENT PROTOTYPES. The equipment prototype is

organized around a concept that we refer to ds "equipment

location modules." Such a module refers to a location that may

be one or more rooms but which is centered around a particular

focus or function of a school or district administrative function

or service. Each module has a location 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 and subfunction. As an example, the list of elementary

school equipment location modules is shown in Table 6-4. Note

that Table 6-4 is also an outline of the elementary school

location module coding structure. Actual equipment modules are

only specified at the functional and/or subfunctional levels, as

designated by asterisks.

Two sampl modules are shown in Table 6-5 from the

Elementary School Prototype. The first is an administrative

location, the central office, and the second is a model of a

regular, self-contained classroom, grades 1-6. The first column

for each indicates the location code which conforms to the

outline shown in Table 6-4.

The item code allows each item to be matched with the Master

Price List. This insures uniformity of pricing throughout the

prototype and is also the central file for years of life and price

data. There are several advantages 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 program
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TABLE 6-4
AN OUTLINE OF THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

EQUIPMENT LOCATION MODULE CODING STRUCTURE

E. ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
A. ADMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT

1. ADMINISTRATION
10. PRINCIPAL'S OFFICE *
20. CENTRAL OFFICE *
30. TEACHERS LOUNGE *
40. AV/EQUIPMENT ROOM *
50. AUDITORIUM

2. SUPPORT SERVICES
10. COUNSELING *
20. HEALTH SERVICES
30. PSYCHOLOGIST

3. LIBRARY SERVICES *
4. FOOD SERVICES
5. MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS
7. SECURITY/SUPERVISORY SERVICES

C. COURSES
:. ACADEMIC

10. KINDERGARTEN
20. CLASSROOM GRADES 1-6

,-, SUPPLEMENTAL2.

10. ART

20. INSTRUMENTAL rus:c .
20. VOCAL MUSIC *
50. PHYSICAL EDUCATION

3. BILINGUAL
2C. SELF-CONTAINED CLASS
50. RESOURCE PULL-OUT PROGRAM

4. SPECIAL ED
:o. PRESCHOOL/INFANT
20. SELF-CONTAINED CLASS
21. COhMUNICATIVELY HANDICAPPED SELF-CONTAINED
24. DEAF AND HARD OF HEARING SELF-CONTAINED *
27. LEARNING HANDICAPPED SELF-CONTAINED
30. ORTHOPEDICALLY HANDICAPPED SELF-CONTAINU *

'3. PROFOUNDLY HANDICAPPED SELF-CONTAINED *

36. SEVERELY HANDICAPPED SELF-CONTAINED
39. VISUALLY HANDICAPPED SELF-CONTAINED
50. RESOURCE ROOM
70. RELATED SERVICES
72. ADAPTIVE PHYSICAL EDUCATION
74. AUDIOLCGY
7E. BRAILLIST *
78. OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY
82. ORIENTATION AND MOBILITY *
84. PHYSICAL THERAPY
86. SPEECH
88. SPEECH FOR HARD OF HEARING *
90. VISUALLY HANDICAPPED RELATED SERVICE



TABLE 6.5

EXAMPLES OF ADMINISTRATIVE AND INSTRUCTIONAL

PROTOTYPE EQUIPMENT LOCATION MODULES

QUANTITYLOCATION

CODE

ITEM

CODC

LOCATIONNEUTRAL

ITEM NAME

OFFICE

PRICE YEARS ANNUALIZED

COST

E11121 1219498 CHAIR SIDE 4 $38.89 15 $18.13

EA128 1281518 CHAIR STENO 4 $194.89 15 $51.73

EA121 1211510 CHAIR STUDENT SMALL 6 $18.89 12 $5.89

EA121 1261548 CHAIR TEACHER 2 $28.88 15 $3.73

EA121 8188188 COFFEE MAKER COMPLETE 1 $49.89 15 $3.27

EA121 9418310 COPIER 1 $593.18 15 339.53

E11121 9491348 COPY PIACHINE COMPLETE 2 $2.995.80 15 $267.33

E11129 1299678 CUTTER PAPER 15' 1 $59.88 18 $5.10

EA129 1218768 DESK STUDENT 6 $34.89 12 $17.89

EA128 1260788 DESK TEACHER 2 $195.88 28 $19.58

EA12$ 1218798 DESK TYPEWRITER 1 $396.99 15 926.49

EA128 9409418 DUPLICATOR W /CABINET 1 $681.98 15 $45.48

EA128 1280891 FILE LTR 2 DWR 4 $113.99 29 $22.68

EA:29 1289988 FILE LTR 4 MR 2 $178.88 29 $17.98

EA128 8488522 MIMEOGRAP4 2 31.325.88 15 $176.67

EAlet 8109588 REFRIGERATOR 2CU FT 1 $177.88 15 111.88

EA12e 1281278 SAFE FLOOR 1 $648.98 15 $43.20

EA128 1291358 SOFA 1 $429.99 15 $28.68

EA12t 1291638 TABLE TFICE 2 8137.88 29 $13.78

LOCATION $987.68

OCATION=CLASSROOM GRADES 1-6

LOCATION

CODE

ITEM'

CODE

ITEM NAME QUANTITY PRICE YEARS ANNUALIZED

COST

EC12P 1288198 BOOKCASE 2-4 SHELVES 2 $152.99 15 $20.27

EC128 8389120 BOOKS REFERENCE 38 857.18 5 8342.88

EC121 mule CASSETTE RECORDER FOR TRS 2 81,991.08 18 $398.20

EC128 1288518 CHAIR STUDENT SMALL 38 $18.88 12 $25.88

EC121 1218548 CHAIR TEACHER 1 8E8.88 15 31.87

EC128 1288678 CUTTER PAPER 15' 1 851.81 18 $5.88

EC121 1218768 DESK STUDENT 38 834.88 12 $85.18

EC128 1218788 DESK TEACHER 1 $195.88 28 $9.75

EC128 1288878 FILE CABINET 2 $185.88 21 $18.58

EC128 1288948 FLAG SET N/STANDS 1 $118.68 18 $1 L 88

EC128 1288978 GLOBE 16' 1 867.86 18 $6. Id
EC121 1211178 MAP NORTH AMERICA 3 $118.08 15 $22.18

EC121 8288948 RECORD PLAYER 1 $135.08 15 $9.88

EC128 1281381 SCREEN PROJECTOR WA,. 1 865.88 18 $6.58

EC128 1281481 TABLE CLASSROOM SMALL 1 $145.88 15 $9.67

EC128 8388328 TEXTBOOKS HARD COVER 158 $18.18 5 3398.80

EC128 8380325 TEXTBOOKS PAPERBACK 68 $5.88 5 $60.88

LOCATION
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administrator. While they will be knowledgable about quantities,

they would probably not be the beat source of review for prices.

Thus, the Master Price List could be reviewed separately by the

purchasing department. Through the addition and deletion of item

codes and the editing of quantities, the price and life

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 Liat.

Part of this list is shown in Table 6-6.

The price column lists the replacement prices for each of

these items as recordeC or assessed by AAA. Although the initial

prices on these items reflected different points in time, all 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 column

reflects the quantity of each item multiplied by its price and

divided by its expected years of life. At the bottom of each

module, a total annualized cost is shown that is the eum of the

annualized cost column for that location. Thus, the annualized

equipment cost estimates for the central office and elementary

classroom are 5807.60 and 5I,331.25 respectively. These amounts

or the corresponding cost figures that would core from

specifications 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 Nonpersonr.el Prototype Configurations.

Table 6-6 is a sample listing of the Master Price List.

This table shows the structure and level of detail for this list.

Currently, approximately 1,250 items are included in fourteen

equipment classes. The first two digits of tne item codes refer

1 ,$8
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TABLE 6-6

THE i4 EQUIPMENT CATEGORIES AND SAMPLES OF EQUIPMENT ?:STINGS
FROM THE MASTER PRICE LIST

ITEMCODE ITEM NAME YEARS PRICE

1. APPLIANCES:
100190 COOLER MILK 24 CASE 12 890
100210 DEEP FRYER TWIN BASKET 12 633

2. AUDIO VISUAL:
200130 ANSWERING MACHINE 15 363
200140 AUDIO/VIDEO ADAPTER KIT 15 124

3. BOOKS:

300:20 DICTIONARY CLASSROOM 10 13
300:60 FILMSTRIPS 20 9

4. BUSINESS MACHINES:
400330 COPY MACHINE 15 472:
400440 FOLDER AUTOMATIC 15 809

`,. LAB EQUIPMENT:

5008:0 FUME HOOD PD:zT 10 -7rn
,....

500S7 FE__;! NF.:'! GAF LASER 10 cic...-

6. GROUNDS:

600:0 E:SE SHEARS ELECTRI01" 15 ...
6001E0 PLANKTON NET *:0 MESH 10 204

7. MACHINES AN: TOOLS:
70:7:0 PRESS DRILL BENCH :4" 15 ^):

70:780 PUNC: URPE W/STAN: 5 2690
8. MUSICAL INSTRUMENTS:

A00300 FRENCH HORN 15 E:2
800380 PIANO SCHOOL 25 2000

9. PHYSICAL EDUCATION:
90:210 MAT GYY FOLDING :2X: :2 :53
90:290 RAC:Jr:BALL RAQUETS 5 :7

10. STAGE AND AUDITORIUM:

1000120 RISERS BAND AND CHORAL 15 489
1000130 SPOTLIGHT AND COLOR BAR 10 2590

11. SPECIAL EDUCATION:
1100550 MATRIX COMMUNICATOR 10 1200
1100980 WHEELCHAIR ELECTRIC 10 3500

12. STANDARD FURNITURE:
1201450 STOOL STEP METAL 12 33
1201620 TABLE STUDENT SMALL 15 46

13. UNIFORMS:

1300200 UNIFORMS VOLLEYBALL GIRL LOT 10 3069
1300130 UNIFORMS FOOTBALL PRACTICE LOT 5 13731

14. VEHICLES:

140035C TRAILER 12 475C
:4004:0 TRUCK PICK-UP 15 7036
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TABLE 6-7
SAMPLES OF ADMINISTRATIVE AND ADMINISTRATIVE COMPONENTS

FROM THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PERSONNEL AND NONPERSONNEL PROTOTYPE

A. ADMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT
ENROLLMENT
SQUARE FEET

1. GENERAL ADMINISTRATION
PRINCIPAL, ELEM
PRINCIPAL, ASST. ELEM
ADMINISTRATIVE INTERN
SECRETARY 12 MO
SECRETARY 10 MO

350
35,000

1

1

500

50,000

1

1

.5

650
65,000

1

1

1

1

PURCHASED SERVICES $350 $500 $650
SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS $350 $500 $650
UTILITIES $52,500 $75,000 $91,500
EA:10 PRINCIPAL'S OFFICE $224 $224 $224
EAI2O CENTRAL OFFICE $807 $807 $807
EA:30 TEACHERS LOUNGE $227 $227 8227
EA:40 AV/ EQUIPMENT ROOM $:,84: $1,841 $1,841
EA150 AUDITORIUM $1,100 $1,100 $1,100

2. SUPPORT SERVICES
SCHOOL NURSE .5 1

1

COUNSELOR .5
PSYCHOLOGIST .25 .5 .75
PURCHASED SERVICES $200 $300 S400
SUPPLIES AND MATER:ALS $203 5300 $400
EA210 COUNSELOR S 30
EA220 HEALTH SERVICEE s 90 $179 $:79
EA230 PSYCHOLOGIST S 15 S 30 $ 60

3. LIBRARY SERVICES
LIBRARIAN

..

MEDIA SPECIALIST 1

LIBRARY CLERK 1

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

B. INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS
1. KINDERGARTEN
ENROLLMENT 12 18
TEACHER .5 .5
AIDE .25
SUPPLIES & MAT $480 $720
EC:I0 KINDERGARTEN S'7 ) $720

2. CLASSROOM GRADES :-6

24

.5

.5

Mg

ENROLLMENT 16 24 32
TEACHER 1 i

-

AI= .5
57PPLIEE : MAT WO $900 $1,200
cC:20 CLAESROOY GR. :-E $1.33: S: 33: $1,331
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to a class of equipment, e.g. 01 2 Appliances. The last four

digits are sequential listings to allow matching within each

equipment 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 Data 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 administrative and instructional samples of

these prototypes. In this example, elementary schools -re shown

at three size points which are specified in both Ltudent

enrollments and in square footage. The organization of the

vai-zous prototypes also follow the Elementary School Outline

shown in Table 6-4. For example, the first prototype listing,

EA110, the Principal's Office, is derived from E (Elementary), A

(Administration and Support), 1 (Administration), and 10 for the

Principal's Office. Again the actual listings of resources are

organized primarily at the function and subfunction levels. Each

prototype follows the basic order of personnel resources,

specified in FTE (full time equivalent) quantities, dollar

allocations for purchased services, supplies and materials, etc..

and the equipment modules to be included in the prototype with

the total annualized cost of each. Once full salary and benefit

information are added to these configurations, the full coat of

each could 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.

Module EA:50, Auditorium, for example, is listed under the

90
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General Administration Prototype. This is a distinct Equipment

Location Module because a specific and distinctive set of

equipment _a found in this location. As no personnel are

assigned to this location, however, it is best tied into a larger

prototype listing. 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 a facility or may use a "multi-purpose" room as an

auditorium. By attempting to model the Equipment Location

Modules as schools are actually organized, to the extent

possible, it becomes easier to match the prespecifications to the

actual practice of the school.

There is an attempt to show scale effects in most of the

resource listings of the prototypes. An Assistant Principal is

or, listed at the largest elementary school, for example, and

the allocation of the 10 month secretary increases from 0 to 1 as

school size increases. For the most part, no attempt has been

made, as yet, to approximate these scale effects in the equipment

modules. $1,841 is currently assigned to the AV/Equipment Roo

for schools at a:1 three size points. While this is counter to

what one would expect to see in actual practice, it would not be

practical to make differing specifications at all possible size

points. While eventually, these specifications could be modified

to show the expected effects of scale, in its current form, the

equipment 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

modelled in the equipment modules, however. This occurs in the

library and for the support services. In the area, Library

Services, the number of volumes has a large impact on the overall



predicted library equipment cost. One 'et of recommendations

pertaining to number of volumea suggests a standard of 20 volumes

per student. Using t"ta stanosrd, library equipment costa are

shown to vary st the tr, e library size paints. Also, in the area

"Support Services" onlr partial personnel allocations are shown

in certain areas and consecriently only fractional parts of this

Equipment Location Module are shown. As the total annualized

coat of such a module is *60, 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 a fractional person uses less equipment or that

these items are used in some other capacity when the s..pport

person le not in the school. These assumptions are, of course,

subject to review and cou:d be specified otherwise.

CONSTRUCT:ON COST FACTORS. While capital construction costs

are most often deleted from educational costa r-slyaes, :n some

applications it becomes necessary :0 approximate these costs. In

the federal specie: education study, a manual for appraising a

variety of types of buildings, including schools, was obter.ned

fror AAA for the purpose of deriving construction cost estimates.

The BOECKEL Buildina Valuation Manual, contains base cunstrw_ ...n

prices per square 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 buildings in the sixty

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 adjuat the base conetruction coat

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

92
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the replacement cost of a one-story, steel frame school in

Cincinnati, Ohio in July of 1985 a "time location" multiplier of

1.56 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 (Base Price of *37.6 multiplied 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 SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION BASE PRICES PER SQUARE FOOT

WOOD/ CONCRETE BRICK COMMON PRECAST

STUCCO BLOCK & BLOCK BRICK CONCRETE

PANELS

1 STORY - LOAD SUPPORTING

WALLS, POSTS AND BEAMS: $34.21 $34.37 $36.50

1 STORY - STEEL FRAME: $37.70 $39.83

2-4 STORY LOAD SUPPORTING

WALLS, POSTS AND BEAMS: $34.00 $36.13 $36.6?

2-4 STORY STEEL FRAME: $36 60 $38.75 $39.26

2-4 STORY FIREPROOFED

STEEL FRAME: $38.70 $40.84 $41.08

2-4 STORY REINFORCED

CONCRETE FRAME: $37.05 $39.06 $39.28

In the federal study, square footage information was

obtained for each sample district. These data and the district
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zip code location allowed the estimation of current replacenent

coats. To derive en annualized estimate of capital costs in this

study, the estimated replacement costa were divided by a life of

40 years, the average of the life estimates cited by AAA for

capital conatruction.(4)

Thus, if a district in Cincinnati had a total of 1,000,000

square feet of floor apace, the annualized coat to be attributed

to capital construction in that district would be the adjusted

base price per square foot of $58.73 multiplied by 1,000,000

square feet. The result would then be divided by 40 years to

produce an annualized capital construction cost estimate of

51,468,250.

USING THE PRZTCTYPE ?KV:C-5

DISTRICT LEVEL ANALYSES. There are a number of reasons why

individua: school districts may wish to build an RCM Database.

Such a database ight be designed for permanent malotenance

within the district to serve as the basis for annual program

review and budgeting procedures as well as other planning and

policy purposes. Some form of the Database might also be

established for nore limited, short term applications. Perhaps

such prograr, cost data are only desired for a component of the

total district operations, e.g. for special education programs.

Or, the district may wish to employ aucn an approach to analyzing

the coat consequences of a specific policy option, for example,

the cost consequences of opening or closing a school.

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

specifications as shown in Table 6-7. Such generic modsls of
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school district organization would be of little use in such

applications as the database would always be designed to mirror

the actual organizational patterns in the district, and/or

perhaps the proposed alternatives to the existing order. Exact

personnel allocations and direct, nonpersonnel dollar

expenditures would be known. Thus, in analysem for a single

district, only the location equipment modules and the equipement

coat factors would be likely to be useful.

Whether the aggregative cost factors or the more detailed

modules would be used, would depend on such factors as the level

of detail required in the study, the resources available to

conduct the study, the timeline for the study and the

preexistance and condition of actual inventory data for the

district. If the district had already contracted with AAA, for

example, and had a computerized current inventory file, the

derivation of annualized equipment cost estimates by prograr and

administrative service should be relatively straightforward. If

no current invelitory is available in a form that would be useful

for these purposes, however, which is often the case, one of

these two Ra products might serve quite useful as a basis for

provIdIns a reasonable estimate of annualized equipment costs at

spec:=Ic prograr and administrative service levels.

STATE LEVEL ANALYSES. The ultimate purpose of many state

level studies is the development of a set of cost or funding

standards 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,

but must be representative of the state as a whole by reflecting

the hinds of variation found throughout the state. In such

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

number of alternative district profiles to be represented througn
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the development of one or more models. The development cf models

that are generic to a given state represents a more difficult and

subjective task than that of mirroring an existing entity. 'n

such cases, the use of prototypes for personnel and nonpersonnel

resources would constitute en important foundation that should

accelerate the develpment of these statewide prototypes. The

theory is that the alteration of existing prototypes to best

reflect a particular state is a much less formidable task than

the construction of such a model from blank worksheets.

Also, in such studies, reasonable estimates of equipment

costs will be more appropriate than the detailed formulation of

lengthy equipment lists. This will be especially true at the

administrative levels. At the program levels, if detailed

equipment listings are desired, the formulation of these lists

will also be considerably accelerated by the existence of the

Equipment Location Modules that the Program Committee Merbers can

simply react to rather than completely develop from scratch.

Also, if the administrati4e cost fadtors, which were developed

fror California districts, were deemed inappropriate for

application in another state, alternative cost factors could be

developed using inventories from the state in question, if such

existed.

PILOT PROJECTS AND EXPENDITURE STUDIES. Some studies 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 this description. In such studies. the use of

cost factors may be most appropriate as a method for providing

low cost estimates of equipment costs at both program and



administrative levels. Or, the use of cost factors could be

combined with detailed equipment listings at the level of

individual progress 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

2rograss. For all other instructional and administrative

configurations coat factors were employed.

OTHER / 'PLICATIONS. Two additional app,ications that could

potentially be of significant use to the education industry, but

which would require considerable further development, are the use

of these models fo' evaluation and insurance purposes. Both of

these applications would require considerable additional researe,

and development to extend the prototypes to the point where they

could be described as representative oE national practice, or

some standard of acknowledged exemplary practice.

The component of potential use as an evaluative too: :s tte

personnel and nonpersonne: configurations. If sufficient data of

this type could be found to be deemed generalizable to the

nation, it could be accumolated into an RCM database and could

represent an important diagnositc evaluation tool for the school

districts of the nation. In evaluating their current resource

allocation practices, for example, it 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 state and across the

nation. Are they relatively administratively heavy? At what

levels of job classification? How do their program by program

class size standards and other resource allocation data compare?

While some data of this type already exist that can be uset
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for comparative purposes, they are generally in too aggregative a

fora to be useful for policy analysis. Knowing that a district

spends less than the statewide average is probably leas useful

than knowing how other districts are coping within these

constraints. Have other districts developed resource allocation

approaches that eight 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 be made if it can be shown that your

district is receiving less to show how this impacts on specific

resource levels in individual programs and services.

For insurance purposes, the existence of prototypical

equipment configurations that truly can be said to be

representative of "average" schools, might considerably cut the

cost of establising and maintaining inventories for insurance

purposes. Creating and updating such files must add considerably

to the cost of being properly insured. To initially create such

a data file. a district will most often contract with an

appraisal firm, such es AAA. AAA must send specially trained

inventory and appraisal personnel to the school district site tc

physically count and match invoice information or appraise all

ma:or equipment items in every room of all the schools ano

administrative offices throughout the district. For the district

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, however, assuming that new

purchases are now entered into computerized files in many, or

most, of the school districts of the nation this inventory file
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should be fairly easily maintained.

It would sees that the existence of a prototype could

accelerate this initial inventory process considerably. For

example, if a primary purpose of these data is to establish how

much the district should reasonably be able to collect in

equipment replacement coats if one of its schools burns down, a

prototype could conceivably give comparable information at such

less cost. If the district and the insurance company could agree
in advance, for example, that its schoole are not unusual in

terms of the equipment items they contain the prototype could be

used in lieu of the inventory for insurance purposes. A seconc

possibility could be a such accelerated prior inspection process
to assess the suitability of a given prototype to represent a

given school. This would provide the safeguard of persona:

inspection without requiring the expense of complete roor by room

inventories. Through such processes, the inspection ar.c

inventory time could be vastly reduced, and as it would result in

the alteration of an existing database rather than the creation
of a new one, the keypunching requirements would also be

considerably diminished.

Other possible applications to the insurance prober could
be portrayed. Suffice it to say here, however, that through the

development of a gore 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 products have been described throughout this
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paper, we will only summarize in the conclusion to this chapter.

In their existing form, these products have proven quite useful

in expediting database development for coat analyaes 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 simulating the effects of scale

on the preepecified resource quantities in instructional programs

and administrative services of varying sizes. AAA has equipment

inflation factors that will be essential to keeping the Master

Price List current. The exact format for these factors and how

they can best be matched to the code structures we have developed

must still be determined. Last, through increased use and access

to larger data baseE that could provide at least pieces of the

prototype that could be said to be nationally representative, it

may be possible to build generic models that will increase our

knowledge of how districts convert monetary resources in

education production ingredients. Conceivably, such date could

assist the school districts of the nation to consider ways in

which that might deliver their education products in en

increasindly efficient manner.

FOOTNOTES

<1>We were unable to obtain exact enrollments or other

descriptive information due to the AAA's requirement to maintain

the anonymity of these districts.

<2,Cost data for books were deleted from all of the

districts at the district administration level. In addition,

several other equipment categories that appeared under
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administration that did not seem to apply to adminstrat:cn and
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), 1..ab Equipment (3), Stage/Auditorium (1) and Vehicles (1).

Each of these items was divided by its estimated life to derive

an annualized coat. The sum of these annualized costs is shown

in Column (3) for each of the four districts.

(3)A:: of these estimates are based on a ratio of 2: between

the tote: number of square feet of floor space :n t'le :-.1:1d:-.0

and the tots: perimeter of the building. An example given by AAA

tc i1lustrate th:s ratio is a three story building with floor

ciensions of 80 by 120 feet on each floor. As the total area of

this building Is 28,800 square feet (9600 X 3) and the total

perimeter is .,200 ((80 + 80 + 120 + 120) X 3), the ratio for

th :s building .s 28,800 to :,400, or 24. A standard ratio of 21
wil: be used throughout this study as this is a midpoint ratio
found throughoLt all of the building prototypes shown in Table
6-8.:

(4)AAA uses the following standards to estimate normal life

for school buildinos:

Steel frame fireproof class A

Steel frame concrete class.B

Masonry & concrete class C

Wood frame class D

Steel frame class S

:0:

45 Avg.

45 Avg.

40 Avg.

35 Avg.

35 Avg.



CHAPTER 7

SUMMARY AND CONCLUDING REMARKS

The RCM System is much more than a process for measuring

educational coats or setting achool district budgets. It is a

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 accommodates the political orientation inevitable

In all public allocation decisions. It provides an approach to

cost and expenditure analysis that is program based has great

flexibility ant is not subject to the compatibility probers

facing accounting oriented approaches. The process offers the

potential to bring educators, resource management personnel and

educational policy makers together to consider the most effective

allocations of available resources. The RCM process begins wit!^

an accurate reflection of existing patterns of resource

a:location. anc from this information, it provides pclicy rcc4ers

wit'l t foundation upon which to consider what resources SHOUl.D be

assigned to educational programs. :n an era of concern over what

cons::' -'e. "basic" education, the RCM requires the precise

definition of service levels for all educational programs. :t

allows the unique educational priorities of each user agency to

surface. The RCM forces competing and complementary interests

and needs across educational programa 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

Improve-ent I: the zonrcn pract!ce of relying on "legislative
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patchwork" to update the state funding formula. In the w7..r,:lc, cf

Robert Jamieson, Chairman of the Illinois Public School Finance

Project, "We've got to get away from going before the General

Assembly every year and putting the educational needs of the

state up for auction without taking into consideration the costs

and needs of education."(1>

For school district applications, the RCM System provides an

important information base for facilitating the budgeting and

planning decisions continually confronting educational

organizations. Twenty years ago H. Thomas James, former 3ean cf

the Stanford University Co:lege of Education, described a

situation with which education agencies still strugg:e:

"increaser, in the total (school) budget are (not) allocated . .

cn a selective basis, but on a flat percentage-increase basis;

available at the policy-making level to provide a more rational

basis for aLlocat:ng funds."(2, The RCM is a computer-assisted

deolsion making model designed specifically to provide t!-.e cost

data needed to rake selective allocations in public educa tion

sett:ngs.

The RC" 5veter provides an information base whic'.. is Peel:),

acoessiole tc the educational decision maker through tne RC".

computer software prograr. It provides a structure ir wh:c.':

educators, school business officials, community members, and

policy makers can work together to establish standards of

educational service. At the state level, the data produced by

this process fully account for the costs and needs of educational

programs and can serve as the basis for state aid allocations.

At the local level, these data provide a basis for rationally

allocating funds and making planning decisions. In both

instances, the RCM computer model protects against the

obsolescence of the data base by a:lowing annual revisions to :Te

:C3

1 0L.,



a
made with relative ease. The RCM represents a fair:y :ow-,:ost,

highly participatory approach for improving the qua:ity of

information for educational decision making. The development of

an innovation for taking the guess work out of school finance

seems especially timely in this era of educational reform.

FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER 7

(1) Don Sevener, "Illinois Panel Uses 'State-of-the-Art'

Approac7. in Sco::-FInance P:en," Educat: Week, Septer=er .4,

1963, p. 5.

<2> ii. 7-:owes :eres, "Modernizing State and *..oca: F:nan;Ing

.:n EcucatIon," In A Flnancle: Pr .,ram For Today's Schoo:e

(Washington, :.C.: Nationa: Education Association Committee on

Ecucationa: Finance, :964), pp. 56-57.
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APPENDIX A
STRATEGIC PLANNING

A SAMPLE PROGRAM PLAN

PROGRAM: VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

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

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION:

Vocational Education: Vocational Education provides funds for
instructional programs that provide students with sufficient
skills and knowledge to enter productive, satisfying careers and
advance in them, and to assist students to develop informed,
meaningful occupational choices. The vocational programs nay
include courses in agriculture, business, homemaking and consumer
education, and industrial arts.

Regional Occupational Program: The primary purpose of t:.,e

Regional Occupational Program (R.O.P.) is to provide high quality
vocational and technical job training through teaching marketable
job skills. R.O.P. works in cooperation with local businesses in
the community to provide studes with on-the-job training on
currently used equipment. Individuals from business and Industry
are involved in an advisory capacity to ensure meaningful
occupational skill training. R.O.P. offers 16 different
programs.

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 TECHNOLOGY INDUSTRIES WILL CONTINUE TO FACE A SrOFTASE
IN PERSONNEL BUT PREFER TO TRAIN THEM THEMSELVES

6 THE INCREASED GRADI:A7ION REQUIREMENTS WILL REDUCE THE NI:n.E:4 :F
VcCATIONAL PROGRAMS OFFERED AND TAKEN

1 , -,,
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7 THE GREATER EMPhASIS ON ACADEMICS WILL FORCE OUT THE MARGINA-
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 PROGRAM

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

10 ALTHOUGH THERE WILL BE GROWTH IN THE NUMBER OF VINEY!RD5 AND
WINERIES, THE OVERALL NUMBER OF JOBS IN AGRICULTURE WILL REMAIN
ESSENTIALLY THE SAME

11 THERE WILL BE MORE RECREATION AND TOURIST RELATED JOBS IN THE
COUNTY

12 THERE WILL BE A SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF HIGH TECH, COMPUTER
RELATED JOBS CREATED IN THE COUNTY

CURRENT RESOURCES ALLOCATED:

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

Students Served Progran Students Periods

Agriculture 403 10

Industrial Arts 1670 36

Business 2049 44

Consumer Education 909 22

Staf' Certificated Agriculture
Industrial Arts
Business
Consumer Education 6

Coordinator .2

ROP

Budget

Classified Secretary .5

Total Expense 1,663,973

Students Served 316

Total Certificated
Total Classified

16.67
1.00

Bud9et Total Expense 607,680



MARKET RESULTS:

HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE FOLLOW-UP STUDY

Description of Present Job Situation
In an apprenticeship program 5 7%
Receiving on- the -fob training 26 34%
In a job I as fully qualified for 45 59%

Statement that beat describes the lob
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%

THREE YEAR PROJECTION:

- Provide programs that lead to relevant job skills.

- Provide a limited amount of occupational exploratory programs.

TASKS TC BE ACCOMn:SEED :N :985-86:

1.5.: Deve:op identified vocational education programs as
alternatives to graduation requirements and meeting academic
competencies.

1.5.2 Develop ident_fied programs to meet relevant job s;;;:ls

based on State competencies with local emphasis.

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

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

1.5.5 Move vocational agriculture to the alternative education
program as an agriculture science elective.

OBJECTIVES FOR :985-86:

:-5.: By September 30, 1985, the vocational educational
coordinator will establish a task force to study
programs as alternatives to graduation requirements for
meeting academic competencies.

By January 3S, :986, the task force will identify vocational
programs as alternatives to graduation requirementE for
meeting academic competencies. This objective will be

1 JU
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accomplished when the report is submitted to the
Principals and the Superinten'ent for recommendations
to the Board.

STAFF REQUIRED: Vocational Ed Coord BUDGET REQUIRED: $3,600
12 Teachers

1.5.2 By January 30, 1986, the Vocational Education departments
will meet with their advisory committees to establish
skill competencies for students completing the
vocational programs. Needed competencies will be
implemented by June 1986, into the vocational
curriculum.

STAFF REQUIRED: Vocational Ed Coord
Dept chairs
Advisory committees

BUDGET REQUIRED: 0

:.5.3 By July :, 1985, the Vocational Education Coordinator will
recommend to the Superintendent the competency basec
curriculum to be implemented by the fall of 1986, in
Home Econonics and related occupations.

STAFF REQUIRED: Vocational Ed Coord BUDGET REQUIRED: 0

:.5.4. By September 1985. the work experience prograr will be
part of the Vocational Education progran.

STAF7 REQ-.IRE:: Work Experience Teacher BUDGET REQ:IRr.,::

:.5.5 By September 1985, vocational agriculture will be an
elective in the Alternative Education prograr as an
agriculture science elective.

STAFF REQUIRED: Ag Task Force BUDGET REQUIRE:: C

PROGRAM: SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT

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

TRENDS:

-THERE WILL BE INCREASED EMPHASIS ON ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE AND
REQUIRED ACADEMIC COURSES.

-THERE WILL CONTINUE TO BE COMPETITION FCR THE AVAILAB:.E
EDUCATIONAL. FUNDS FROM WITHIN THE EDUCATIONA:. COMMUNITY,
PAR-ICnAR'.v FRCw SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS.

-DEFORM! 6::- CCNTIIGE 7: BE THE PRICE FOR INCREASED SCH:C_ C:.:'

OVER T?_ 27 :2VIV; :NLATION FACTOR.



-IT WILL CONTINUE TO BE IMPORTANT. TO GET PARENTS TO PARTICIPATE
IN THE EDUCATION OF THEIR CHILDREN.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION:
All seven elementary schools run a K-5 progras 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 MCD DO consortium. Ninety-five percent of
School Improvement funds are spent on aide salaries to support
highly structured reading and mathesatics programs. The Director
of Instruction provides inservice and support for the program.

MAJOR FUNCTIONS:
a) Helps teacher (through aides) maintain heavy paper-load
basic skills program.
b) Serves to reinforce implementation of district curriculum.
c) Sends some teachers and administrators into other districts
to review programs.
d) Provides some limited release time. staff developrent, and
Instructional materials.

NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED: 2,426 students, 89 teachers

NUMBER OF STAFF: CERTIF:CATED 0

CLASSIFIED 15.38 instructional aides

BUDGET:

EXPEND:TURES REVENUES
Personnel Costs $241,191. Categorical $247.6S1
ether Expenses 6,500.

Tota:. Expenses $247,691. Total Revenue 5247,69:

PROGRAM MANAGER: Director of Instruction

3-5 YEAR DIRECTIONS:

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

TASKS TO BE ACCOMPLISHED IN 1985-86:

1) Assist the site councils in the resource allocation process by
reviewing alternative allocation models.

a) Assist school with alternative models by holdins.
inservices to review allocation of resources and
identifying alternative models.

Responsibility - DIr of Ed
Completion Date - Feb. 1986
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2) Consider the implementation of the outcome of the compliance
review.

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

Responsibility - Asst Supt Bus
Completion Date - Sept 1985


