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: procedures for establishing a basic student file system. This system will e

ABSTRACT - ' . * N

°

2
q . .

This report summarizes activity of the Wausau District Publié Schbols
(WDPS) to develop a-model for Cost-Efficiency analysis in special education.
The resultant model links commonly used input-output analysis and task R
analysis features. This linkage is important if applications of cost- -
'efficiepcy‘within>local education agencies. (LEA's) are to be productive. — .

. < PR .

The central input-output model feature that was adopted ‘is a~modifica-
tion of a four element conceptual framework of education+subject to economic
analysis developed by R. A. Rossmiller and others at the Wisconsin Research *
and Development Center for-Cognitive Learning. The four elements are: )
(1) résource inputs for the external-to-school environment, (2) components
of the educational system, (3) outputs of the educational system, and (4) T
feedback.l 'Linked task analysis elements involve (1) cost allocation, (2) ¢
pupil accounting, and (3) technical support in knowledge and analysis o

capability forms. . ‘ »

1t is not possible for a LEA to independently perform advanced cost~
efficiency activities in qucial'eduéation. The knowledge base of the
‘typical LEA is too restricted, most lack equipment or procedures for . .
advanced data analysis and too few students are present in special educa-,
tion programs for effective study +of *instructional program alternatives. ’
However, the LEA's can 'engage in necessary development of pupil accourting P4
and cost allocation procedures if they have external help. Needegx;_, {
supplemental knowledge is continous. It is perhaps best provided through ° "o
a coordinative effort at the state .level. -Needs for data analysii support
are intermittent. They can be provided by either a state university or
one of the limited number of educational support agencies that+has both
a large computer-and a well developed library for statistical analysis.

» ’

. »

o o ?
*. This development effort has led to preparation of pupil accounting

be ‘put into effect during the 1975-76 school year. Cost analysis has been
initiated through trial use of a task classification system for professional
personnel. Also, a statistical program for decision-making based upon profes— - _
sgional judgements -was pilot tested. This program, 'which enables exploration of
the problem of program definition,.indicaﬁor—seleEtibn and prognosis for pro-—:
. gram impact seems tO press the ability limits of special education personnel
to use their judgements and values to logically allocate, resources.

o .

At its conclusion, this Title III development grant enabled the WDPS
to organize its cost-efficiency development' within a long range framework and .
to take necessary first steps for its implementation. Additional collaborative
work is needed with external agencies to supplement and hasten the progress that
would be made by the district alome. °

RO - .

IR{chard A~ Rossmiller, Joseph J. Marinelli, and Terry G. Geske, |
Economic Analysis of Education: A Concepntual Framework, Theoretical
Paper (Madison, Wis.: Wisconsin Research and Development Center for 1

|
{

» » Cognitive Learning, University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1975).
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INTRODUCTION

. * ’ «
» - \

Intent of Proposal . .

~
-
.

RN

The proposal for fun&i&g under which this work was Eegun called for’

the application of a system analysis format to model‘development‘for
2 N +

- special education program decision-making. The proposal contained elements

/
“ o

of uﬁcertainty about the best ways to approach model building. & Among -

.
these uncertainties were (1) the role multivariate analysis procedures .

migho presently play, (2) theladequacy‘of existing measufement procedures .

for student assessment, 23) the nature of the different kinds of programs

that might be proposed for development in specidl education, and (4) the
relationships model development should have t0rstill—devei%ping mghdates
of Chapter 89, Wisconsin Laws of 1973. ¢

£ .
Thus, as is customary in the application of development grants, it

N ;

was anticipated development of a cost-efficiency model would involve exam-

Ination of a large number of alternatives and selection of those which

+ seemed most éromising for subsequent useful applications, -~

Au&ience Perception of Cost-Efficiency Concerns

t

The ptimary author_of this reporg found, as work was begun on the - ) 4

a
.

project, that several individuals and groups of persons had very different
H]

g - -

. impressions of what was to be sought through model development. Some per-"

sons seemed to believe the project would have concern for theoretital

.

model building along systems Linés and that little if ény b:actiéal test-

ing of ideas would occur. A second group had greatest interest in cost

allocation. and seemed to feel this problem would constitute the primary

+
.

- Y

N .

activity. A third group perceived the project to have greatest concern ‘ w
|
i

) * ‘ 8 2 i ) e




for outcome analysfs. Outcome analysis was perceived to be measurement
1]

. =

¢ of the performances of the special education students who were enrolled

¢
a

in programs. . N

A fourth cluster of impressidns was that development of goals and

~ ) N . /
. objectives would be the primary concern of -the project grant. Progréﬁ

*

develépmen; would, it was surmised, lead to the initiation .of new (sub)
/ . .,

< -

-

programs within the existing special education field.

»s In fact, the grant was not sufficient to acéomplish all of thege under-

S ) . -
takings nor would its conduct- have itself been-efﬁigient if it sought to-
do so. It is likely very substantial decisions about cost-efficiency can

be made without the institution of fully detailed cost allocation proce-

. » .

dures. There were no situations within the distriet where compayative

outcome analysis for existing programs could have been juétified. - Theore—,

o

tical model building without copcern for immeéiately usable outcomes would

. o .
.. have becen unwise. Program development would have been éxcessively- costly
: A\

to undertake within a framework for system development.'The dévelopment

[

of goals and objectives is an important, &istinct domain which cannot be
s : : . N
entered without' awareness.of values individuals apply; develoﬁment of

- goals and objectives is very time-consuming and a task which is never
. N i .

finished. . s

13

. The expectations of different audiences for accomplishments of this
. .

Ny
.

» . project cvbuld not all,be met. However, some progiess was made.in each area

of initial concern and several topics not'specifically addressed in the

7 s ~ .

V e
< original propcsal were given detailed attention. Among these were student
. N

accounting, “task analysis as it related to Chapter 89, and simulated multi-

'y

variate decision-making., These project outcomes“wefe attained with sub-
[N » N <
stantially lower expenditures .than originally budgeted. The Wausau District

.

Public Schools have reached a level of proficiency in cost-efficiency a-

N

-

nalysis well advanced of the pesition

[N

they occupied one year earlier.

. ’
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5 *  Status of Project Development RS .

A model has been developed withiq which the overall issués of system

analysis for special education in the,WDPS can be oriented Specific steps

havc been taken to facilitate long range development of additional capability

-

for cost—efficiency analysis. New student accounting procedures are being

adopted. They will enable more efficient record kzeping in spécial education
- . : N
and will facilitate Ypngitudinal follow-up of students as is usually.necessary 4
L , L , . RN ‘
" for effective output analysis to pccur., o : ] o o

-

‘ The district has accumulated- useful expe%ience by staff members in

analysis of technical problems associated with cost—éfficiency. The staff
/

.

has had ‘initial opportunities to reflect upon problems of program definition

- for cost-efficiency purposes and of output indicator determination. This

Y] .
increased staff experience is a necessary precedent to continuied work in .

outcome analysis. R :
. . .

Improved understanding of personnel »time allocation during initial

-

) phases of conduct of Chapter 89 activities has been accumulated Because

Chapter 89 implementation calls for 1mportant changes in proportions of .

personnel time allocation to tasks over the first several progran years

A )

this information alone, updated and refined is sufficient tp engage in

many effectiveness analyses. It is anticipated this type of subsystem

+

H $ N o . o *
study will receive closest attention during the.next fiscal year.

.
The WDPS have also builtiincreased sens1tiv1ty to other areas where

4—/—‘_"-‘-_——‘ \

— cost—efficiency concerns may be directed without’ adoption of a full scale

L4

cost allocation.procedure. Transportation is~perhaps the most important

of these other areas. . ,
u .

External resources are needed if there is to be rapid -progress in -,

comprehensdve full scale cost allocation and if indicator selection for

.




~

- ¥
. pupil outputs is to proceed rapid}y. External support is also needed if'
possible benefits from simulated cost allocation through progess1ona1 judge-
ment are to be exhaustivei;‘studied ‘ This planning project concludes with Jyf
'pﬁogress having been made and progress continuing "to be. made: Understandings

wbre aéquired which Wlll permit application of additional ‘resources to be

study , to be potentially

i . CI

/made directly to deve]opment areas judged by this

]

smost profitable. ’ . .

L}
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.. ELEMENTS OF Aﬁ(':OST—EFFI'CIENGY MODEL ‘ ' o
I ~ Q ' ’ ’ ’ ’ ', '

-

The term "modei" as used in this report refers to considerations‘.'
. 3

. and operations involved in special education costaefficiency work. When ‘ ;

N
PO Y

*  used this way the term does not 1mply the ex1stence of rigorous, empirically '////)

-y,

- based'relationships as does model building in the physical sciences.

}

!
Instead, figures and narrative are used to produce a reference containing

» -

ideas and guidance for the development of capabilities to conduct cost-

o N -

-
e efficiency studies. Two processes (the happings of providing special

.~

-

educatitn) and products (the outcomes of those happenings) may have costs

efficiency studies. Processes (the happenings of providing special -

«

efficiency analeis may,’and ysually will, have g¢oncern for only subsets

of processes and products. In the sections that ,follow features of

.

- \
model-building relevent to special education are described and related

*
technical issues are emphasized.

"

" Inputs~Application-Qutput = -- - .

One of the best known early system analysis modéls for education was

. the student chaﬁge model of an educatdional system presented by Henry S.

>

T Dyer' at the 54th Annual Convention of the National Association of

: Secondary School Principals in February 9, 1970. Known to some as
. "Dyer's wheel" it_fofused on student characteristics¢betore and after
. conduct.of an educational process or ‘program. These "before" and "after"
characteristics constitgted, repectivély, the inputs and outputs‘éf his |
o thinkiné at that ti;e. ‘The.educational process' was per;eived to he
. U R .

immersed in or rimmed by influences caused by conditions in the home,

.

L ‘-the‘community and the schocl settingritselft The model fhus attented to

Y




inability to understand educational outcomes without gividg consideration

. -

to conditiohs external to an immediate act of instruction. It depicted
] ‘ N ' .

ipterrelationshipsAbeﬁweenothe edicational process and the external con—
ditions, a fea;ure that must of nec?séity be includ;d in any model devel-
opment for cost—-efficiency study in special education. A copy of Dyer's
.wheel is'included as Appendix A2 C )

v N
)

Feedback : e

L}
i . , The model presented bv Dver was {ntended to emphasize. how school
: . s

) \\\\ . processes ‘produce {nfluences oms Student performénce'within a total ) .
\\x . family and community setting. The author-whd has' perhaps most g;gatly ]

§
L)

iqfluenced thinking about. how information about school processes and

v

their outcomes .is used to make decisions is Stufflebeam. His ideas have
w ' . N

e

been disseminated across this nation, usually as the CIpP (context,

o

input, process, product) Model. The CIPP Model,.which was developed

. . . L
" in’ the mid-1960's, was usually presented as a series of interconnected

citcles with the circle used to illustrate how information=acquired through

evaluation would be cycled back to different users. Among the recognized

O

user groups were project directors, local eddcation agency administrators,

agency Administrators and others., Concern for feedback
1 4 . . ,

is a.desireable feature to séek in model develdpment: for cost—-efficiency

state education

study in the field of s;ecial education. Some of the variety of thought .

° aboﬁt feedback and decision-making that ¥xists can be found in Chapter 3

] . 7 N

- -

-

Dyer, H.S., Can We Measure the Performance of Educational Systems —— And
If So, Why Should We?, a paper presented to NASSP, S4th Annual Con-

vention, Washington, D.C., February 1970. . . .
n A3 «
e

-
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- of a bgok edited by Stufflebeam and others. s ' ;_

- ~

Outcome Analysis L ‘.

*

M v’

For effectiveness to be studied in a fully heaningful manner'it is

’
> »

necessary that outcomes’” be measured. It is also Jmportant; if programs
. s : . .

L4 .
are to improve through change,\Fhat outcomes of different types of programs

)
.

be detprmined with sufficient precision that differences in those outcomes

- . - 2 .
may be reliably specified. Because of the small numbers of studerits .
enrolled’in special education programs this is a ver& serious p;obiem.
As is common ia other fields of“educatian, SPeciai*eduéatioﬁ lacks N
precision in its statements of goal and ofgectives. Furthermore,, ‘
¢ v * :
measurement procedures that are adequate for determination of qi{fetences_'.

~

in.program outcomes in other fields may be unsuitable in special education .
»

because of the slower rate of progress achieved by special education

.
* v

students. Feldt has presented an interesting article that deals with
this practical problem. Through study of pupil and clags norm data

acquired by administration of the Iow%,Iesg of Basic Skills (1964) he =

drew the following conclusion about minimum sizes needed for treatment

groups .
With "highly effective" treatments and simple random assignment
--of subjects to conditions, 60 to 85 subjacts is derived as the
minimum number per group. With "moderately effective' treatments,.

-, - + x . .
~ the minimum number is 235 or more. Use Of stratified samples
reduces the minimum by i5 to 40 percent.f . . .
. . . .
b
- ‘ e o 3 ! - ~

- . . . \ . .- *

< 3 Stufflebeam, D.L., and others, Educational Evaluation for Decision

Making, Itasca, Illinois: F.E. Peacock, Inc., 1971, pp. 49-105.
4 Feldt, L.S., "What Size Saﬁples for Methéds/Materials Experiments’
Journal of Educational Neasuremen%, Vol. 10, No. 3, Fall 1973,

. Pp. 221-226. ’ . . v
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’ , ) Cost Allocation
R (P ) ~ . .
/_, Cost allocaticn invélves the jdentification of resources committed .

-~

- " to a ptrogram, the determination of their monetary value and placément
- ’ or crediting of the costs with program features. In educational programs

' - by far theahighest-fraction of costs are for instructional personnel.

- * Financial accounting handbooks are prepared by state départments of

-y

>

: * education to describe and control classification of expenditures of .

greatest concern. An important‘feature of_these procedures is that costs
. are not directly related to programs such as those~0perating\within
. ol . ! < .
0 . Special education, it Jhas been very 4nusual.for costs to be. E%ated . v
- . - ’ Y . N
’ \

Qirectly‘to inﬁividdalkpupils.

-

- AN

s, % e

- ’ AN
.  Cost-efficiency cannot be fully studied without provision for more N

- -

refined ‘allocation of costs to pupil's ledrning experiences than has been -
M * * Y

Vi . the casg to date: -Therefore,‘cost-efficiency model development cannot be

= w.fShcéessfhily undertaken without special attention being given to this

. ' problem. . o

% ' , .
‘Pupil Accounting Systems @
. Al

« N PR - § ) i . “ .
oo a : " /

-~ -

o~ 4

Many of the, goals of education call for the production of lasting
1) L *’«t“ -
” ] effects on life styles, values and accomplishmentswof students. Outcomes

) of educational processes must. have durable effects upon student performance.

F . v -* -

7 * Therefore, to have,successful analysis of the outputs of an educatlonai
t

. N i
. 2% system it is esscnt1a1 that' the evaluating agency be able to monitor student

»

“performance over time. *For-this reason, because educational outputs
* L4

* - - ? < -

> cannot be analyzed without aéncern for interrelationships among home,

PR

* - \

community and ex tennal school variables which impinge upon children, and -

A . .

I3

. because cost allocation should 1€ possible be made to individual studgnts . j
|
|

ERIC o g o
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¢

as units, model development for cost-efficiency must also provide for

-

development of efficient student accounting procedures.

*  fThe rapid growth of computer technology and accumulation of experience

with pupil data systems in the largest local education agencies of-the .
nation make possible the adoption by agencies without puypil accounting
systems of the best of procedures developed at other local and state

agency sites. No fully comprehens1ve student accounting system exists
¥ 4
but this crikical cost-efficiency system component does not have to be

developed- in entirety; elements can be selected and adopted from among

¥
PR

those used by other agencies.

- ¢

Technical Support Systems .

k4 -
- [ -

“The development of a cost—efficiency iodel for a local education

3 - N - =
- i v . y aen
’

_ agency is, as the title . of the activity implieg, @ssentially a basic -

-

. ¢ . 3 o~
research and development endeavor. &s is the casé with other research

*

" and development efforts the local education agency cannot be e&pected

by itself, to generate all of the-necessary parts of the system. Two

particularly critical support elements are needed: (l) knowledge, and

(2) technical service support.* The LEA cannot, for exanple, generate all

basic information it needs about *program inpacts. ~It cannot self- .

sustainingly engage in across-the-board basic researdh studies of program

impact. It cannot by 1tself generate teacher effectiveness studies. nor
‘ !

P <

an it evaluate all matferials and related procedures available to it for
use. Universities and other agencies produce the preponderance of new
{nformation used by 1EA's. Therefore, the LEA has continuing dependance

on external agencies for efficient +ransmission of new knowledge to it.
3

In addigion, the LEA must have technical service support. It is not

. o .

- .

’ . 1410

-

2,




v
’ »
- L

profitabie for the LEA to maintain programs or facilities for complex data

.

ana%ysis-nor does it possess capabilities to evaluate prospective benefits

. s

of new technologies. Thus the LEA must jo{h with others or receive techni-

cal support from universities and other externél,groups. Development of
a comprehensive cosEbeficiency model for special education should take

this need into account. ‘

&

]

Related Technical Issues .

]
“

In the.preceding five sections of this chapte} the most important

topical concerns for model development were briefly described. Several-

- -additional issues of an essentially technical nature must be kept in mind

) R N

as model development proceeds. First, is the current status of pro-

N gram planning budgeting systems (PPBS) development.n This movement, which

grey rapidly in the late 1960's and culminated in an impressive effort

>

TR to inftitute such systems in the .State of California seems now to be in a

g (tempqéary?)ustaté of contraction. The de;elopment of PPBS constituted a
formidable technical problem. Before its technical features could ge
‘resolééd to ;he satisfaction of all interested parties the California
ieg151ature abandoned the program. Conflicts of value among political
coalitions may have been the pq}mary contriputors to tﬁis outcome: However, ~

¢

other groups once interested in the promises made for PPBS have also been

unable to initiate and maintain rapid progqesé in this develobment area.

Readers interested in better understanding how value conflicts may

’

frustrate technical developments and applications of systems for optimum

+
]

. resource allocation may find an a;tiéie by Kirst interesting to read.?’ ‘
N A .

A
s
<

-

——
-

5 Kirst, M. W., “"The Rise and Fall of PPBS in California." Phi Delta Kappa,
April 1975, pp. 535-583. .

3
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- *

A second important technical issue has concern for the importance _
of being able to do-follow-up studies of student.performance. Most of
the educational research that has been conducteJ to date has been cross-
sectional. .Cr?ss—sectional data is collected at a point in time; for
example, a measure of the performance of q1l~hearing—impaired children

- <

in an instructional unit on June 5, 1975. In 1970 ‘Hilton and Patrick
published an important and definitive article on this topic. They comparéd
_three sources of data for studies of growth —---— matched-logitudinal,

‘nnmatched logltudlnal, and cross-sectional. Their study supported the
. conclusion that matched-logitud1na1 data, with matching performed to link

the differert scores of ind%vidual children over time with each other, is

s

more reliable and therefore more likely to produce valid analytic results.

“ .,

A prior, related study was conducted by Dyer, Linn and Patton.. Their

t

concern was-less with individual performance and more with the prediction

<

- »  of school system means on achievement tests. However, the results of a
Al
. b, .
comparison of four gethods of obtaining discrepancy measures led to a.
) » .

-similar conclusion. Their.study involved data collected over. a three

- P

’ year period of schooling. Theitr conclusion was; ''...discrepancy measures

]

4
based on unmatched-longitudinal or cross-sectional samples of students

<

cannot be regarded as reasonable substltutes for dlscrepancy measures

based on a carefully matched-longitudinal "sample.’" These two articles,

n S s T e s e e P i . i
- . - 4
.

6
Hilton, T.L., a§Z‘Patr1ck C., "Cross—-Sectional Versus Long1tud1na1

Data: An Empirical Comparison of Mean Differences in Academic
Growth." Journal of Educational Measurement, Vol S No. 1,

o Spring 1970, pP-, 15-24.

7 Dyer, H. S., "Linn, R. L., and Patton, M.J. "A comparison of Four Methods
of:obtaining Discrepancy Measures Based on Observed and Predicted
School System Means on Achievement Tests." Americal Educational
Research Journal, Vol. 6, No. 4, November 1969, pp. 591-605.
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which were prepared froh work with real data, strongly suggest many gost-

¢

efficiency procedures wWill- not themselves be efficient or productive if

th?y do not. provide for the collection of longitudinal data.,

At the same time the previous articles were being prepared Werts and

P

Linn,« working on the ‘same problems, preparéd a general linéér model for

the‘study of growth. Their paper had concern for the ideﬁﬁification of

Q , .
causal relationships in data. The paper concludes with a reminder that’

to be able to perform statistical com utations on data may’proﬁide us with
. p .

»>

very little useful understanding. Artifacts of both measurement and the

analysis can make a model treacherous to'use. .

+

Comprehensive cost—-effectiveness analysis of alternatives for séécial
education program implementation will almost always involve quasi-

experimentation. This endeavor involves, along with ‘the technical issues

-t

already cited, need for great sensitivity on the part of the analyét

for theé types of outcomes that may or may: not.be.plausitle when new

programs are initiated. ‘A particularly Tich referenz.. for these under- , -

» ° ' o~
standings i§ an article by Wiley and Bock. These writers were interested

in the sizes of grohps needed to draw conclusions about innovaéivecpro-

~

“-
" .grams but also- wished to understand what 'contributions instruction might

5

make to:imprové student performance in such areas as‘spelling, arithmetic

- computation, social studies and science. They concluded that a study
. - .0 *
involving as few as, six schools with two classrooms in each school could

“epable detection of a mear difference between experimental groups of as,
. , 2 ‘

much as .32 grade equivalents. Whereas a building might be effective

-

in the production of computational skills and a school district

“

8 Werts; C. E£. and Linn, R. L.."A General Linear Model for Studying
Crowth." Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 73, No. 4, 1970, pp. 17-22..

3 . x
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might have uniformity within it in computational attainments, performances

in areas such as paragraph meaning might be much more variable among

schools with comparable efforts. The influences other than

the classroom -performance of 2 teacher can cgntribute heavily to student

P

performance. Summary reflectionms by the authors E;n provide stimulati;g
reading and useful insights concerning the prognosis for cost—efficiency
;tudy‘of'prggyam outcomes when a type of program has been carefully
formulaéed and described.? ) . | |

Perhaps, the oﬁtstanding authority in the nation with p}ac;ical_
experience in thf stdﬁy of change is Donald T. Campbell ,. who has ..

been interested in quasi-experimental models of the type that most often -

-

must be used in special education cost-efficiency work and has written

extensively on the topic. Most of the analytic concerns that hgxe been

jdentified to,date were summarized by him in an address to the 1970
:‘ ‘\ R . L
Invitational Conference on Testing Problems; the fontents of his address

-

contain many valuable ideas.10 . LT . ‘, :

< One additional article may be of interest to persomns contemplathé .

- <« ”~ - d -

the values of benefit analysis. This is a 'reflective discussion by,

-

Lohnes that arose from general concern for the schooling of intelligence.

. s . i 1 . .
1f cost-cfficiency procedures are to be developed for, special education,

. yeflections such as his should-be heeded. - They suggesE cost-efficiency

analysis of outcomes frequently may not be profitable. He noted:
Instead of sgeking a best instructional systeﬁ, researéh might
better seek to reveal the correlationms between degrees of

“ P »
o ——— — T T - T
-~

9Wiley, David E. and Bock. R. Darrell. "Quasi-expefimentation in
Educational Settings: Comment." The School Review, Winter 1974.

-

g °

10Calppbell, D. T. ngmpbral Changes in Treatment-effect Correlations:
// A Quasi-Experimental Model for Institutional Records and Longitu-

¢

dinal Studies." Proceedings of the 1970 Invitational Conference
on Testing Problems, Educational Testing Service, Princeton, N.J.
197Y, n . B - "
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cation of various treatment dimensions and' degrees
It might also try to dis-
lations are in- ,

implemen
of achievements of Vvarious types.
cover whether these treatment-outcomg cOTTE
fluenced by non-linear involvements of organismic inputs making
moderator effects or treatment-aptitude interactions available.
This implies analvsis of canonjical cortelations, multiple partial
. correlations, and homogeneity of regressions systems, Bur

* first, it implies that dimensions of treatment programs be

_ conceptualized, scaled and measured in school trials.

.
3

e

-
. 5
.
S -
. A Nig .
. N t
- !
- - . -
@ .
- ..
’}l ~——
- hed -
‘o L3
.
. -
« -
-
.
4
o
»
N o °
. P
.
. 1 s .
. >
-
) : v .
” . LY
’ b4 . . -
I
.
. »
<
)
P
e a i -
.
s
. N . . ¢
.
2
Fd
t
,,
.
. 7 o
.
’
» f ~
. o) ‘
f
Ly P
- 1
. -
o
-
-
’
" N [
-
N . :
.
~ Ll
- .
-~

11ly,0tines, Paul R. "Evaluating the Schooling of Intelligence." Eddcational
Rescarcher, February, 1973, pp. 6-11. ‘ T

.

.

i . x -
,

»

. . ) . 1 5 < ‘ ]

ERIC - '

oo
N - - . .
.

L} .,- -
— . - - . ‘




.

: v / .
A. COST-EFFICIENCY SYSTEM. DESIGN. FOR.--A LOCAL:EDUCATION AGENCY

. ) 9 , " Overall Design .

-

A ?

’ o .t / o
/ B

The overall cost-efficiency study model that was developed' in chis®

-

. g¢project involves a synthesis of selected task analysis and input-output
2 had . «
elements., The focal 2lement in thefmodel is a modification of the work by

©

' Rossmiller Marinelli and Geske.lg .lhegactiv1t1es of a cost—efflclency

analyst must show concern for these programﬂconstituents.

'
>

For the efficiency analyst to study‘inputs to special.education

programs, describe the applicatlon~of resources and produce information
J :

to be-returned to others~about3the merits of program outcomes, it is

PR / 1

!

necessary that support systems be available to the analyst., Accounting

‘\\\\l' plocedures used in the agency that employs him must themselVes permit

afflcient allocations of costs for the time, gersonnel and other resources

A ~
- S

that are applEEH*ln\programs. Cost allocation procedures should be fully

~——
-~

I

- -~

compatible with those of\the State Education Agency (SEA). Those

currently in 6peration\in Mlsconsin ‘ate~not. fully adequate for needs |

/ - ——

of the analyst nor are those in most other states. The*efore, important

e T

cost allocation develOpmenL needs exist in this and similar LEA's.
/ ,/

Pupil accounting system support is also needed by the analyst. In
a very small LEA it isArelatively easy to maintain and access records

. for the small numbers/ of special education students who are preSent.

Their performances over time, in response to the applications of various
resources on their behalf, can be efficiently recorded and stored al—

though, even in the smallest agencies, lack of a comprehenslve student

accounting system may make the preparation of summariés of data for®

EI?Rossmiller, R.A., Marinelli, J.J. and éeske, T.G., op cite.




- ‘knowlédge necessary

.. arrows pointing out the flow of information to hi

Iy

Feducational program information and,

analysis or related reporting purpQ§§§_xg£X<d{§§icult to accomplish.

In medium and large size LEA's the development of basic district-

wide pupil accounting' procedures and supplemental but iinked procedures

for special education will usually be a profitable undertaking. These

systems should include provisions for retention of family data associated

with students, general demographic inﬁormatlon pertinent to them,

d. information necessary to engage in

efficient follow-up study of their progress. Student anonymity must, also

<

be protected.

-

A final necessary ingredient for the cost-efficiency analyst to

éngage in his work is the avallability of technlcal support from

external.agencies. This technical support w1ll provide him with

N

to the conduct of his work and with support in the

‘wctual conduct of analysis of data.

=
4] 13

.also be a necessity.” Technical sppport may be provided by'a single agency

Assistance in yreport writing may

(The Institute for Educational Research at Downers Groyéﬂ Illinois, is

illustratxve) or by a variety of agencies such as univerSities, state

. departments qf education or independent, nonpubllc bodies.

you ¥

Figure 1 simply summarizes the essential work elements involved in

application of this manner of thinking. The model that is presented

, depicts, primary concerns of the analyst with input, application, output
and feedback. It represents his dependence upon related operations by

-

m from cost allocation,

pupi} accounting and technical support activities. It also indicates

~

that the dnformation generated as a result of the activities should flow

to external agencies. In particular, knowledge should be transmitted

1 support agencies as part of what should be formal,

h
e-analyst is unlikely to have

out to the technip

collaborative relationships among thems Th
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primary administrative responsibility for the accumulation of cost

¢
allocation information, could not have administrative control over

external technical support, but might retain authority over pupil . . /
accounting operations. 1In the sections that\follow the primary and

secondary elements of this system are given additional elaboration.
. -
. \\\\\ Input-Application-Output-Feedback . T

1)
S

The core element for system analysis must, as noted earlier,

. ] Wb, . N
provide for analysis of input and output of an dpeggtlng,edueationalf .

14

system and for the recycling of infofqafion that is acquired. 'Figure 2

» <

.-
provides a mowe detailed vgsual record of the four components denoted in

s

the focal unit of Figure 1.' It records, in parallel lines for rectangular

. . ’ ) :
blocks, the most important features associated with inputs, resource

N

application and outputs. These three component features are interlinked

- o through the feedback activitieé of measurement, analy51§ and reporting.
. 4 .- 9 . N .
' +, Home and cgmmunity,*the litter through each of its immedigte local

N - regional and state characteristicq, constitute the external environment. ) ~)ﬂf

’
*

* From/thls envirbnment are contrlbuted knowledge, societal values and

goals., The population of the community served by thg ‘educational syste?

posseSses characterlstics of size, density, social organizatlon of .

K]
*

" families, mobility, etcetera' these characterlstlcs can be descrlbed as

[

démographic and social—economic. ’

A i ~
. The extérnal-to-school environment also possesses important character-
. N
¥ v
U istics of economic output and income. Some school buildings and entire

. educational agencies haveevery low economic outputs and incomes; for

otherS, especially those commonly referred to as "atfluent", economic -

4

g 5 . ’ ) o —'A‘\ ‘o
output‘énd/or family income can be very high. These charactetistLCS'are,o' ’

usually associated with very different student aptitudes for academic

\) | . . . -:' . 2:3 19 § . .- . . i
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performance. Their importance can be discerned by reference to the large R
. S

. numbers. of educational programs generated for the cconomically needy within

the pastsdecade. The importance of the external environment is perhaps

- - B

most often discussed in relationship to economic features with regard to
A ,

v ' influences on both total education system performance and the performance
« o
< of students within the Bystem. .
¢ -
» L ‘ ‘

. In its largest component feature, that for the educational system as

-

a whole, Figure 2 contains what may appear tc be an inconsistency. The

term "resource inputs at school" is used. This distinction is a common

.« -

. ‘ . J
o?g within educatidnal. literature. The external environment provides re-

squrces necessary to acquire such material resources as learning aids and
educational facilities. It also provides resources necessary for the em-
ployment of staff and school management. It sets aims, priorities and con-

trols through the functioning of Boards of Education. Once aims, priorf}

ties- and controls have been applied and material resources have been as-

. ’ sembled, there exists a school system. It is this body, "our school(s)", .

.o

which in turn initiates programs for students. Thus it is possible to think

of such an assemblage as itself a resource input to instructional processes;

the student is in turn the recipient of these applicationsy--~-===o )
A ; . ) .
o : Efforts to improve the performance ability of teacher% through inser-
. w) .
vice programs is illustrative of the application of extbrna% resources to

3
assemble an internal resource of a higher quality with the expectation

¢ .

teachers will, in turn, apply their improvéd skills to the improvement of

instruction. The apparent inconsistency cannot be wholly eliminated by
~ N \ .

reflection on this example but no more useful classification of system

components and functicns seems yét to have bee devised.

' 3 ¥ . j .
’ 4 *  The application of resources by an éducational agency is most often

thought of in terms of the instructional process. Schpols provide pro-
grams for children which involve instructional units of time, instruction-
. ) X
al materials, grouping patterns and space use. Students are assecmbled; 1
v )

ERIC L R4 20 | -
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\‘-
- tog;;h er; administrative patterns are designed“to provide necessary

~— .
* ¢

info:mation about their performances are used to modify instructional

*

programs for them by individualization of ins\ruction, staffing patterns o

~——

and organizations~which are intended to provide good instruction ‘are brought

e T \‘

N\_

t
support services. Additional supportive services are prov1ded in T

- ~

‘ such areas as special education, guldance and counseling Monetary and

nonmenetary costs are involved. Resource application by the educational.

. " s, . “e

system is, in common terminology, "what the school is'doing."

-

. * A rapidly growing body of literature ana1yt1cally describes the

-

: produccs of resource application. Cost—efficiency analysis has greaEest

Y

concern for what-indicators of outputs of the educat*onal system can

contribute to understanding of what education 1§ accomplishing. Figure

]

2 depicts these indicators as being class1f1able into short range , .

and long range outputs. In the simplest sense, short range outputs

are those produced during the interval the course or program ig

-
LAY ¢ ’

offered to its students; long range‘outputs are those which remain or
R - “‘ . [ ;
.. accrue over additional days, weeks or years. The most broadly

N\ _ descriptive terms used for ‘the classﬁfication of human preformances .

‘are the terms cognitive, affective and psychomotor., While thtee other

. .

v °
+ . + terms, understandings, attitudes, and skills, have less precise meanings
they describe the same general performance,ereas. AR . ’ . "
» The values society holds for its members contr1buLe innumerable

>

ideas about what the long Tange outputs of the school system should be. .

’jglhe great diversity they possess has necessitated usé of broad goal .

statements for ‘school ouiput such as "'preparation for life", "a -

productive member of socfety", and “a productive indi&idual" No \\\§<\
W

- classifications with the clarity of the three available for short

range outputs had been prepared for long range outputs. of ceursé,

‘ S . v

26 | _‘ .




! . the taxonomies for short range outcomes areﬂapplicable to long range .

outcomes but because long range outcomes and goals are much moxe L
(& V// 1likely to be stated in general terms indicative of performances at the
. .. . ‘¢
///1 T higher levels of the taxonomies, refinement needed for the latter to

«, be-classified does not exist. ,As a result,. Figure 2 uses a single
.4 ’ } . - * . " 3 . N
B stem, "Improved capacity to function in society as:" to statle five
Y . - .
( . -
. -general outcomé goals. It is necessary that more atténtion be

N

<

given to improvement of long range goal speciflcations. Without

improvemenQ the assessment of long range outcomes will usually be |
L s ] y
e ¥4 - . ra . . ‘ : % I4
. poorly performed. | . x ° - +
L 4

* . P The'fourth component oleigurq 2, that for feedback, is briefly h

. . described through the use of the, three words~assogiated with it .
v.' v .

- Qmeasurement analysls and reporting) ! The- £2 gure is 1ntenﬂed to

~

[ S Lt - show that feedback information is acquired at’ the’tlme of resource

7 . s o @ - 4 . -
. 1Y

o ’ applicatlbn and even before. Feedback on outcomes»of educatlonal * o )
. = performance and informaLion about process is used to maPe mod1f1cations
- . L (%3 . A

2T .

Caas W S A . N .
T by RS

‘

B "in resource input allocation from 'the external enviromment, from the *

-4 A -y
- -~

L - resource pool accumulated at ‘the school, and to make changes 1n the
' application of resources. ., . :

Because Figure 2 does not by itself provide sufficient elaboration

N -

son activities associated with the preparation of information through

-
-

: to use of: feedback Figure 3 has been prepared to meet that need. .

o

The key feature of-this f1gure is that it responds to the fact decisions

I3 -

. x
< tend to be made by seléction from among alternative courses of action.

© z& two programs (or more) have act ually ‘been conducted,tthe evaluatiod -

.,
- “ »

of their outcomes begins with identification of the external resources

made available for their conduct. " Information about external resources,

[3 ’

school resour"e inputs and the actual conduct or processes of the programs

< -
. 14

- . » s
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©

are accumulated for subsequent analysis and reporting. Outcomes of

4 3
each program option tend to be analyzed-separately.’ In some instances

results of analysis for a particular program are of interest by

themselves but in most cases information about alternatives is ¢
A . g

compared ‘by statistical or judgemental processes. The information

2

.

that is generated“is subsequently assembled in a formal report and
* . . s

distributed back. to the persons Yho will use it to make decisioms..
For the evaluative and feedback activities indicated in Figures

2 and 3 to be conducted it is essential that the cost allocation, pupll

&

v
!
td

accouriting and technical support systems function. Cost a110Cdt10n

»

act1V1ties provide financial information linked to and descriptive *

of inputs. Pupil accounting activities contribute informatlon about
resource inputs and resource'applications. Pupil accounting also .

contributes capabilities for linking input and process information

[}

with output information. Information generateh in pupil accounting

and in cost allocation will frequently go directly into the feedback

mechanism without being linked to output information. This type

o

of infopmation transfer is essential if p;oceéses are to be studied

»

@ ¢

and modified before outputs are subject to study.

H

Technical support is, as has been\nqted earlier, essential for
conduct of eachAof the other cl;sses cf activities. ﬂIp provides
information for the classification or reporting of ;nqu§, design
and implemegtation of applications, and for the organization of
_comparative analysef. Technical support information will appear
in feedback reporting;. without it the conduct of analysis will
sometimes be imgoésible. The arrows in Figure & er meent to depict

how information-producing activities are linked within the total
<

model generated by .this project.

) 29 25
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Cost Allocatiorf System

* e -

’ . . .

Three procedures (models for cost -allocation) have been given

-

greatest consideration in this development effort. The first, and -

-t

the only one in use, is that defined by the Uniform Financial Accounting

. © P
-

Handbook for Wisconsin School Districts; 1974 edifion. This document

. . provides account classifications for receipts and dispersements,

a3

definitions for the classifiéations of expenditures apd for theif

analysis in Wisconsin school districts, 13

-~

A second procedural guide that has been considered is a set of
revisions for the first reference document currently in preparation by

a committee of members from within and without the Wiscon51n Department

of Public Instruction. Revisions being considered for the existing

n "o
-

state code would enable much more direct allocation of ecosts to

K

programs. Deficiencies in existing procedures. which hive greatest
¢ 4 practical significance will,-in a large part, oe,corrected-when the/r
new ‘procedurecs are adopted.
A
A third reference that has been .studied is a report preparedcby
' . N the accounting firm of Ernst & Ernst. Erhst & Ernst was retained
by the Governor's Office of Human Resources,.State of Illinois, and
also partiélly funded by the United States Department of Health,
"Education & Welfare, Bureau of Education fovt the dandicapped, to
) . undertake study of the cost allocation problem as it exists for special
and regular education in school districts Eepresentative of Illinois ’
and the nation. ihe accounting understandings they brought to theirsw

task were strong and led to the development of procedures intended for

practical application in cost-effectiveness work,

13Wisconsin Department of Public Instructionm. "Uniform Financial
_Accounting Handbook for Wisconsin School Districts.'" 1974 Edition.

-~
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v

The Ernst & Ernst model for determination of costs of special

I

-

education results in the production of reports on the amount of” education

Aif

delivered "through the use of time and money re50urces.

_-».

. report on the effectiveness of the services that are de11vered

It does not ) o

- l,,». P —
i —

There—

Il

i

fore,.as is the case with the other two procedures for cost allocation.

it can

serve as only q component of an overall cost-efficiency model. .

v
-

~

educational unit" (SEU).

) § oo
The Ernst & Ernst model is based Upon the use of a

v

defined "'student

The SEU is defined as a period of ten minutes,

°

during which time a .student is‘served by an educational agency. Possible

-

: 48 - - .
use- of this unit on at least an occassionaljbasis for the determination

- of cost—efficiency of LEA programs‘is appealiné. Clear examples of

~

However, it

‘what might be used were given in the Ernst'§ Ernst report.

serves best at this time to be referenced as a standard for long term

cost accounting development rather than as an immediately useful model 14

,~

In summary, we propose that a cost allocation system of the second

- 2 }

‘ﬁype, that currently in development for application by the DPI, is

a preferable model to adopt for the next several years or more; in ‘the

. long range 'such a -model should be supplemented with selected features of

the Ernst & Ernst model.

Pupil Accounting System

The National Center for Educational Statistics of the U.S. Department
o : of Health, Education and Welfare/Education Division (DHEW) in 1974 °
revised its student/pupil accounting gu1de.' This document provides

- standard termonology and guidelines for managing student data in

<

1I’Ernst & Ernst, "Report a Model for the Determination of the Costs of
Special Education as Compared With That for General -Education"

& . February, 1974.
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elementary and secondary schools and other educational agencies.

However, while it can serve as .a model for the adoption of termonology

and general management of information it does not provide a model of the

actual form design that would be appropriate for a local education
: ey ) .

. agenéy. ) > ..
e . . Fortunately, the nations largest cities and various educational SUppsrt
agencies for smaller school districts have 'developed functional pupil
dapa‘syetem;. The rhiladelphia schooiS.and others considered the
systems to be indispensible. For example, thé Director, Division of
Administ;ative and Surye& Research Services, the Sthool District of -
Philadelphia, included the following statement in a presentation he

made to the Americal Educational Research Association in- April, 1975:
' + "As the size of school district increases, so do the number
and complexities of the problems encountered and the need
to have a functional automated pupil data base becomes a
requirement of sound educational management. Such a 16
data base System can no longer be considered a luxury.

B

The more ambitious an LEA is with regard to cost-efficiency studies

s - - el

the more valuable an efficient student accounting system becomes. It

will be of great valué to any agency enrolling ten thousand' or more

students and may be quite valuable to agencies half its size.

The Philadelphia pupil accounting system employs a pupil identification

.number to coordinate the storage of informatien about birthdate, sex, b

~

ethnic group, housing location, and other elemental types of infor-

. mation.: A more compreﬁensive system for accumulation of basic pupil

.

file information is used by most other school districts. The Minneapolis

schools,'affer careful study of systems used by the Seattle, Milwaukee - o

L4

15Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction. "Uniform Financial IS
Accounting Handbook for Wisconsin School Districts." 1974 Edition.”

16Penry, Edward B. "An Indispensensable Tool for Research and Evaluation:
’ A Functional Pupil Data System." April 1975, p. 2
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and other school systems, have designed the procedures that were adopted

P

as a model for this project.* In combination, the Minneapolis system

and the-U.S. DHEW Student Accounting Manual have served as the pupil

- e

accounting system models for this project.

¢

Technical Support System

Inclusion .of a technical support element in the model that has

been presented thus far is intended to prcvide a direct link of concerns

‘for the performance of knowledge and service-producing agencies in their

Al

inpended’support roles. Dissgmination'of knowledge(produ%ed elsewhere
to LEA's in a useable form is‘also critical iﬁ cost-efficiency work is
to be done at the LEA level. For example, the number of indivi@uals who
possess-a particplar handicapping éondition‘within a givén LEA will

usually not be sufficient to do comprehensivé'evaluative research with

them. Indeed, the number available in even an entire state may be

£
insufficient. Therefore, there must be ways by which state departments

or other agencies can accumulate and disseminate onwlédge helpful & ~«-.
to the LEA. Serious cost—eﬁficiency analysis may not be possible for

some handicapping conditions without this type of coordinativelinvolve—

ment by an external agency; the LEA pust constantly be aware of its

limitations in this regard.

R Y

When research performed at other state and national locations

v

has implications for an LEA's cost-efficiency development work it

is important this information be efficiently disseminated to it. Thus

’
"

the LEA is dependent upon external agencies both for the production

of knowledge and for the distributién of it back to sources of data

t

*Becduse a modification of the Minneapolis system has already been
_preformed and that modification is discussed later in this report
Y, mo further discription of the Minneapolis system 1s recorded herein.

34 %

B

,

¥
AN




.
LAY

generation. -~An LEA -engaged in cost-efficiency activities must continuously

\ :“.

_retaln strong ties with external sources of information. N
. ~

~

Most data collection and analysis services can be provided to an.
* . LEA by a major university within its state.. In some instances additienal”
special service agencies (The Institute fot\Educational Research, Downers "
Grove, Illinois is‘illustrative} may provide these services. Instrument
development, conceptuelization of problems, organization of data for
analysis, analysis itself and reporting are illustrative of this type
of technical support need Supﬁort must give capability for conduct of
.the various types of multivarate analysis now available and tber%fore,
N must be able to provide access' to,computing equipment with large .

information storage capacity.

The model that has been adopted by.this project provides no .

additional figural summarization of elements of technical support but

emphasizes that without this type of service cost7efficienéy analysis
RS s

is unlikely to be effectively carried out by‘an LEA.

‘ ~ PR ~

-~

Internal Organization "

» ) ey

-

The‘organization of Figure 1 suggests several alternatives for how

the organization of cost—efficiéncy studies may exist within an £ . :

'educational agency. Cost aIlocation activities are heavily dependent |,

.

-
»

upon the ability of the business services unit to provide cost ¢

information herefore, this unit of the LEA must serve' ar support. -

” - ® -
) ) LY - ““’

+  function.

« ' -

o The‘delivery of external support services must be ﬁrovi&ed by the-

state educationiagenc§ (SEA), a major university and/or perhaps a

%
' services will tend to differ- for LEA's within different geographic areas.

-
-

. ' |

., special external agency.. The best combinition of ‘external support // 4
]

|

.

v 35 31

Q ) . 1




-

Ll

Coordination.of provision for these sep&ices in the most efficient manner

.
Y

o will often be difficult to accomplish.

v '

<

Student accounting services may either be organized sepanatély
from the cést—éffectiveness~ahalysis operation or within the same ‘unit,
An organizational unit which has as its overall responsibility the
a;cumulation of all informgtion for professional ana public needs may
be most suitable fo; large educétional agencies. Swaller agencies may

- NLL

. find it best to develop an arrangement more unique to themselves which

1

combines existing personnel.and organizatiohal strengths. This’

\
organization may or may not result in cost-efficiency work for special

- .

education being conducted by the special education department.




. " OUTCOMES OF PILOT TESTS OF MODEL AND COMPONENTS

¢ 9.

The proposal for this projectncélled for extensive involvement of \

I3

) . { *
the special education staff of the district in efforts to défine programs
and outcomes,the data from which could permit cost-effectiveness studies
A} . Q c. e
. to be conducted/' Extensive staff involvement occurred with the involve-

ment focused upon the elicitation of staff members' ideas most pertinent

N v

to model development and application. Staff involvement focused on .
L work ‘with the problem of program definition and on the problem of S

indicator selection or develOpment' it concluded with a survey of time

! ' i commitments of staff members to classified task activities.

As model development proceeded there was automatic involvement of e

.
.

. - external ‘support elements, most importantly the WDPI and the University

s of Wisconsin. An unexpected event was the initiation of development
work in student accounting; the latter activity occurred as it became S
'evident that existing {nformation assembly procedures were wholly

inddequate to the needs of a, cost-efficeincy analysis system. In the

-
-

report sections that follow pilot activities are described and tﬂeir
3

dmplicdtions are noted.

T 5 '
qSimulation of* Resource Allocation

A

Dnring and about the year 1968, Yehia Badran, then employed by

Educational Testing Service, engaged in study of the resource allocation

problem faced by a large city with high ESEA Title I expenditures; lle

developed»mathematical'models suited to the problem and’designed‘linear
- anaiytic procedures for allocations of dollars to programs whep judge-

-

ments of probable outcomes and their values could be specified by

authorities or other interested persons. Badran's work, which was

. 37 33

1

|
}
|
|
|
i
i
|
|




largely ‘theoretical, was ddapted for computer applicétion by Robert
. Patrick and Harry Harman of’Educacional Testing Service; their programming
yas used internally with orgups of educators engaged in workshop study

/of the decision—making process., ) ’ g “.

-

r'd

wy

Dr. John Caok of the DPT, ~upon hearlng of the work of Badran,

Patrick and Harman, concluded the model and procedures might have

\

particular value for special education. He subsequently acqurred

s a copyfof the program which he theh modified for use at the computer

[ aad
Y

facility of the University of Wisconsin - Madisom.. A summary description
of what he learned through ‘its application was.published as an artiéle in

"Bureau" Memorandum.l? Cook's experiénce with the procedures was not - .

-

exhaustive but it enabfed him 6 .conclude they might pé helpful to the .

decision-making process in situatiéns where hard experimental information

. was ‘not avialable but decisions h%d to be made by use of bast.combinations

1

, of judgement and information.

The decision model described by Cook provides a’'means whereby

. simulation of cost-efficiency woxk in-$pecial ~education can be conducted.

It is,\ir a sense, a technique for analyzing the function of an educational

v

. ~ system. For it to be used, cost informatlon must be available as actual

A
[

dollars or estimates; pupil characteristics must be accounted fTr;
knowledge about the likely inpacts of programs must be referenced; input-

application—output system characteristlcs must be_considered. Use of

- a

the' program culminates in the prlnting of recommendatlons for theg provislon

or nonprovision of programs. These recommendatlons, which will usually .-

. -

be seen to be-based‘on fallible input, will tend to produce intense

-~

reflection followed by redesign of program and reinterpretatioﬁ‘of

values or prpgrams. It provides a means for engaging in cost—efficiency
. . ,

17Cook, John J., op cite. oL i

Q ‘ ‘ 3 8 ’34 ‘ ?




~

.- -

. 8 . - .
. . Tow

\ ’ B
analysis at.the highest leOel of available knowledge at a given time. This,
’ } t - .
in turn, enables identification of obstacles, to further development of cost-

» .
t
-

N FaR .
efficiency procedures. : 2

Five Step; can be defined for preparation of information necessary
; ‘ .

Eor linear program anal§sis of progran info;mation by" the-.decision model.

"

The -first table reports basic data descriptive of (1) programs among /
which resources might be allocated, (2) the maximum enrollment potentials
. 9

of those programs, (3) the cost of providing a program, and (4) computation
. . @ / e
of the related cost per pupil For this activity to be successfully

carried out it is necessary that the definitions of programs comoeting
™™g -

zfor resources co%tain sufficient clarity to permit precise allocation of

T

_resources to them. The definitions must make clear whether a teacher is ,
LI F 4

*

or, is'not working on’a program at any point in time. It is also necessary

¥

at other resources called for in conduct of the program, such as o

uilding space. and'materials,be unequivocally expended for the

* |[program. Without this idformatioh:program costs cannot be Setermineda
" _ . al

.

.|and, as will subsequently be noted, outcomes cannot be attributed to the

’ LI ,
program. An example for this and the other“four tables was included “m‘~f\

- -

-

in the article.by Cook which is contained in Appendix B.

Between completion of this first table and later tableg it 1s

.
-~

, necessary to consider indicators of program success fot each program.

» . ..

_This is the ?ost difficult task involved.in the s1mulated.decision—making - “

Y ‘e

experience. What outcoimes are being sought? What measurement is

7’ .

appropriate?. These questions and many more linked to them must-be

discussed by persons using the procedure. Thé issue of normfreferenced

versus criterionureferenced assessment may .arise. " ‘The clagsification

?
of»outcomes into cognitive, affective, and psychomotor w111€;-ost .-

. « -

surely enter into consideration. Finallv,,a rcal or hypothetical .

~ »

-
L . . v L

” L4 N » \ ‘
, . 35. i N
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performance scale must be agreed upontas an indicator of performance. ~ .}
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5

- consider the meaning'of measurement at each .scale level, its implication

§
!

x
ot
~

When indicators have been selected and their meaning agréed upon
L i ¢

L]

e s

by persons involved in the simulation experience it becomes possible .
to proceed to additional input preparation. A second table 1s prepared\
to summarize the current status of programs if they already exist, or for

their initial status at the beginning of the progrhm if a new program -

-~

is contemplated. In this activity the proportions of students at

differcnt performance levels on each indicator‘and program “are recorded.

pq--_

This cbnstitutes {nventorying of initial studenb status. The proportions

must include all students who.might later be included in a functioning

program. ; .o - . .

A4

A third table is prepared by consensus of the d:eisiorimaking

group or by each individual member to summarize the values they ascribe

<

to each of the. programs. This is prloritization across programs and

[

is engaged in by assignment of a weighted. concern. to eath program.
i ¢
Concerns are expressed as decimal fractions and must sum to 1.00.*

-t

. Preparation - of these decimal ?¢ractions consistitutes the ass&mbly of a

relative rating of the importance of the different programs. .

The fourth table that is prepared calls for the judges to determine

how important progress of a student from ong, scale level to ano er

K} »

may be. This is called prioriti2ation within programs\ “The prioritlzors

N -

4

-~
“a +

for ‘the well—being of :the student the likélihood the student would
.progress td the next level without an intervcning program, ani other °

’

issues. At the coficlusion of their reflections they pripritize each
- . "\ '
geale level for each program by itself. 'Decimal fract}ons are again., »

L\ ¥ -

assigned with the total of the decimal fractions equaling 1.00 for

~

kA difficult—Lo~understand feature of the statistical programming is that
one concern must usually be specified as .20. This restricts the’
flexibility of judges in expression of their values but does not
seem to be a debilitating restriction for the program and procedure.

. . ; 36 . AN
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each pfegram.
Completion of -the fifth table will perhaps drew_mos; decis}on—makers
. to the limits of their knowledge and their.caﬁacity to make jgdgemenss
about progrém outcomes. It involves two phases. In one phase the judge
produces an educaéed estimate of the probabilit§~studeﬂts would move

from one scale’level to another without intervention. For programs’

&

with which they are ‘familiar they may reflect on each individual student .

A o

(if the numbers are smill) and ask themselves whéether the stbdent i

would progress without the existence of the program. They will also ask

_whether the student would, over a defined interval of time, progfess

not at all or across one or even more levels.

=3

In the second phase of this work the judge will make the same.
.decisions. for the students with the expectatlon that the program- -would
occur; that'is, iptervention‘as defined by the program would provide

experiences for the student. The procedures are identical to those

for completion of therestimates without~interven§ion.

. .

Completion of the fifth table constitutes completion of all informa-
tion necessary for programming except one item. It,is necessary, for -

the program to run successfully, that a statement of the amount of money

-
’

available for expenditure in programsﬁaxso be provided. This information
. 1s usually readily available as a real or proposed budget allocation.

<
. “ 4 R »

The data that have been prepared is keypunched for entry into the

statistical run., The cost of a run involving four programs and four
levels per program is) at this tiqe, about.five dollars.lThe output
includes a statement of the 1ogic;1°outcomes of analysis, programs that
should be 1mplemented and the levels at which they should be implémented.

A proposed enrollment for each program is summarized in the input

information. Fimally, a cost for the total set of programs and for each
s ‘ t

- o
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individual progran is also recorded. This output constitutes the feedf’
back information to be used by whomever is later engaged in the decision-

making process.- -

" [

Interactions with the special educatlon staff of the Wausau District

- . “

2

Public Schools were primarily concerned with declsioq—making problems in

»

situations whefe comprehensive input, application, output and anaiysis'

studies were not possible; It was felt that the most promising area to L
try out a simulation would be the Hearing Impaired program., The;nature

o of the problem of the student having hearing imoairment is much better
defined than most with the consequence program definition fér hearing
impaired“stu;ents might also be more ea51ly specified for other programs.

-

Thereiore, “staff, members of the hearing impaired programs in the WDPS met

in aftexr-school sessions to prepare inputs and later to revive and resub-
. ..
mit additional ones. Program definitior and indicator selection were the

[
4

*

most difficult problems faced By this.group. /
Four programs were defined: (1) lariguage, (2) reading, (3) basic
living skalls, and (4) early intervention. For each a hypothetical "scale

having four levels was formu%atea. -There was no full satisfaction that

LI R

either program definitiéns or scales were optimally defined for the simu-

- lation experience but it was demonstratedﬁthat a combination with enough

¢redibility to have potential-*use for feedback could be produced.
‘g ')
Because different staff members in<the department, the director of

special education and the director of research of the district placed difr

ferent values on programs for different levels of student performance not

one but six sets of input data were initially transmitted to Dr. Cook of

“

the DPI for analysis. The inputs. for these analyses and their outputs,

as well as inputs and outputs fof resubmissions, are included in Appendix

—

B; the first series are a "test A" series and the second a "test B" series.

42




The firstranalysié series produced no recommendations for inclusion

of the basic living skills program as a unit for implementation. Depending

‘ upon the amounts of money available and judgements of the authority who ' ’

. -

L8 : prepared input information other programs -might or might not have been -

-implemented at all leveLs.w Unit entries in the "proposed implementations"
. . - el
columns of the output sheets indicate language implementation was usually

¢ recommended- at the three highgst levels of preformance. In no case was
~ L4
intérvention proposed at all levels for any program. These outcomes,

when they became available, stimulated a great amount of discussion.

X Several conclusions were drawn:

1. Some program costs were too high. '

2. Not enough money was made” available". P

- 3. Perhaps programs should be given different values among themselves.

4, Prognoses given for change by students were-too low; inferentially,
scaling was not adequate. o ;

7

- Subsequent decisions ~ resulted in re-estimations of costs for

programs; the new tosts were lower than those originally proposed.

¥ .

. F:S
New stipulations of values for programs were prepared by some members. °
. C e H ‘o

.
- . v . .

Finally, different amounts of .available program monies were also specified,
new data cards were punched and mailed.

The resultant B-series of runs did not lead to proposed impleméntations
/ > A

x

J \
for basic.skills. This rather surprising outcome apparently occurred N\,

/ . \,
becaus? probable outcomes were not estimated to give sufficient individual

i
chances-for improvement.: However, the B-series of runms produced

< ! .
recommendations for implementation of each of the cther three programs at
/ - '

two/br three levels. Their implementation was recommended in amounts

/ .
of/about $145,000 irrespective of the amounts of funds specified to

' bé available, which ranged from $150,000 to $250,000, The program proved
- / ;o * ' . -
itself to be able t6 allocate resources and to provide a stimulating

. .

/ ’ . 39
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1

organizational structure for the simulation activity.

Use of Technical Support Systems oo

This project was not conducted with the intention of producing a
formal test of the.adequacy of external support systems. However, it

did, as a necessary part of its unfolding, involve external support

elements and found them surprisingly.adequate to project needs. Inquiries

for information about cost—efficiéncy models, possible program indicators
and analysis options were directed to Terry G. Geske who was assigned

to a coordinative role by the Wisconsin Research and Development

-
o

Center for Cognitive Learning. Requests for knowledge about special
education programs and for assiséapce in data anglysis were Qirectéd
to the Wi§coqsin Department of Public Instruction where they. were
_promptly responded to; all data analysis for simulation after keyéunch i
was efficiently coordinated by that agency. |

Many sources of information about student accounting systems were

available. The most useful of these was the Minneapolis ?uplic Schools,.

\

members of which responded, enthusiastically to inquiries. C. Thomas

Randall, of that agency, came on-site and actively assisted in develop-

’

ment of a student registration form. The Institute for Educational .

.“

Research, Downers Grove, Illinois was a very strong supportive group.

<

This service agency for local education agencies in the Chicago area

possesses unusual capabilities for the initiation of cost~effectiveness
R 44
work in special education. Its members responded during telephone

conversations and a site visit. They gave very valuable suggestions.

i

It seems c¢lear that external technical support is conveniently

available for development of cost-efficiency work in special education.

!
i

! 40.
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Most 1f not all needed technical support can be aquired either within

Wisconsin 'or slightly outside its boundaries. If cost-efficiency work

] is to be done on a large scale within the state formal organization to

/ ‘ *

_provide technical support may be necessary within the university system
. and the DPI. However, in the short range, continued maintenance of the
level of support available to this project would be fully adequaée to

project needs.

Initial §tudy of Resource Allocation

‘o

L\ At the conclusisn of the 1974-75 scho?l year each ?f the 52 staff
members in special education received a questionnaire. Its purpose
was two~fola:"(l) to bring fsgéther_each staff member's self-report
estimate of time spent on each of four general task ;réas and the percents

of ‘time spent on work activities. within each task area, and (2) to

. -

. accumulate individual staff members end-of—yeaf judgéﬁénts4of programs

that might at a later time be-i%itiated as cost—efficiency studies

together with descriptioms of indicators that might be appropriate

for use with cost-efficiency studies. In ldte June, when this report
was prepared, 36 of tge 52 staff members in the department had returned
theis questignnaire (69%). Their responses are summarized in tables

1 and‘Z‘ the questionnaire constitutes Appendix C.

O

Discussions with staff members during the year had led to the

definition of four general types of work carried out in special educatlon

N

. as part of implementation of Chapter 89: (1) screening, (2) prescrlptlon,
(3) servicing, and (4) follow-up. These types of work were defined in

terms of operations associated with Chapter 89. The operations seemed to

’
7

be discrete in the minds of the staff members.




/

The staff was first asked to estimate the time spent in each ,
i

of the four work areas during the 1974-75 school &ear. Percents N
. /
. allocated by them were to sum to 100 although rounding errors in /

shmmafy@ation could produce a higher ‘or lower valué.. They were
Y
then asked to estimate the amount of time they would spend on the

same category dn 1975-76-after which they were asked to give an
' |
"ideal" time allotment for the same general work types. Their responses

"~

to this set of items are summaxized as average percents and ranges

X
<

of percents in Table 1. This table inaicates*that, for respondents as »
’ a whole, 15, {?; 57, -and ‘10 percents of time were devoted to the

four work types during 1974-75. They estimated sligbtl§ lesé time’

(3%) would be devoted to screening and prescription in the next year,

with more time (4Z)°devoted to foll;w—up; it was estimated that the

]

proportions of time- to be spent in 1975-76 were close to "ideal" times.

’
-

Table 1

Thirty-Six Staff Self-Report Estimates of Time Spent on .
Four General Types of Work (Percents and Ranges of Percents)
: J

~ %

N

" General Type of Work

3 Time Allotment

Screéﬁing Perscription Sefvicing Follow-Up

" Approximate in 15% - 19% 57% 10%

1974-75 s 0-50 12-35 35-81 . 2-30
Estimated for . o12% 15% 58% 14%
1975-76 - 1-40 2-30 © 30-88 4-30
Judgemeit of . 12% 16% Toes9y ¢ 13%
"Ideal 030 3-40 20-89 4-50
.\ *

|
42 -
i
|
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‘more time on follow-up as did those working in the area of hearing im-

. four general work types. Estimates of the amount of time thdt will
9 .

. suygests the overall figure reported in Tabié’l Wiy itself constitute
\ .

\ A supplemental analysis of times devoted by staff members indicated

v

psychologists and social wogkers spent more time, proportionately, on

o~

screening than did other groups of special education’ workers; those

working in the mental retaréation field spent the lowest proportioﬁ of

<

time in screening., Members in speech, social work, mental re%ardatiog

-
~

and hearing impaired areas spent proportionally more time on prescriptive
x P /
activities while those working with mental retardation and learning

I

disability needs spent highest proportions of time on actual servicing

of needs. Psychologists and social workers spent least proportional o
T 14

-

time on the prbvision of services. Psychologists spent proporcionaily‘

pairment.

- Do the percents that were reported differ from'w;at they might
hav% been had al}‘staff members responded to the questionnaire? An .
inswer to this question exists. A supplemental analysis éffthe respoqées
of persons working in the ‘same field as'non—requnéents,was conducted.
This analysis suggests Table 1 over-estimates total amounts of time devoted
to screening and under-estimates amounts of time devoted to prescription
and servicing. waever, the'differences in percents between the tot;l

¢

group and respondents would be unlikely to exceed 3.percent for any of the

.

in the future be spent for the proviskon of serv}ce'by nonrespondents
‘an uqder~estimation of about 3 percent. ’
It was previously noted that task-analysis of worker time is a common
means of entry for cost-efficiency studies. For task analysis to occur
it is necessary that discrete work activities be defined hy which to

classify types of work that are carried out. The types of work and

43
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-

L 4

3

1 . )

activities must have meaning for the organization of information collection .
’ ’ - . "
and for the initiation of actual progfams subsequent to its assembly.

Y P

Seven activities, each of which might have some relevance to cost- ’

.

ol

-

efficiency work, were identified in the .course of this‘project. These

seven activities provide role descriptions for entries in Table 2. They
-

have concern for the professional activities of (1) plannihg, (2) scheduling

of work, (3) condUCt of work, (4) travel, (5) ‘inservigce experiences

»

(6) slack time, and (7) 1liaison with external .groups. Only the "conduct"

L4

activity has in its meaning provision for contact with studeﬁts; all . R

-
. ' s E

other activities are, in a sense, for purposes of support to student contact.

Each of the seven activities can be applied, ‘to_each of the four general

work types. However, for the staff member who devotes more than a minimum
o

/ t v
number of hours each week to professional activity it is important to

recognize the datax that were collected may not be descriptive of the

. -

total professional effort of the district staff.

»

Entries in Table 2 are "percents of percents'". That is, an entry of

9% for planning,‘under screening as a work type, indicates 9% of the time

. . / .
., allocation entered in Table 1 (itself 15%) was devoted to planning for =

L
)

screening, -- just over 1% of the total work time.
‘Entries in Tahle 2 indicate “staff members estimated they spent from

61 to 68 percent of their work .time in the "conduct" category; by work

group, they spent from 7 to 12 percent of their time at planning, et cetera.

Estimated ideal times were very similar to the times actually spent with

_differences never. exceeding 3 pérgent for the combined groups.

’ . ' / .
Interpretatioﬁ of the contents of Tables 1 and 2 must be undertaken

bl

with great care. While the overall validity of .estimates should be quite

good the validity of estimates of total time commitments for activities
Jhaving low frequencies of occurrence. for a given work typc may be very

v *

Y
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_unreliable, However, the data should have value fox consideration when-
allotments occur. Also, staff

ever subsequent discussions of staff time
i

members may find the categories uséful when classifying their activities

=

in weekly planning-reporting sessions.. } .

4

Design of a Student Accounting Registration-Procedure

>

‘v

r
About midway through project development it became evident to the

to be done in the

B

authors that cost—efflciency analysis, i1f it were

arried oyt without attention being glven

: L
to a very serious pupil accountihg problems.

WDPS, could not be efficiently ¢

More than a dozen forms

were in/use for the recording of pupil information pertinent taq speéigl ) .

{
s not possible to effic1ently relate to eact other{the

education. It wa

different types of information that were collected. More serlously, the

~

t
existing procedur'es were not at all compatible with information needs over

the long term., While.status information about students at,a specific
/ . .

point in time could be assembled, however inconvenlently, there was no..

possibility for engaglng in longitudlnal data collection without the

COmmitment of excessive hours of personnel time. Furthermore, there

[N N

L]
e types of information that weuasd be needed and some

were gaps in th

.

types of information, whlle being collected, were nat being organlzed in

<

the most useful manner. Therefore, close attention was directed to this

d
overall problem with the result that a.new,“comprehehSiVe student

registration procedure was developed

The procedure that was adopted could not haye been ‘developed w1thout

-

external assistance. There has been, as was noted earlier, a great amount '

of experience accumulated by large? educational agencies which developed’

4

student accounting systems. Therefore, it became a goal of the project

-




e

it ‘was in a form suitable for general adoption.

¥t
. foru

“
= d N -

to acquire from others’the best of their experience and to use that =

experience to design a suitable local system. The search for this
x " . /

experience led to review of procedures used by the Phildelphia Minneapolis,

\

" Milwaukee and St. Louis public schools. Mr. Gary Holloway, of the DPI,.

' provided necessary {nformation about the student accounting procedures

~

“maintained within his agency.

All forms in use for(reporting purposes by the WDPS and currept-data

__collection—procedires Qere reviewed as part of this activity. At its

- eulmination a new form was drafted and- shared with members of the Special

)

Education Department. After review by them it was submitted to general
administration personnel in the district and a conclusion was drawn(that

X-

The form that was adopted is a modification of one currently in

3

use\for student registration in the Minneapdlis Public Schools. It calls

' of a student identification nuimber both to make ieasier the accessing

of infoYmation apd to provide for improved anonymity where anonymity is

\ N
important.\ Students names, addresses and family status are recorded on
. :

it with entries of this type being capable of providing some 6f the demo-

graphic information for describing ‘system inputs. Special coding for

special education\programs in the district and. the State of Wisconsin were - ‘-

prepared. Addition\l modifications of the Mlnneapolis documentation

enable “coding for special education at locations other than ‘the traditional

] 4

classrooq, for recording Qf the tuition status of students in special education

who are not residents of the district and for notation of the full range

of transportation codings, for @he,regular student body and for the

handicapped. This form, the contents of which appear as Appendix D will

)
be printed on a form having a harder stock paper background separated by

PRSI s

carbon from a lighter front sheet. The first sheet will, upon registration

L




" .

PO -~
>

-

of a student in a building, be transmitted to a central location for

coding and transmission to keypunch after which a fraction of the data

L

level for use in itgxrecord system.,VCost~of’tHese forms,_when printed

_.———————1rﬂ‘VEIGEE_;ZZZ;;;;y7for the district has been estimated by vendors at.

Fa

»

about ‘2.5 cents each : ' a .
i It is anticipated at the time of this writing that this procedure
' will be approved for adoption by the Board of Education in the next ‘
school year, If this is the case a central file will be eStablished
during the fallland winter of the 1975-76 school year after which Update
and-reporting Systems will also be applied. Adoption of this system
will not itself reduce costs of activities of spedial educdtion infor—

mation production but should enable much more to hs accomplished with

+

the current expenditure lével. o . .

. © e w—

-~

will be stored. Therharder backup sheet will be retained at ‘the building'
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Summary and RecommepdatiGns ’ ‘ o ” e
N ’ . . ; TRt L
< . « N - -' Al -
. A model for cost-efficiency analysis of, special education las been

v W - - -
produced during conduct ‘of this development project. It'oontains inter-.

2 . T DR . o

) ‘. related prdctical and theoretical elements. The following practical T
’ . ' v o ’ . -
4 problems came to- be viewed as the more'serious obstacles to futire cos:— :
o) S
. efficiency work in special education: : ‘ : ‘

a

1., Lack of reliable, valid indicators by which to assess outcomts.
¢ . ) ‘."\
) 2. Limitdtions in the number of programs that can be designed
with sufficient specificity to permit their implementation

T, for close cost-efficiency analysis. -
3, Lack of e;isting cost allocation practices which can L .
efficiently produce cost information about programs. t —~_T‘)
-" . 4. Lack of efficient pupil accounting systemsi , 1 '

5. Lagk of personpel'experience with cost-efficiency procedures.
" However, in the steps taken to'go beyond theory and fnto practice,"

» N : .
. progress was made towayd resolution of several problems: - . .
* N - .

S .1, A necessary basic student accounting,system was designed

g

for the district.,. . "
’ : . LT .

5 . B -~
2. A simulation procedure for resource allocation was pilot ~
tested and found to have poteptial value. for inserVice v
conduct of effiCiency analySis.

3. Task analysis class1fications were develOped for spec1al
« o education. . : .
1 '.v’ 4 . ~ . . y B .
4, The tasb-analySis classificiation enables some cost-
. - effic1Ency study .to be done without adoption of ‘
\ . cumBhrsome microanalys1s of staff time ;e - !

o

¢ ‘ } " Some conduct of cost—efficiency development work can’continue ir
the district without external assistance. ‘However, eiternal knowledge
-and other resource support will be needed if progress is 'to be rapid.

~ The most important resource needs that continue to exist are the following

1.+ Resources to make efficient the recording of student - ‘.
program information. Lo ’ .




.
»
.

2. Resources ?or validity studies of screening and prescriptive
¢

practices., . .
! 3. Support for external .data analysis of input and output
infcrmation. . .
: ) . 3 . :
Discontinuance of the ESEA Title III funding procedure in cffect ag .
the time, this project was conducted m%kes uncertain ‘the best course to *.’ .
) > -\ ) ) - “; «
follow for assembly of additional deveippment support. However, because
) needs and potential outcomes have been quite’clearly identified it seems .
.~ . - N . . , N
P certain. pragress will not now be terminated even though additional )
ren LRI e
external support could be productively applied. '
' . . \ _ .
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Practical Applications,

By John J. Cook, Ph.D.
Coordinator, Research
Diyision for Handicapped Chitdren, DPI

Managers and adminsstrators in special education at both
the state and local level are called upon to make various
kinds of decisions. The most typical one concerns the
allocation of limited resources to programs developed to
attain certain cducational goals for the community. In its
simplest sense the decision process involves two parameters,

the utility or value of an outcome or goal, and the .

probability of attaining this outcome. These combined
facibrs then determine the course of action or, in a
practical -sense, the aniount of money which should be
allocated to the various programs. :

-

This article outlines a procedure which' allows the admin-
istrator, in conjunction with his advisory committee or

other decision-making body, to mezke the necessary sub-

- decisions on the basis of which the optimum allozation of
_ resources can be specified. The decision bits are fed into a

computer pregram which has been modified by the author
for use on the Univac 1108 at the U.W. Computing Center,
but based on the original work of Drs. Harry Harmon and
Robert Patrick of the Educational Testing Service. The
progrém in turn specifies the optimum allocation of the
monay. In this article no attempt is made to explicate in
detal the underlying theory and mathematical formula-
tions. Rather, should the reader be interested in more
infqrination about the model it is suggested he contact the
author, Should sufficient interest be generated then a one
or two day workshop could be considered. |

An Example

In the following example an mtempt is made to be as
realistic as possible. However, data from problems already
tun zre being used as a mattes of convenience, so some
distortion of reality might be evident.

Let ue assume that the individual in charge of EMR
programis in the state has been receiving $14,250,658 per
year to fund programs for the EMR. Let us assume further
that the administrator 1s gtven an additsonal $1,060,000 to
beef up state-wide programs for the EMR. Exactly what
form this “beefing up’ process will take is unknown at this
time. It could be curriculum additions, different types of
adjunctive services, in-service training and so forth. The
problem for the administrator is how best to distribute t!1§s

’

money, among his various programs. The term “program”
lends itself to many definitions but for our purposes, the
EMR programs will adhere ‘to the chronological deﬁnitjons'
of Early Education, Primary, Intermediate, Junior and
Senior High School. ’ :

Basic Data
The basic data associated with exch of the programs at this
time are as follows: /
Maximum
Enrollment Program Cost
Program Potential ,  -Cost Per Pupil
Early Education 1048 $ 3,735,500 $3,664
Primary 1800 $ 4,193,997 $2,330
{ntermediate 1310  $ 2,359,224 | $1.801
Junior High . 2291 $ 1,065,350 $ 465
Senior High 7977 S 2,896,597 $ 2363
TOTALS 14,426 $14,250,658 $ 988

0
.,

Once again the reader is warncd! that the data are fictitious
. so some discrepancies with reality can be noted; things such

as the high funding of preschcol education which is’ just
starting to move or the disproportionata numm.r of pupils
in Senior High School.

H -
Current Status of Programs
To make judgments, choices or preferences among several -
leveis of peiformance in the different programs, an assess-
ment of current status must be made. In the Primary and
Intermediate progi ams performance could be indexed by an
achievement test such as the Peabody tndividual Achieve-
ment Test {PIAT). If the goals are other than academic
achievement, alternate indices have to be devised. Such
would be the case in the Early Education, Junior High and
Senior High programs. The scale for each of these programs
could be an overall index or composite of several indicators.
Of course, indicators would vary depending on- the pro-
gram. For instanca, in Early Education the indicatofs might
be adequacy of physical plant rate Low (L), Medium (M) or
High {H), adequacy of medical attention, rated L, M,orH,
and qualifications of educational personnel, rated L, M, or
H. The overall scale might then be 1 if no Hs, 2 if 1 H, 3if at

o 8 ’ - ) B,1
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least 2 Hs. Junior and Senior High School on the other
hend would _have different indicators which for our
purposes could be academic achievement, behaviors related
to work study and general~deportment. Thus the complete
scale could be handled as with Early Education, The matrix
generated from this information would be as follows with
the proportions based on numbers in cach program at each
level on the scale.

~— ~
~

u 'Sca/e ! . -
Low High

Program 1 2 3 4 Total

Early Education .40 .35 .25 1.00
" Primary .23 26 27 .24 1.00
Intermediate .18 .28 .28 .26 1.00
Junior High . .50 20 .30 1.00
Senior High 60 .20 .20, 1.00

>l

All the weights must add p to 1.00. It is to be noted that
the Primaty, and Intermediate programs also have four levels
on the scalc “Since academnc achuevement is the major
concern the scale Ievel< for _these programs, could cor-
respond to: at or above age equivalent on Total Test score
of PIAT (4), up to one year below (3), one to two years
below (2) and more than two years below (1).

Priorities Across Progrems
At this point, the administrator would call together his

advisory committce to ascertain the relative value of each

of the programs, i.c., what are the priorities? Thé programs
are then rank ordered and weights are assigned in terms of
the committec’s concern for the attainment of the pro-

grams’ objectives. Once again all weights must add to 1.00°

and in addition, as required by the medel, the top priority
program is given a weight equal to the combined weights- -of
all the -less valued programs. This situation could be as

follows:

Weighted

_flo_grﬂ_n Concern
Primary .50
Early Education - .25
Junior High ) .10
Senior High .10
Intermediate .05
TOTALS 1.00

Loy

In a group setting such as 3 commuttee there are several
ways 1o obtain the me They can be mdependently
assigned and an average’ -dbtained. Discussion followed by
consensus could also be used. A more time consuming and

perhaps ore valid approach is the D¢lphi technique for

establishing consensus, Once the decision making model has
been made known to the committee, the series of question-
naires used to successfully approximate true consensus
could be used prior to the z2ctual meeting (For moie
information on Delphj technique, see”“Nation’s Schodls,
July, 1973, p. 29-32).

~

Priorities Wlll)m Programs

The next” 1ob for the committee is to -indicate theu
preference or concern for moving pupils out of each level
{below the top one).,as against moving them out of the oth:
er levels.
top scale level for each program is given a weight equal to
the weights at the lower scale levels. This latter constraint is
most adequately resolved in many situations by giving the
top scale level a weight of .50, thereby making available the
widest possible range of weights for the lowerlevels.

5
-

The within program priority weights Would look like this:

/ k3

Scale Levels

Program 1 2 3 4 Total
Early Education .35 .15 .50 1.00
Primary ' .25 .15 .10 .50 1.00
Intermediate 28 .15 .10 .50 100
Junior High .35 .15 .50 1.00
Senior High .25 .25 .50 1.00

As before, all weight$ must add to 1.00 and the -

x

Practically speaking: what~the committee is required tc do
can be illustrated by the Early Educztion Program. Their
weights are caying in e{fgct that it is more than twica as
important to them to mo\ge the pupils in programs.rated L
or M in terms of physical plant, medical attention or
personnel qualifications toithe next level {2) where one

-indicator at least is rated H,\har) to move the pupils from

programs with one H rating to those with two or nfoie H
ratings.

Estimates of Probable Outcome
The final chore for the cominittee before the computer
takes over is to estimate the probable outcomes after one

B02 - 9
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AP
» year or for some other specified time span. These probable the intervention. The matrices resulting would appeartike” ~
outcomes are estimated without the j_nterventio:'. and with this: .
o
Probable Outcomes. !
Without Intervention . With . Imtervention
Early Education . s . ’
' From/To __}_ ' __g __3 From/To _"_1_ __g 3
1 80 15 05 . 1 ~40 40 20
2 .05 a5 .20 . 2 .00 .50 50 ¢ ) .
3 .00 .05 .95 3 .00 .00 100 ) '
. . Primary i .
Fom/To 1 2 3 4 Fom/To 1. 2 "3 &
1 90 .07~ .02 -0t 1 5 30 15 05 :
2 .05 80 10 .05 ! 2 .05 .60 3¢ .05
3 01 - 04 80" 15 3 .02+ .06 52 .40 .
4 00 .05 .10 85 ° 4 .00 .03 A7 .80

oo Inteimediate *
LAt

. From/To 1 2 3 4 From/To -1 2 '3 4
- 1 80 .08 .02 .00 1 50 .25 .15 .10
2 .02, 93 .05 -, .00 ‘ 2 .00 .65 25 .10 L
3 .01 .04 93 .02 3 .00 .00 .70 30
- . 4 00 01 .04 95 4 .00 00 .00 100
. 4 . o
R Junior High , ’ LT .
- . ‘ I
: From/To _ 1 _2 3 . « From/To 1 0 2 3 . /
1 80. .20 .00 1 60 .30 . .10 . ¢
, 2 .05 .03 o7 . 2 .00 60° .40 P
3 - .00 ».03 97 e 3 °.00 00 1.00 ) !
Senior High i , , .
From/To 1 2 3 From/To 1 . 2 <3
1 100 .00 .00 . 1 75 20 .05
2 .05 90 .05 : g . 2 .00 65 .35
3 .00 .03 97 . * 3 . .00 .00 .00
d ¢ R
-.‘ ‘
- An interpretation of these matrices seems warranted. In the year below age equivalent) without and 52% with inter-,
Primary pfogram, for instance, without the intervention vention; 85% are expected torcmain at level 4 (ach_ieving at
00% of the pupils are expected to remain at level 1 (more or above age equivalent) without and 30% with interven-
‘than two years below their age equivalent on the PIAT), tion. Similar interpretations can be applied to the rest of
with the program only 50% are expacted to remain so; 80% the matrices, 7% are expected to go from level 1 to level 2
are expected to remain at level 2 (one to twoeyears below without and 30% with intervention, 3% from 1 to 3 withouit
age equivalent) without intervention and 60% with inter- and 15% with, 1% go to 4 without and 5% with the
vention; 80% are expected to remain at level 3 (up to one intervention, and so forth,
Q 10 B.3 . . |
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Computer Qutput

All the data specified in-the above sections are entered into
the computer in the specified format. Output would then
consist of the *ollowing:

Aypilable Funds: $1,000,000

o
~

Thus, all levels of the Early Education ‘and Junvior High
programs ae of equal priority whereas levels 1 and 3 of
Primary, 2 and 3 of Senior High and levels 1, 2 and 3 of the
Intermediate program are of top priority.

Final Comments r

Concern M Proposed “In order to use this approach to resource allocation, it is
’ ax. b apparent that the people involved must be thoroughly
,Program _ Across Enroliment Enroliment Cost
v acquainted with their.school system and with the nature of
Primar 5’6 1800 900  $209,970 . the interygntion¥f the estimates called for are to have any
Early gduca‘ion '25 1048 1048 5373'550 ., basis in reality. Also, farge scale field testing of the
Senior High ‘ '10 7977 3191 5115'864 procedure has not been undertaken so arguinénts for its use
. Llewiortigh 10 2201 2391 stoesas | e difficult to develop.
. - [+
Intermediate .05 1310 969 $174,583 ® ]
. $980,502 The procedure is meant to be quite general in its appiica-
tion being limited onl/‘By the mmnunly of the user. While
. . % . o . « the example Used illustrated its‘use on a statewide basis, it
In addition to the above, the computer also provides the is equally amenable to Gse by the small L.E.A. For instance,
levels within the 9'09"‘_,'“.10.“’3“3 which the input indicates _Jitle 1 funds can be used in a varicty of situations which
the intervention should'be directed: “could be .dcfined as programs os the. term is used in the
. T ’ .« ¢ example Using the decision model would foice & clarifica:
Proposed Implementations tion in thinking about the projeet as well as delermlnmg the
2 H [}
Program 1 P P pie ms on 4 optimum aliocation of the funds.
, - ; 3 ,
Primary 1. G . 1 0 it would scem that with the .advent of block grants, a
. . L
,Early Educaticn 1 1 1 procedure such as the decision model might well become
.Seqiro Higly 0 1 1 indispensible in administrative decision making. in any
Juniot High . 1 ] event, should the:response to-the atticle be adzquate, itcan
In}crmcdiatc 1 1 1 0 be tried in some practical situations put forth by, t.-u-,
s ' . participants. X .
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R ’ . _ .SPECIAL EDUCATION:COST—EFFECTIVENESS SURVEY

I.' TIME ALLOCATION

In discussions with many of you we have triéd to learn how we m%g t
‘classify use of personnel time in special. education. Since much cost-
effectiveness work is built up from task analysis.this is an important
sarea for us to consider. . '

Your reactions to our initial presentations suggest we can talk
* about four general types of work:

Screening - involved the identification of children who might need
special education services. This work phase continues until a
. decision is made (yes or no) that a child has a special need
requiring service, i.e. they are to receive Chapter .89 or
other services. '

Prescription - is the series of tasks by which the body of knowledge
o ‘ of your field of specialf?ation is applied to plan remediation.
or treatment. Careful considerations lead to specification of

. a program to others if they are to carry it out. - .
. 3
. ‘, N a : ‘
¢’
. Servicing - is the process of remediation. Students.receive the |,

a treatment prescribed for them. This might occur in onértd-one
or grouping arrangements. ’ ‘
: - / ‘ t
Follow-up - occurs as treatment is concluded. It may involve post-
testing, assessment conferences with others and parental visits.
A summary report is prepared, .the contents of which suggest
N whether additional services will be needed. R
N * o ¢

N . «
. ’ ]

P . .
How do you estimate percents- of your time have been distributed across

; - these types of work this year? How do you estimate they will be distributed”
- - in an ideal, established program including Chapter 89 services for this
~ - ' + « district? In the spaces that follow please enter your estimftes of percents.
: e . for.each of the past, next and ideal years/ - ) ‘
IRV SN Co L : i . .
- . U1, L . ) . General: Type of Work :
Y, L . o8 e Y K ! i ‘ . . — -
. :.‘4 . "\,u,é°?*:-(i..i .§§r?ening Prescription| Servicing | Follow-up -Totél o
"t My.approxfmate  |.' ” A «‘t r-o e v
‘ . 1974-75 time e L | e 0k Tk % | 100%
o . allotientg N ER ° I KN ’ )
v : My estimated .'| . e .
1975-76 time . % % AR N B % | 1007 *
allotments¥ s % - . . ) ~
_ An "ideal . N , - * . ;
.' . allotmegt 2N A 2 % % . Z |100% | °
© “of time - j/ . . ' .
& . 7
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Each of the foutr general types of special education work by itself
has tasks or activities involved in its conduct. There seem to be seven
such activities: ’ . v

prescription, servicing or follow-up. Answers are formulated

for such questions as: How 'shall we go about this? What |
guidelines should we follow? What considerations should we

keep in mind? Much administrative time may fall into this category.

L3

Scheduling :‘invalyes arrangements to get work done, time setting,
notifying people, setting up agendas.- i,

\\\ Planning - involves selecting a strategy‘by which to conduct screening,

Traveling - 1is getting places where work is to be done.

- is the action phase of screening, et cetera. M-teams
‘children -are’worked with, parents are counseled.
\ » -

Hdving In-service - can occur for each general work area although it
tends not to be scheduled in exact1§ that way. In-service
tends to involve.more’that one work phase which means it may
have to.be broken out for estimation purposes.

Sladk time - {s time not used produbtiVely. This is a normal
featyre of -employment which arises because schedules are broken,
or expected and planned-for work has not arrived.

L]

External liaison - is a common featuré in professional work. Meetings
ﬁ%th staff. of other agencies, speaking engagements Or providing
for visitors are examples of this activity.

I. 2 ‘ . : ..
With thése definitions in mind, how do you estimaté your scréening

time (if you idid screening) has been spent this past year? In an’
ideal operatibn for this district, how do you estimate screening time -
might be spent? Please enter percents to answer these questions in the

.+ columns that flollow. :

£

© Activities Associated with SCREENING

o Estimated Percents of | Estimated Ideal
Activity - Time involved duriné Percentsof Time
. 1974-75 /

i

Planning for \

Scheduling fox

1 conduct of \

| Traveling for

Having inservice
about

Slack Time

External Liaison
Total
\




How do yoﬁ estimate your prescriptive tide (1f you did this) was
spent this past year? In an ideal operation for ‘this district, how do
you estimate prescription time might be spent? Please use the columns

that follow to answer these questions.

I

oo .

Activitdies Associated wi;h_PRESCRIPTION

I, 4,

How do you estimate your service time was spent this past year?

" Estimated Percents of | Estimated Ideal
Activity Time involved during |Percents of Time
1974-75"
Planning for f X z
Scheduling for ‘2 %
Conduct of | ’ 4 Y3
Traveling for X . Y4
Having inservice
about . ! ? £
Slack .Time 4 - X
External Lialson - Z %
Total 100 % 100 %
a - x»

Activities Associated with SERVICING

.ot Estimated Percents of ‘| Estimated Ideal
Activity Time- involved during |Percents of Time .
' 1974-175 5
Planning for B %
Scheduling for N x
M 0 S 0 ~ N
Conduct of X 4
Traveling for % %
Having insérvice ’ % 7
about ) : ‘
Slack Time A X
External Liaison ” z %
Total 100 % 100 %




IoS . > , 0

How do you estimate your foliow—up time (if you did this) was
spent| this past year? In an ideal operation for this district, how do
you estimate follow-up time might be spent? Please use the columns
that follow to answer these questions’ ' et ‘

. Activities Asscciated with FOLLOW-UP: .
v - 3 7 - - * - °
. T Estimated Percencs of |Estimated Ideal
Activity Time involved duriug .| Percents of Time -
) 1974-75 ;-
‘ =~
v - + ' A1
Planning for S 4 : % )
. 8
. % p

‘ ° Scheduling for

. l-conduct of % A
‘ Traveling for ¥ 2 yA
+ | Raving inservice , y .
. about * “ . -

Slack Time Z s &
| External Liaison % z

~ Total 100 % - 100-%2 1 .

: . . f 0 2
? ‘ N
I. 6 . - : -
Do you believe the acEivity classifications we are trying to udse , .

do a good job? If unot, what changes might you suggest?
. . "

[ » ) N

) -




II. INDICATORS
What (three at most) indicators do you believe may he reliable
. and valid enough to-be used for outcome /assessment in your field of
" specialization? (1f* it will help, see t:}'\e attached description of
. what features a uséful "indicator" should have).
- ? N
i
Indicator 1t |
2 ,’\ i N
/T . w‘(-—‘., /""":"./‘M;\,
. .
- . T 7T R
. , oy . N \o-
< - i
-, . i
. ps |
: PN
. {7
- _.lIndicator-2: ~
. ~ e
\\”\ ]
‘ ]
Indicator 3: | .
Dl /"~ //
(3 4 ~— ///
e ‘“N\‘\\

o

C.5
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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III. PROGRAMS /

a

p

/ N \\
What two distinctive special educati
¥ield might you ad

£ sponding, please provide enough information to permit a r
rstand what ité goals might be and hquw_it might funcFion

-

\

N i

vocate for cost-effectivenéss consideration?

unde
C;E\attachgd deseription of "program' to un Brstan !
shoq%d have if its cost—effectiveness is to be vngFously studied). :

,
H

. N
-\

[}
on ,programs that involve your

In
der to

(See
features a program) °

\,
\

N

1

PROGRAM 1:

0'.\\,./

O
\

|
;
- ,
j :
!

o

|
3 .
! ,

-

o

!
H y

ol s o
$Z-{ PROGRAM 2:

i

e ———

' i
. i N
-

) i space is needed.

81 c.s

Please use the back of this page to further elaborate your ideas 1if more
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. APPENDIX A.l
] ;\\, .
/

INDICATORS: EDITED DEFINITIONS AND SELECTION CRITERIA

~

]

"Indicator” is not a new term that meeds to be added to .the vocabulary
of most educators. it has been used for a number. of years in the fields
of business, economics, and social research. What may be new to educators:
is the use of the term in association with assessment. Therefore, there
is a need to clarify its definition and identify acceptable criteria for
its definition and identify acceptable criteria for its selection and. use€.
Oregon's project has made an effort to do both of these things. A

8 . . \

'Fotagpr purpose an "indicator' can be defined as:

! : . . .

A descriptor in quantifiable terms, of the status of a signficant

condition or variable which provides evidence useful for an amalysis

of progress toward a goal or objective. :

V4
Three important elements appear in the definition:

(1) The expression is quantifiable - data does éxist, or can be
. .be collected, to show "how much" of the indicator exists. .
(2) The condition or variable that is described has, by general
agreement, a relationship to the goal with which it is associated.
(3) The measurement is associated with a point in time.

4

To illustrate, an indicator which contains these three elements is: -

i N s .
The number 0§ high schoof senions who did velunfeer work in a

. (1) ‘
commun,(,tA;c,éae agency durning the school yearns .
' (2) f {3) ‘

To be of greatest use in assessment, indicators should be:

(1) Derived from reliable and valid data.

(2) Derived from data that will continue to be ccllected so
that comparisons over time may be made. A

(3) Derived from data for which the measurement techniques have
stability over time. ’

1t should be recognized that indicators.do not.describe the desirability
or quality of the progress reported. Such judgments rest ultimately with
the population as a whole. . ’

A performance indicator describes a measurable or observable behavior
or variable used to determine program affectiveness or efficiency. Data
may concern: (a) student performance scores, Or (b) a program variable
such ag gnstructional process or program variable such as instructional

process or availability of learning experiences Examples are:

Student test results
Observable behavior

Number of students attaining performance requirements
of a course

Number of learning situations outside of school that ‘are
available to students.

~. C. a
X 7 -85 | ,
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- APPENDIX A.2

/‘

.

OPROGRAMS: ELEMENTS OF A DEFINITION

N ) USEFUL FOR COST—EFFECTIVENESS

< »

*

. ' We have talked with most of you about the meaning for the term "program"
as it must be used to improve our ability to do cost-effectiveness work, .
By "program" in this sense of usefulness 'we must have in mind.not a broad
area program, such as EMR or SLO, but an operation within an area by itself
or across two or more such broad areas. -
Personnel time, which is our most valuable resource, must be easily
, separated our into intervals-devoted to a usefully defined program versus
. time spent on other programs. Similarly, materials and other resources must -
be easily classifiable by use within.a single program ratker than in many.

-What a program is should be so clear and definite that there is little
- or no ambiguity about it. Whether personnel\ﬁime and other resources are
being expended for a program or not should be easy to explain. In summary,
it must be easy to know what services, time and money are supporting. -

- For example:

* (1) #A pre-school program for children with hearing impairments is
didtinctly different from a general program for all children
with the handicap. g

’

LY

(2)

Wn effort to provide for improvement of self image would
probably not be distictive enough to permit clear-cut cost

allocation. This would certainly be true if the effort was
: thought to be part of all that transpires in'aébroad'area
program. .
@ ©
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WAUSAU-DISTRICT PUBLIC SCHOOLS

°

_STUDENT REGISTRATION FORM

[

M._.:Umz._. zc!umﬂ

25024

EMO_M<;=OZ DATE
1 DAY ; YR

'SCHOOL #

TO PARENT OR GUARDIAN:

SO THAT ASSIGNMENT OF STUDENTS MAY BE MADE CORRECTLY,

. bpmbmmvEZ._;Z,mOESb._._OZ~Z>=CZmI»DmD )xmﬁ .
SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS.

. : STUDENTS NAME STUDENTS w_x._.:_u_.)nm STUDENTS BIRTHDAY «
LAST NAME : FIRST NAME MIDDLE NAME” . [1117 STATE l—l B t sAc E OTHER |-
H N :\lv b. ] 2 |Hoc L) s | Pas .
. . @ s - 3 | e [ | PeR
HOUSE STUDENTS ADDRESS STREET HOME TELEPHONE GRADE - HOmt
H NO.* . STREET NAME DESIGN. DIRECT 21P CODE APT.NO CODE i " . ROOM .
g . . < - - )
o o
R - FATHER'S NAME ADDRESS OF FATHER IF DIFFERENT FROM STUDENT s )
. LAST FIRST MIDDLE HOUSE NUMBER STREET NAME DESIGNATION] DIRECTION 2IP CODE
N . . e ol
7
£ - .
,MOTHER'S NAME . ADDRESS OF MOTHER IF DIFFERENT FROM STUDENT
LAST - FIRST MIDDLE HOUS™ NUMBER STREET NAME |DESIGNATION | DIRECTION 2IP CODE
4 . T
w . . /1 . «
. STUDENT LIVES WITH:, , NAME OF PERSON STUDENT LIVES . HAS STUDENT EVERATTENDED A
. - WITH. IF OTHER THAN PAREN AUSAU C SCHOOL?
b ] 8OTH PARENTS [3] FATHER (5) MOTHER & STEPFATHER (7] OTHER RELATIVE [3] OTHER : T D“,\mmcm PUBLIC SCHoOL
MOTHER GUARDIAN FATHER & STEPMOTHER |{3] ALONE FOSTER PARENTS A ' *
. @ ) _M_ _M_ A @ © L N0 5ioow XifendeD . DATE LEFT
SCHOOL NAME N SCHOOL ADDRESS CITY. STATE DATE r)m._. >.3.mzcmc TYPE OF SCHOOL KINDERGARTEN CHILD NEXT YEAR?
SCHOOL MOST RECENTLY » mo - foar . . .
ATTENDED BY STUDENT. ) ' .
IF OTHER THAN A ; : 0 pusLiC O ves O ~o
WAUSAU PUBLIC SCHOOL . ; P O NON-PUBLIC n
N : 3 9
> v . - )
: OTHER CHILDREN IN FAMILY H STUDENT'S ETHNIC CODE R
3 NAME BIRTHDRATE SEX SCROOL 1F NOT IN SCHOOL. WHY NOT? * NATIVE AMERICAN @ w1>z,_w: SURNAMED
> .BLACKAMERICAN -~ - AMERICAN
. R . ASIAN AMERICAN [5) ALL OTHERS s e
. ~ { HAS STUDENT EVER REGISTERED UNDER A DIFFERENT NAME? )
- , 1 no .
O yes
- B . NAME
— , X o
* . o™
‘ SIGHATURE OF PERSON REGISTERING STUPENT g
» - ! o
2 N [ m -
~ RELATIONSHIP YO SEUDENT *
- =
Fa i ~ =
. SPECIAL LOCATION REASON , ? SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM CODE . . TRANSPORTATION CODE . 0| € -pmGiNAL
[ 1 ]|-ranacreement . N 1 hxx\, < |vn. P _M_nx:o..:, 1 §0-5:0-90: & | 0-5:OVER30: K R R} -SAME SCHOOL
srECILED - X . . 2 | 2.5:0-90_ 7 | 2.5:0vER 90 l—
> RN 2 | TMR u €D MH N ’ 3] 51-8:0.90 8 | s.1-s:0ver90 “2 | r2 .otherwors
3 |, NCTIREGISTRANT N . . 4 | 8.3-12:0.90 . s | 5.1~12;:0vER 90 CHECK ] ‘ .
s | omer , - S 13]°. Lo S| SH _____OTHER =57 over12:090 5] ovem 12: OVER 90 TYPE | 37 R3-WONONZuUm
. N - - . - « OF R k]
; ’ .. TUITION STATUS. : < RLSIDENT ORIGINAL E-RDATE E-R CODE RS Il [
Do s ; . . MO, DAY ! YR K s
vV |jfureberw UIT PO WY FAMILY SCH. DIST. Y H | S | ms -winoNrus, @,
2. W:._q:.!lunzﬂ L TIT WAIVED - . . . ~ H . 6 | »é.OTHERSTA o
- . - . . . - n -~ g
mﬂﬁﬂ 1WQ<’W°«= s e L . OTHER - . ,” - - - 5.27-75VERSION : A 7| o -omen L]
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. : SCHOOL - m._.COm.Z._. NUMBER :mn_.ﬂz)u_oz DATE - . -
\. - " DAY+ YR X
WAUSAU DISTRICT PUBLIC SCHOOLS |A bw o mmcma i TO PARENT OR GUARDIAN: . :
v . Prc . .u SO THAT ASSIGNMENT OF STUDENTS MAY BE MADE CORRECTLY, .
' 51 : . N ATION /
STUDENT NMQ_M._.”>4_OZ FORM Pz mwmwMH.v . v . - . ) . R PLEASE PRI ﬂl_ZmO»\S J.O IN ALL UNSHADED AREAS
. . \ xmxm . Mmm/ﬂ<mxmn SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS.
- STUDENTS NAME STUDENTS BIRTHPLACE STUDENTS -.3:32 1 | Be

DAY

~ \

LAST NAME FIRST NAM z_c* NAME [112% STATE MO
. S ~ . b

-

b \ - - \

~N
x
o
(2]

P LILITERES

HOUSE .~ STUDENTS ADDRESS STREEY HOME TELEPHONE SEX HOME
NO. 9 ~ STREET NAME” DESIGN DIRECT 21P CODE APT NO CODE ROOM

- - ' ) »* - \ F 0

\‘ ) L ~ . D 4

P . .

L

P FATHER'S NAME >Ooxmmm OF FATHER IF DIFFERENT FROM STUDENT

N LAST . FIRST MIDDLE hd * HOUSE NUMBER STREET NAME DESIGNATIGN] DIRECTION ZiP CODE

3 -

MOTHER'S Z>3m v a >Ooxmmm OF MOTHER IF O_ﬂmmxmz._. FROM m._.COmZ._.
. LAST FIRST MDOLE . HOUSE NUMSER .W

STREET NAME DESIGNATION| DIRECTION 2ip CODE #

s

= - S - =

STUDENT LIVES WITH: NAME OF PERSON STUDENT LIVES HAS STUDENT EVER ATTENDED A g

. . WITH. IF OTHER THAN PARENT WAUSAU PUBLIC SCHOOL?
({] BOTH PARENTS [3] FATHER . [5] MOTHER& STEPFATHER [7} OTHER RELATIVE [5] OTHER . : ’ 0 s SA .L L
MOTHER GUARDIAN FATHER & STEPMOTHER (8] ALONE .FOSTER PARENTS |
@ . ) @ ® ) @ o . - LNO  ciGoLaTTEnDED DATE LEFT
SCHOOL NAME SCHOOL ADDRESS CITY, STATE ' DA1E LAST >j.mzomo TYPE OF SCHOOL KINDERGARTEN CHILD NEXT YEAR?
SCHOOL MOST RECENTLY - MO DAY
ATTENDED BY STUDENT ‘ . . H -
IF OTHERTHAN A o , ! H [J pusucC O ves ] no .
WAUSAU PUBLIC SCHOOL : H [ NoN-pusLIC
. : ; -
3 » - '

OTHER CHILDREN IN FAMILY . ’ - STUDENT'S ETHNIC CODE
NAME BIRTHDATE SEX SCHDOL 1F NOT IN SCHOOL. WHY NOT? z>z_‘_<m >ZM\N—O>Z ~ @ SPANISH SURNAMED
. * BLACK AMERICAN AMERICAN .
! ’ ASIAN AMERICAN @ ALL OTHERS R
' HAS STUDENT EVER REGISTERED UNDZR . DIFFERENT NAME?
& . .
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