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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the research study was to determine the 

cost-effectiveness of two delivery systems for drop-out 

prevention in the elementary school. The first program 

involved a self-contained, homogeneous classroom composed of 

fifth and sixth grade, at-risk, over-age students and known 

as the program for Academic S^kills and S^elf-Esteem ( P A S S ) . 

The other program designated. Program A, also involved fifth 

and sixth grade identified, at-risk and over-age students 

who were assigned to another campus and to nine, self-

contained, heterogeneous fifth and sixth grade classes. 

The study was restricted to two elementary schools in 

the Ysleta Independent School District in El Paso, Texas, 

during the 1987-1989 scholastic y e a r s . It addressed the 

academic gain, the per-student cost of providing the 

program, and the relationships between the per-student cost 

and the students' gain in academic achievement in the two 

delivery systems. This study will assist school districts 

to plan and implement cost-effective educational programs 

within their designated budget a l l o c a t i o n s . It will also 

identify and assist with the drop-out problem. 

The procedures for the study were carried out in four 

phases. They included the identification of the alternative 



programs; the cost analysis; the effectiveness; and the 

comparison of cost-effectiveness of the two-program delivery 

systems. 

The major findings were that Program A was more cost-

effective than the PASS Program. The t-test for independent 

samples indicated a significance between the cost-

effectiveness ratios of the two delivery systems. The null 

hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level. The t-test 

indicated that there was not a significant difference in the 

mean per student achievement gain at the .05 level. 

However, there was a significant difference in the per-

student cost of the two delivery systems. The PASS Program 

had a mean per-student cost of $2191 while Program A was 

$1923. The PASS Program was the most expensive of the two 

delivery systems. The t-test indicated a significant 

difference in the mean per-student cost at the .05 level. 

The application of cost analysis within a school 

district context plays an important role in the 

accountability and creditability of the decision-making 

process. Cost-effectiveness techniques will assist 

administrators to make sound and more informed decisions. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Declining tax bases, spending limitations, school 

bond f a i l u r e s , continued inflationary pressures, shifts in 

population and variations in the level of state and federal 

aid have combined to place tremendous fiscal stress on 

school districts. 

These financial constraints along with the public's 

outcry for greater student performance are serious concerns 

that school administrators encounter on a regular basis. 

In the face of such concerns and in view of the public's 

demand for better use of public school funds, cost-

effectiveness analysis can be an extremely useful technique 

to assist district officials with program implementation on 

the basis of least cost and greatest effectiveness. 

Levin defined cost-effectiveness analysis as "the 

evaluation of alternatives according to both their costs and 

their effects with regard to producing some outcome, or set 

of outcomes" (1983) or "the consideration of decision 

alternatives in which both their costs and consequences are 

taken into account in a systematic way" ( 1 9 8 8 ) . 

In a school setting, for example, where there might be 

several ways of providing the same service or programs with 

different instructional strategies, cost-effectiveness would 
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be a useful tool to assess the alternatives in terms of 

relative costs and effects. When various instructional 

strategies are compared, the effectiveness of each strategy 

is determined by the test scores or other measurable 

outcomes of the students. When the costs of the various 

alternatives are determined, then a cost-effectiveness ratio 

can be obtained by dividing the gain in academic 

achievement, by the total cost of each program or strategy 

(Levin, 1 9 8 3 ) . 

Cost-effectiveness analysis can be used in a variety of 

ways to improve educational planning and decision-making. A 

decision-maker who has knowledge of both effectiveness and 

costs of alternative methods for accomplishing a given 

result can make an assessment in light of the school 

district's needs. 

Smith points out that, even when budget reductions are 

not an issue, the public increasingly has demanded analyses 

of educational costs because the tight economic times have 

increased public concern for financial accountability 

(Smith, Smith, 1 9 8 4 ) . This point was reiterated by Levin 

who stated 

A combination of educational reform 
m o v e m e n t s , declining enrollments in some 
jurisdictions and rising enrollments in 
o t h e r s , exploration of ways to improve 
the education of a burgeoning population 
of disadvantaged students, and increasing 
pressure on educational budgets has 
created inducements to consider 



systematically both the cost and effects 
of alternative courses of action. 
(1988) 

The student drop-out dilemma is a recurring problem in 

public education, with more and more students severing their 

formal education at the middle and secondary grades. 

Nationally, the school drop-out has become a burden on 

soci ety. 

The national drop-out rate from high school is 25 

percent. It is predicted that the drop-out figure will 

reach 40 percent by the year 2,000 (Ferguson, 1 9 8 7 ) . Hahn 

stated that "it starts early, has many causes, and grows 

incrementally worse with each successive year" ( 1 9 8 7 ) . 

Bloom encourages the search for instructional strategies to 

strengthen the learning process for the young and old. 

If we are convinced that a good 
education is necessary for all who live 
in modern society, then we must search 
for the alterable variables that can 
make a difference in the learning of 
children and adults in or out of the 
school. Such alterable variables will 
do much to explain the learning process, 
and they will do even more to directly 
improve the teaching and learning 
processes in the schools. (1980) 

State educational agencies and local school districts 

have begun to undertake a variety of programs to combat the 

student drop-out problem. The Program for Academic Skills 

and Self-Esteem (PASS) developed and implemented in the 

Ysleta Independent School District for the upper elementary 

school setting was designed to help solve the drop-out 



problem as students leave the elementary, and enter the 

middle school educational environment. 

Statement of the Purpose 

The purpose of the research study was to determine the 

cost-effectiveness of two delivery systems for drop-out 

prevention in the elementary school. The program efficiency 

was measured by the cost incurred by the school district in 

providing the service; the effectiveness was measured in 

terms of students' academic gain during the 1988-1989 

scholasti c year. 

The study was directed at the cost-effectiveness of two 

delivery systems designed for drop-out prevention. The 

first program involved a self-contained homogeneous 

classroom composed of fifth and sixth grade at-risk, 

over-age students known as the P^rogram for Academic Skills 

and S^elf-Esteem ( P A S S ) . The other program designated. 

Program A, also involved fifth and sixth grade at-risk and 

over-age identified students assigned to self-contained 

heterogeneous fifth and sixth grade classes. 

The study addressed the following questions: 

1. What was the relationship between the per-student 

cost and the students' gain in academic achievement 

in the two delivery systems? 

2. What was the academic gain for the students in each 

deli very system? 



3. What was the per-student cost of providing the 

program in each delivery system? 

Hypothesis 1 

There will not be a significant difference between the 

cost-effectiveness ratios of the two programs. 

Hypothesis 2 

There will not be a significant difference between the 

academic gain of students in the PASS Program and those in 

Program A. 

Hypothesis 3 

There will not be a significant difference in the per-

student cost between the PASS Program and Program A. 

Del imitations 

1. The study was restricted to two elementary schools 

in the Ysleta Independent School District in 

El Paso , Texas. 

2. The study was restricted to the data for the 

1987-1989 scholastic y e a r s . 

3. The study was restricted to two delivery systems 

for at-risk, over-age fifth and sixth grade 

students in the elementary schools. 

4. The outcome measure used in the study was 

restricted to growth in academic achievement using 



the Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT 6 ) , a proxy 

m e a s u r e for drop-out prevention. 

Limitations 

The delivery system for the PASS Program was a self-

contained, homogenous class of fifth and sixth grade 

at-risk, over-age students, while Program A involved at-

risk, over-age students assigned to a variety of fifth and 

sixth grade self-contained heterogeneous classes. The PASS 

Program was assigned to one campus while Program A was 

assigned to one other campus. 

1. The results of the study were limited to the 

selected population. 

2. All other variables that might affect cost and 

achievement were deemed outside the scope of the 

study. 

3. Because the outcome measure was restricted to gains 

in academic achievement, other possible outcomes 

were excluded from the a n a l y s i s . It was recognized 

that self-esteem is an important variable in drop

out prevention. 

Justification for the Study 

This research study will further assist school 

districts to plan and implement cost-effective educational 

programs within their designated budget a l l o c a t i o n s . The 
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decision-makers will consider the many parameters associated 

with educational achievement and financial implications and 

ultimately arrive at what is most beneficial for the 

students in their respective school districts. Texas law 

and State Board of Education requirements require attention 

to the drop-out problem. Because of the importance of the 

topic and the legal emphasis, the research is both timely 

and relevant. 

The Texas State Board of Education addresses the 

responsibility for efficient management by: 

Recognizing that public education is 
accomplished at the cost of Texas 
c i t i z e n s , the Board establishes policies 
designed for economical management of 
the foundation school program and other 
programs supervised by Texas Education 
Agency to full value for each 
educational dollar spent. The 
achievement of this objective shall be 
sought through full cooperation of local 
school board and the steadfast 
resolution of administrators and 
t e a c h e r s . (1976) 

The state's commitment toward accountability is 

described by the following statement: 

The principle of accountability, the 
intent to produce the maximum possible 
benefit to students commensurate with 
the financial and other resources 
invested by the public in the 
educational process, shall be endorsed. 
To move toward the goals for public 
school education, and to achieve maximum 
benefits for students, the public 
education process shall provide for a 
systematic and rational approach to 



planning implementation, and evaluation 
of all educational programs. (Texas 
State Board of Education, 1976) 

In 1984, Texas House Bill 72 mandated the implementa

tion of a remedial program design. 

Each school district shall utilize the 
student performance data resulting from 
the basic skills assessment instruments 
and achievement tests administered 
pursuant to this subchapter to design 
and implement appropriate compensatory 
or remedial instructional services for 
students in the district's schools. (1984) 

This study was beneficial because it: 

1. identified a program for at-risk students 

2. assisted with the drop-out problem 

3. emphasized peer grouping with the over-age student 

4. incorporated innovative teaching strategies 

5. introduced a technique applicable to a variety of 

instructional programs 

6. supported the concept of cost-effectiveness 

analysis in an educational setting. 

Assumptions 

1. The Metropolitan Achievement Tests (MAT 6) is a 

reliable and valid norm-reference assessment 

i nstrument. 

2. The students in both programs responded to the 

norm-reference assessment instruments honestly and 

with the best of their abilities. 



3. All budget and expenditure data are valid and 

reflected actual program costs in the school 

district. 

Definition of Terms 

At-risk students are students with little or no self-

esteem, poor academic performance, potential drop-outs and 

a history of retention. 

Cluster refers to the grouping of students together in 

a self-contained class. 

Cost analysis is the disaggregation of the operating 

costs in the school district and the allocation of these 

costs to the appropriate unit of analysis. 

Cost-effectiveness analysis is designed to measure the 

costs and academic achievement associated with a delivery 

system so that such systems can be compared in those terms. 

A cost-effectiveness ratio is obtained by dividing the 

effectiveness as measured by gain in academic achievement by 

the total cost (Levin, 1 9 8 8 ) . 

Direct cost is the cost directly associated with a 

specific program and has a direct relation to instruction. 

Drop-out is a student who leaves the formal education 

system before completing studies required for a high school 

diploma or a college degree, thereby forfeiting graduation 

(Hawes, Hawes, 1982) . 
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Effecti veness is the ability of an instructional 

delivery system to enhance the student's academic 

achievement. The Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT 6 ) , 

Revised Edition, will be used in this study to measure 

academic achievement. 

Efficiency is the ability of a delivery system or 

program structure to produce or achieve the desired effect 

with a minimum of expense. 

Enrichment Time (ET) is a 45-minute daily period of 

instruction to be used as an instructional enrichment class 

period. 

Indirect costs are those costs which are necessary for 

program operation and support, but are not directly 

identified with the specific program. 

Individual Educational Plan (lEP) is a student's 

educational instructional plan as prescribed by Special 

Education Department guidelines. 

Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT 6) is a norm-

reference assessment instrument designed to measure 

achievement in reading, math, and language arts. It 

provides a scale score (national and l o c a l ) , percentile and 

stanine scores. 

Over-age students are students chronologically over-age 

for their grade level placement. 

PASS Program (Program for Academic Skills and Self-

Esteem) is a self-contained, homogeneous classroom composed 
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of at-risk and over-age students from the fifth and sixth 

grades and designed to reduce the likelihood of school 

drop-out. The PASS Program is housed at one elementary 

school in the district. 

Program A is a fifth or sixth grade, self-contained, 

heterogeneous class that will be assigned one or more 

at-risk, over-age student(s) designed to reduce the 

likelihood of school drop-out. Program A classrooms will be 

located in an elementary school different than the school 

housing the PASS Program. 

Remedial Instruction indicates special instruction for 

some students designed to overcome any relatively minor 

learning deficiencies or difficulties, for example, in 

remedial reading, rather than to offset any severe 

disabilities or handicaps in general ability (Hawes, Hawes, 

1 9 8 2 ) . Any student whose achievement test score is below a 

standard established by the State Board of Education is 

entitled to remedial instruction (Texas House Bill 72, 

1 9 8 4 ) . 

Self-contained classroom is a classroom where the 

students are enrolled with a full-time teacher. 

Student being placed is a student who has failed one or 

more grades and is placed in a higher grade level. 

Student being retained is a student who has not met the 

prescribed academic requirements or has extensive unexcused 

absences and is being kept in the same grade level. 
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Procedures 

This study compared two delivery systems for at-risk 

elementary school students in the fifth and sixth grades 

drop-out prevention program using the techniques and 

principles of cost-effectiveness analysis to determine and 

compare cost and student academic achievement. 

The study was carried out in the following four phases: 

Phase I--Identified the Alternative Program 

Deli very Systems 

1. Program for Academic Skills and Self-

Esteem (PASS) 

2. Program A 

Phase II--Conducted Cost Analysis 

Phase 111--Assessed Effectiveness 

Phase IV--Determined and Compared Cost-

Effectiveness of the Alternative Program 

Deli wery Systems . 

Phase I--Identified the Alternative 
Program Delivery Systems 

The following is a brief description of the two program 

deli very systems: 

1. Program for Academic Skills and Self-Esteem (PASS) 

was a self-contained homogeneous class composed of 

at-risk, over-age students from the fifth and sixth 
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g r a d e s . The following were characteristics of the 

program: 

a. A certified teacher was assigned to the class. 

b. The students were clustered in one class of no 

more than 18 students. 

c. The class was located at one elementary campus. 

d. The district's regular sixth grade mandated 

curriculum was implemented. 

e. The curriculum and instruction were structured 

for the students to experience multiple 

opportunities for success, achievement and 

motivation. 

f. The Texas Education Agency's sixth grade level 

mandated essential elements were taught. 

g. Special emphasis was placed on improving the 

students' self-esteem. 

h. Chapter I Reading and English as a Second 

Language (ESL) were provided to the students 

who qualified. 

1. Instruction was daily for 45 m i n u t e s . 

2. Instruction was during the Enrichment 

Time ( E T ) . 

i. Special Education classes (resource and speech) 

were provided to the students who qualified on 

a pull-out basis. 
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1. Instruction was twice a week for 30 

mi nutes. 

2. Pull-out instruction was during the time 

prescribed in accordance with the 

Individual Educational Plan ( l E P ) . 

2. Program A involved fifth and sixth grade self-

contained, heterogeneous classes that were assigned 

one or more at-risk, over-age students. The 

following were characteristics of the program: 

a. A certified teacher was assigned to the 

respective grade level class. 

b. There were 28 to 33 students assigned to the 

grade level class. 

c. The self-contained grade level class was 

located on another campus not containing the 

PASS Program. 

d. The district's respective grade level 

curriculum was implemented according to the 

grade levels (fifth or sixth) where the 

at-risk, over-age students were assigned. 

e. The curriculum and instruction were structured 

for the students to experience multiple 

opportunities for success, achievement and 

motivation. 

f. The Texas Education Agency's respective grade 

level mandated essential elements were taught. 
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Special emphasis was placed on improving the 

s t u d e n t s ' self-esteem. 

Chapter I Reading and English as a Second 

Language (ESL) were provided to the students 

that qualified. 

1. Instruction was daily for 45 m i n u t e s . 

2. Instruction was during the Enrichment Time 

( E T ) . 

Special Education classes (resource and speech) 

were provided to the students who qualified on 

a pull-out basis. 

1. Instruction was twice a week for 30 

minutes . 

2. Pull-out instruction was during the time 

prescribed as per the Individual 

Educational Plan ( l E P ) . 

Phase II--Conducted Cost Analysis 

There was a breakdown of the operating direct and 

indirect costs of the school district and the allocation of 

these costs to the appropriate unit of a n a l y s i s . The PASS 

Program and Program A were the units of a n a l y s i s . 

Once the operational costs had been allocated to each 

of the two p r o g r a m s , a per-student cost was d e t e r m i n e d . 

This was accomplished by dividing the total operational cost 

figures by the number of students in each of the two 
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delivery programs (Sparkman, 1 9 8 2 ) . The information 

obtained through this process of cost analysis was used to 

compare the operating costs of the two delivery systems. 

Phase 111--Assessed Effectiveness 

The Metropolitan Achievement Test, Sixth Edition, was 

used to assess effectiveness. These tests are designed to 

measure the achievement of students in the major skill and 

content areas of the school curriculum. The Metropolitan 

series consists of batteries of survey and diagnostic tests, 

which can be used independently or in conjunction, in order 

to provide comprehensive assessment of student achievement. 

These test batteries provide detailed information for 

individual instructional planning of students who are in 

need of remediation, as well as for those students who are 

performing at average or above-average levels. Effective

ness was determined by the change in test scores from the 

first administration to the second. 

Phase IV--Determined and Compared 
Cost-Effectiveness of the Alter
native Program Delivery Systems 

In assessing the effectiveness of the two delivery 

s y s t e m s , a cost-effectiveness ratio was obtained for each 

delivery system. The ratio was obtained by dividing the per 

student gain in academic achievement by the total per-

student cost. Effectiveness was assessed by the gain or 
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loss from the pre- and post-administration of the 

M e t r o p o l i t a n Achievement Test. 

Organization of the Research Report 

This research is reported in five chapters. Chapter I, 

the introduction, includes the statement of the problem, 

d e l i m i t a t i o n s , limitations, justification for the study, 

a s s u m p t i o n s , definition of terms, procedures and 

organization of the research report. Chapter II presents a 

review of related literature and research. Chapter III 

consists of the method of the study and presentation of the 

data. Chapter IV contains the presentation and analysis of 

the data. Chapter V presents a summary, major findings, 

discussion and recommendations for further study. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH 

This chapter is presented in three sections: 

1. drop-out prevention programs 

2. development of cost-effectiveness 

3. educational cost-effectiveness. 

Drop-out Prevention Programs 

Educators have constantly supported new, innovative 

programs to assist the learning process. The PASS Program 

was no exception regarding its intended goal, assisting the 

at-risk student in need. The PASS Program was designed to 

assist low achieving students who had previously been 

retained and who had very low self-concept and self-esteem. 

Slav in and Madden defined the at-risk student as "one 

who is in danger of failing to complete his or her education 

with an adequate level of skills." They point out some risk 

factors including low achievement, retention in grade, 

behavior p r o b l e m s , poor attendance, low socio-economic 

status, and attendance at schools with large numbers of poor 

s t u d e n t s . They further declared that every child can learn 

and that the reason so many students fail to attain 

necessary skills reflect on the incapacity of the schools to 

18 
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meet the needs of every child and not the incapacity of the 

students ( 1 9 8 9 ) . Sinclair and Ghory defined at-risk 

students as marginal students who have unequal access to 

knowledge and are limited to educational experiences that do 

not encourage them to learn (1 9 8 7 ) . Frymier and Gansneder 

in their study of students at-risk refer to "at-riskness" as 

a function of what bad things happen to a child, how severe 

they are, how often they happen, and what else happens in 

the child's immediate environment ( 1 9 8 9 ) . 

Characteristics of the School Drop-out 

The research study in 1983 by the Educational Testing 

Service (ETS) concluded that the difference between those 

students staying in school and those dropping out included: 

1. background 

2 educational achievement 

3. other school-related behaviors 

4. out-of-school activities 

5. educational aspirations 

6. attitudes toward self and society. 

Also, the study reported that 30 percent of the 

drop-outs left school during or before the end of the tenth 

grade, 44 percent during or before the end of the eleventh 

grade, and 26 percent during the twelfth grade (Eskstram, 

et al . , 1986) . 
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Low academic achievement, as indicated by low test 

scores and low grades, has been consistently associated with 

high attrition rates. Low scores on standardized tests have 

been found to be good predictors of the drop-out. Academic 

failure also is consistently related to the drop-out 

(Eskstram, et al., 1 9 8 6 ) . Kagan noted that the most obvious 

characteristic of at-risk students is academic under 

achievement; however, he further suggests that there is 

solid evidence for using other characteristics to identify 

these students (1988) . 

Gruskin, Campbell and Paulee reported the tremendous 

importance which counseling services have for at-risk 

students. They indicated that many school districts have 

expanded their counseling services at the elementary school 

level ( 1 9 8 7 ) . 

Potential drop-outs can be identified at the elementary 

and secondary level, but reaching the potential drop-out 

student must be a continuing process if dropping out is to 

be prevented. As students progress through school, their 

situation changes and new problems emerge that can produce 

failure. Cavazos stated that the drop-out problem begins 

early and that "today's drop-out was yesterday's at-risk 

student; that at-risk student was once a very young child in-

need of intervention" ( 1 9 8 9 ) . Many at-risk students are 

m inorities who come from low socio-economic level families. 

Single parent homes are common. In some cases, there is a 
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close association with either a relative who has dropped out 

or peers or adults who have dropped out. There is generally 

found to be little cohesiveness in the family and little 

parental support for education (Cunningham, et al., 1 9 8 7 ) . 

While the focus of drop-out prevention programs tend to be 

on m i n o r i t y students, the fact is most drop-outs are not 

mi nori ty. 

Any one of the following factors can contribute to the 

s t u d e n t s ' decision to drop-out. However, strengths in any 

one of these areas can offset weaknesses in another and 

influence students to stay in school. These indicators can 

be used as a base for developing strategies for drop-out 

prevention or alternative programs. They are: 

a. Lack of basic skills; inability to 
read at appropriate grade level 

b. low educational level of parents 

c. siblings or parents have been 
drop-outs 

d. disruptive behavior and rebellious 
attitudes toward authority 

e. excessively stressful home life 

f. low level of self-esteem 

g. absence of father from home. 
(Morley, Clay, 1985) 

The educationally at-risk population consists of 

students who lack the home and community resources to fully 

benefit from conventional schooling practices. Such 

students are especially concentrated among minority g r o u p s , 
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i m m i g r a n t s , non-English-speaking families and ecoromically-

disadvantaged populations (Levin, 1 9 8 8 ) . Cavazos also 

stated that the majority of our drop-outs are the children 

of poverty and minority populations ( 1 9 8 9 ) . 

Magnitude of the Drop-out Problem 

Governor Clements' letter to the people of Texas 

supporting the Texas School Public Relations Association's 

"Winners Love to Learn" fourth through sixth grades 

intervention-prevention program, indicated the following: 

1. One-third of all students leave high 
school in Texas before they complete 
the twelfth grade. 

2. One-fifth of all Texas youth leave 
school before the ninth grade. 

3. Drop-outs lose more than $200,000 in 
lifetime earnings because they 
usually hold jobs with little future 
or advancement opportunities. 

4. While high school graduates face 
promising futures, drop-outs are 
likely to become familiar with the 
welfare and criminal justice system. 

5. More than 85 percent of the inmates 
in the Texas Department of 
Corrections dropped out of school at 
a cost of $35,000 per year. 

6. Nationally, more than $228 billion 
is lost annually in lost wages, 
unemployment and social service 
costs. (1988) 

A Texas Legislative Committee co-chaired by Senator 

Gonzalo Barrientos (D. A u s t i n ) , said that the Legislature 
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must use both intervention and prevention to deal with the 

drop-out problem. Among the Committee's findings were: 

1. Each drop-out class costs the state 17 
million dollars in direct costs and 
economic losses, over the students' 
1i f e t i m e s . 

2. Twenty-five percent of today's students 
fail at least one test of basic skills 
in reading, writing or math, a rate that 
leads to dropping out. 

3. More than three of ten students in Texas 
do not finish high school. 

4. One of three Texans is functionally 
illiterate. 

5. Almost two-thirds of adults with incomes 
below the poverty level are high school 
d r o p - o u t s . 

6. Almost 90 percent of Texas prison 
inmates are drop-outs. 

7. Elementary schools with at-risk 
populations should hire a full-time 
counselor to improve student self-
esteem, attendance, behavior and 
academic achievement. 

8. Texas leads the nation in teen 
p r e g n a n c i e s . (Scharrer, 1989) 

The Committee further recommended that school districts 

pay more attention to elementary age students who fit the 

profiles of high school drop-outs (Scharrer, 1 9 8 9 ) . 

Morley and Clay emphasized the financial commitment of 

assisting students to stay in school. 

The cost of neglecting education is a 
compelling reason for increased 
investment in helping more youths 
complete high school. In the long run, 
drop-out prevention activities and 



24 

alternative programming for drop-outs can 
realize a savings to the taxpayers. 
(1985) 

Morley and Clay stated that national studies show that 

drop-outs are six to ten times likely to be involved in 

crime than the students in school (1985). 

The Texas Education Agency makes reference to Gruskin, 

Campbell and Paulee's data: 

In the 1985-1986 school year alone, the 
most recent for which reliable figures 
are available, 682,000 American teenagers 
dropped out of school...an average of 
3,789 each day. In urban school 
districts from Boston to Los Angeles to 
Honolulu, up to half of all students 
entering the ninth grade fail to graduate 
four years later. (1989) 

There is no question that drop-out prevention programs 

are an additional cost to the taxpayer, yet the lack of 

such programs can cost the taxpayer even more over an 

extended period of time. It costs the taxpayer money to 

educate a child; however, it costs society even more if 

young people are undereducated (Robinson, Protheroe, 1 9 8 7 ) . 

Drop-outs are estimated to earn $441,000 less during their 

lives than high school graduates. This is estimated to cost 

the nation $237 billion over the lifetime of these men and 

women (Texas Education Agency, 1 9 8 9 ) . Kelsey and Garcia 

referred to the drop-out problem as one of the most 

disturbing barriers to lack of knowledge. They stated that 

"much about specific causes, whether school or home related. 
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that prompt certain individuals to leave school early 

remains to be learned" ( 1 9 8 7 ) . 

It is clear that school drop-outs have a negative 

economic impact on society. The economic costs to the 

nation of the drop-out problem in earnings and higher use of 

social services such as welfare and unemployment 

compensation far exceed those of providing effective 

educational program (Texas Education Agency, 1 9 8 9 ) . Given 

the differences in the predicted economic consequences of 

dropping out of school, it is important that policy-makers 

coordinate their efforts in getting better information about 

the problem. 

Programs Designed to Combat Drop-outs 

In Ville Platte, Louisiana, project EACH (Evangeline 

A l t e r n a t i v e Children's Hope) is achieving the expectations 

from their drop-out prevention program. Letters from 

parents repeatedly mention the radical attitudinal changes 

from the students that participate. For the first time many 

students feel good about themselves and their improving 

academic grades. They are eager for each day's learning 

experiences and actually share these experiences with their 

parents (Solieau, 1 9 8 9 ) . 

The drop-out prevention program is located at four 

s c h o o l s , with students in the eighth grade. The students 

must be at least 14 years old and failed two or more times. 
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The instruction is focused on reading, mathematics and 

language arts with a student ratio of fifteen to one. In 

1 9 8 6 - 1 9 8 7 , ten of 150 students were promoted to the next 

higher grade level. Solieau said the greatest growth "is 

not one measured by using test. It is the growth in 

self-esteem. Students believe that they can make it and no 

longer talk about dropping out" ( 1 9 8 9 ) . 

In Tulsa, Oklahoma, the Tulsa County School Drop-out 

Demonstration Project has the following objectives: 

1. identify at-risk youth in grades six through twelve 

2. develop an accurate system to collect and to report 

i nformati on 

3. identify drop-outs (ages 14-21) and to encourage 

them to enter recovery programs 

4. raise community consciousness and initiate 

collaboration between schools and communities. 

This program, funded through a $340,000 federal grant, 

known as STAR (Student Training and R e e n t r y ) , is housed in 

one of the existing vocational-technical campuses. This 

program provides each student with a variety of services, 

ranging from assessment to job placement (Wilson, 1 9 8 9 ) . 

Levin discusses an approach to the accelerated school 

concept in California with the setting in a transitional 

elementary school, designed to bring disadvantaged students 

up to grade level by the completion of the sixth grade. The 

students were given the opportunity to take advantage of 
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mainstreaming into the seventh grade curriculum ( 1 9 8 8 ) . It 

is expected that the accelerated school concept will reduce 

drop-outs . 

Levin indicated that the accelerated curriculum is 

designed to bring all students up to grade level with an 

approach based upon the construction of an assessment system 

that evaluates the performance of each student at school 

entry. The assessment sets a criteria for meeting the 

overall school goal for the student. 

There are periodic evaluations using standardized 

achievement tests as well as tailored assessments created by 

the school staff for each strand of the curriculum. These 

assessments will enable the school to see if the student is 

on the anticipated path toward reaching the goal. Major 

curriculum components include a heavily language-based 

approach, even in mathematics. Language use is stressed 

across the curriculum, with introduction to writing and 

reading for meaning (Levin, 1 9 8 8 ) . 

Professional educators must confront the educational 

challenges of teaching the potential drop-out student. This 

special population of students require and deserve the very 

best from their teachers who are entrusted with the 

responsibility of their education. 

Meeting the needs of students is the purpose of 

schools. Most p a r e n t s , students, teachers, and 



28 

administrators are likely to agree on this point even though 

they may differ on what those needs are and how to meet 

them. 

The heart of a school is the classroom teacher. A 

teacher can create a place in which to learn, or the teacher 

can alienate the child from school. Students indicate that 

the most important characteristic of a teacher is that they 

care for students. Students who feel they are liked and 

respected by their teachers have higher self-concepts, while 

those who believe they are disliked by their teachers are 

more dissatisfied with themselves (Silvernail, 1 9 8 5 ) . 

Cuban stated that families from certain cultural 

backgrounds fail to prepare their children for school and 

provide little support for them in school. These families 

are poor, lack education, and do not teach their children 

what is proper and improper in the dominant culture. These 

children often fail because the culture of the school 

ignores or degrades their family and community backgrounds 

(1989) . 

Low self-esteem continues to be one of the primary 

characteristics for potential drop-out students. Teachers 

should continue to work towards the development and 

improvement of self-esteem, both for the student and 

themselves. 

Cuban goes on to say that middle-class t e a c h e r s , 

reflecting the school's values, single out for criticism 
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differences in children's behavior and values. These 

teachers crush the self-esteem of students and neglect the 

strengths that these students bring to school ( 1 9 8 9 ) . 

Research by Peter Gurney "suggest the importance of teachers 

paying attention to their own self-esteem for the benefit of 

themselves and the students they teach" (1 9 8 7 ) . The most 

powerful influence on students to stay in school is friendly 

attention. A primary characteristic of successful alterna

tive programs is a supportive atmosphere, caring and being 

concerned about the individual student. Hamilton stated 

that successful drop-out programs group potential drop-outs 

together with actual drop-outs. He further states that suc

cessful drop-out programs are intensive, in the sense that 

they have low student teacher ratios. The delivery of 

instruction is individualized and there is a strong counsel

ing component within the make up of the programs ( 1 9 8 6 ) . 

Silvernail's research indicates that students with 

average or high self-esteem, working with friendly, 

understanding, and sympathetic teachers, in all likelihood 

will develop even higher self-esteem; while students 

exhibiting low self-esteem, working with these same teachers 

will develop lower self-esteem ( 1 9 8 5 ) . 

Development of Cost-Effectiveness 

National attention is being focused on education with 

questions being raised as to the effectiveness of the public 
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educational system. The American public has been asked to 

contribute monies toward the educational process; however, 

research on the effectiveness of the educational system and 

the relationships between the costs and value of various 

educational programs has been limited. The public has been 

hit particularly hard by the types of budgetary constraints 

that require careful planning and evaluation that takes cost 

into account. Cost-effectiveness analysis takes into 

consideration the costs, and the effects of selecting 

a l t e r n a t i v e s , thus making it possible to choose those 

alternatives that will provide the best results for any 

given expenditure (Levin, 1 9 8 3 ) . 

Development of Cost-Effectiveness 
Techniques 

The development of cost-effectiveness models has 

expanded from outside the instructional arena into the 

school district's support services. Cost-effectiveness 

studies can be used to determine whether district owned and 

operated buses are more economical than contracted buses in 

providing a given quantity and quality of school 

transportation services. Similar studies can be made of 

school plant maintenance; school food service operations; 

p u r c h a s e , storage and distribution of supplies; and similar 

operations (Johns, et al. , 1 9 8 3 ) . 

In 1983, a survey was conducted of all 50 state 

departments of education in an effort to record the types of 
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cost studies that evaluation units conducted. Of the 50 

states, only 37 had centralized evaluation units and 29 

provided cost-effectiveness data. The study further 

revealed that the topics of these studies were evenly 

distributed among educational programs and support services. 

The educational programs consisted of math, reading, 

vocational education, compensatory education, community 

education. The support services programs were data 

processing, media, personnel, and assessment. It was 

reported that 13 of the 15 respondents commented on how 

valuable and effective their cost studies had been (Smith, 

Smith, 1 9 8 4 ) . 

While definitions differ, cost-effectiveness can 

generally be defined as the relationship between the inputs 

(costs) and outcomes (effectiveness) of an activity relative 

to the particular goal being served. Cost-effectiveness 

analysis is a technique for comparing educational programs 

in terms of costs and effectiveness. 

The Applicat ion of Cost-Effectiveness 
Techniques to Education Programs 

The application of cost-effectiveness analysis to 

education basically dates to President Johnson's directive 

to his cabinet. In August 1965, President Johnson made 

the following announcement during a news conference: 

Under this new system each cabinet and 
agency head will set up a very special 
staff of experts who, using the most 
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modern methods of program analysis will 
define the goals of their department for 
the coming year. And once these goals 
are established this system will permit 
us to find the most effective and the 
least costly alternative to achieving 
American goals. (The New York Times, 
1965) 

Levin says that cost-effectiveness merely requires 

combining cost data, with the effectiveness data that are 

ordinarily accessible from an educational evaluation 

creating a cost-effectiveness comparison ( 1 9 8 3 ) . 

Cost analyses in educational evaluation refers to the 

use of a broad set of techniques for evaluation and 

decision-making, including cost feasibility, cost utility, 

cost benefit, and cost-effectiveness. Levin and Smith 

provide an introduction to the use of these four methods of 

assessment (Levin, 1983, Smith, Smith, 1 9 8 4 ) . 

Cost feas i bi1i ty analysis involves estimating whether 

the cost of an alternative program qualifies it as a real 

possibility within existing financial resources. A simple 

determination of the cost o^ various components of the 

alternative program is made and then a comparison is made of 

the total cost with the amount of resources available from 

existing sources. Cost feasibility does not deal at all 

with program outcomes, and provides no way of combining 

costs and outcomes in an overall analysis. 

Cost uti1i ty analysis involves the subjective 

measurement of probable outcomes, such as when an adminis

trator or school committee estimates likely program 



33 

e f f e c t s . Multiple outcome measures can be integrated into a 

single value. The measures and analysis are highly 

s u b j e c t i v e , due to the difficulty of assigning monetary 

value to program outcomes. This form of analysis is useful 

as a planning tool for administrators, or as a method to 

assist in group discussion of possible program effects, but 

provides a weak basis for making programmatic decisions. 

Cost benefit analysis implies a systematic comparison 

of the magnitude of the costs and benefits of some form of 

investment in order to assess its economic profitability. 

All forms of investment involve a sacrifice of present 

consumption in order to secure future benefits in the form 

of higher levels of output or income (Woodhall, 1 9 8 0 ) . It 

provides reputable results and allows for the comparison of 

alternative programs across programs which have different 

classes of outcomes. Also, since outcomes are expressed in 

terms of dollar values, one can compare reading programs 

with counseling programs with athletic programs. A problem 

with using cost benefit analysis in programmatic 

e v a l u a t i o n s , however, is that it is frequently yery 

difficult to assign monetary values to program outcomes. 

C o n s e q u e n t l y , cost benefit studies frequently have little 

c r e d i b i l i t y with educational administrators. President 

Ronald Reagan signed Executive Order 12291, on February 17, 

1 9 8 1 , formally making benefit-cost analysis a central 

element in his administration's regulatory policy. The 
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supporters of a regulation would have to show that the 

benefits from the programs adoption would outweigh the costs 

(Campen, 1 9 8 6 ) . 

Cost-effectiveness analysis is a tool designed to 

measure the degree to which a system is satisfying its 

objectives relative to at least cost, or maximizing 

effectiveness within fixed costs. It is different from 

cost-benefit analysis which uses a primarily economic focus 

concerned largely with determining whether the benefits of a 

proposed activity exceeds its costs (Spiro, Sussna, 1 9 8 0 ) . 

Educational Cost-Effectiveness 

Cost-effectiveness analysis consists of representing 

program outcomes not in terms of monetary units, but in 

terms of other effectiveness units such as reading scores, 

attitude scale, achievement scores and behavioral rates. 

The effectiveness units commonly consist of a standard 

outcome such as growth in achievement which is currently 

used in educational evaluation. Since this method of 

comparison does not convert all outcomes to the same unit 

( d o l l a r s ) , one cannot use cost-effectiveness analysis to 

compare programs of different types, such as a reading 

program to the athletic program. This method of analysis 

allows for comparisons of programs with similar outcomes, 

such as two instructional strategies that most effectively 

improve reading scores. Of the available analytic 
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techniques discussed, cost-effectiveness analysis is the 

best method to use in most cost evaluations of educational 

programs (Smith, Smith, 1 9 8 4 ) . Cost-effectiveness analysis 

can be used in a variety of ways to improve educational 

planning and decision-making. 

Geske and Zuelke indicated that the most frequently 

used approach to cost-effectiveness analysis involves the 

educational production function which expresses 

mathematically the relationship between school inputs and 

school outputs. Their examples of inputs are such things as 

p r o g r a m s , s t u d e n t s , teachers and administrators. The 

outputs are such things as growth in cognitive skills, 

substantive knowledge and effective behavior. The task is 

to take the analytical framework created and attempt to 

determine the relative impact of the different input 

variables on the output measures ( 1 9 8 2 ) . 

Cost-Effectiveness Studies 

Geske and Zuelke described a survey done by R. J. 

Murnane in which he analyzed the impact of school resources, 

(teachers) on the cognitive achievement of 875 black 

students in 15 elementary schools in New Haven, Connecticut. 

He divided the sample into three subgroups of students. 

Each subgroup was followed over the period of one school 

y e a r . The Metropolitan Achievement Test was administered in 

reading and mathematics and used as the output measure. The 
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input measures included teacher characteristics, such as 

years of teaching experience, highest degree attained, 

undergraduate major, undergraduate grade-point average, sex 

and race ( 1 9 8 2 ) . 

Instead of proceeding to find the most efficient way to 

expend a certain level of resources in trying to maximize a 

set of objectives as cost benefit does, cost-effectiveness 

attempts to find the least cost method for achieving an 

acceptable level of performance of goals and objectives. 

Johns, Morphet and Alexander discussed cost-

effectiveness analyses as alternative instructional 

processes with input and outputs. They stated that there 

are several possible studies that might investigate 

variations in student teacher ratios, in self-contained 

classrooms in the elementary schools versus smaller classes 

with no teacher aides and in other types of instructional 

alternatives ( 1 9 8 3 ) . 

Levin, Glass and Meister investigated the cost-

effectiveness of four educational interventions. The study 

considered the following approaches to educational 

intervention: 

1. tutoring by older students, adults or a combination 

of the two 

2. computer-assistant instruction 

3 . smal1er classes 

4. increased instructional time. 
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All of the approaches were designed on the basis of 

improving achievement in mathematics and reading. The 

effectiveness was evaluated by the pre- and post-tests of 

the students in the study groups against the students who 

received regular instruction ( 1 9 8 7 ) . 

The intermediate grade level students tutored second 

and third graders and adults tutored students in fourth, 

fifth and sixth grades. The overall effects of the 

tutoring raised the tutee's grades by 97 percent in 

mathematics and 48 percent in reading. The effects were 

greatest in the second grade and gradually decreased 

t h e r e a f t e r . Tutoring worked better at each grade level in 

mathematics than in reading. Both the tutor and the 

students benefitted from the tutoring with the older 

students being better tutors than adults. 

Ellson, in his cost-effectiveness studies, also 

supported the same results "that the academic benefit for 

student tutors, cross-age or peer tutors, can be as great or 

greater than that for the tutees." He went on to say that 

such findings show that "when tutoring is done by unpaid 

t u t o r s , it can be several times as cost-effective as 

conventional teaching alone." However, the costs and 

cost-effectiveness of tutoring will depend largely on the 

m a n a g e m e n t system implemented ( 1 9 8 6 ) . Cohen and his 

research colleagues found "that the tutored students out 

performed their peers on e x a m i n a t i o n s , they expressed more 
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positive attitudes toward the subjects in which they were 

tutored and it had a positive effect on children who served 

as tutors" ( 1 9 8 2 ) . 

The computer-assisted instruction, the study's second 

educational intervention, was implemented in second through 

sixth grades for lO-minute sessions daily. The results 

varied for different skills, such as computation, vocabulary 

and comprehension. The overall effects of computer-assisted 

instruction raised the student's grades by 12 percent in 

mathematics and 23 percent in reading. 

The third most effective strategy was reducing the 

number of students in class. Reducing the class size from 

35 to 30 students resulted in a six percent gain in 

mathematics and three percent gain in reading. Reducing to 

20 students raised the strategy's effectiveness to 22 

percent in math and 11 percent in reading. Increasing time 

on task by increasing instructional time of 30 minutes to 

mathematics and reading instruction each day proved the 

least effective of the four teaching strategies. The effect 

for mathematics was only three percent and seven percent for 

reading. 

Tutoring, the most effective of the four strategies, 

turns out to be the most expensive with a cost of $212 per 

student with student tutors and $827 per student with adult 

t u t o r s . Computer-assisted instruction cost $119 per student 

while increasing instructional time cost $61 per student. 

Reducing the class size from 35 to 30 students cost only 
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$45 per student; reducing it to 25 cost $63, and reducing it 

to 20 cost $201 (Chandler, 1 9 8 6 ) . This analysis of research 

on the relationship between educational expenditures and 

student achievement has found a positive relationship 

between money used for instructional purposes and student 

achi evement. 

Other researchers have disagreed with the cost-

effectiveness results as reported by Levin, Glass and 

Meister. Niemiec, Blackwell, and Walberg concluded from 

their analysis that computer-assisted instruction (CAI) is 

not the most cost-effective instructional intervention. 

They found peer tutoring yielded the highest achievement 

gains per $100 paid for instruction and was twice as cost-

effective as peer tutoring (198 6 ) . 

Levin refers to a study on computer-assisted 

instruction (CAI) in which just seven minutes of daily 

"drill and practice" in arithmetic would increase 

mathematics scores beyond those reached in a standard 

classroom. Levin further states that the seven minutes of 

"drill and practice" per day per student would have received 

an increase in the school budget of at least 25 percent. 

This new technology was found to be at least four times as 

costly per gain as was the traditional approach ( 1 9 8 3 ) . 

Levin praised the excellent cost-effectiveness study of 

fifth grade mathematics curriculum carried out by Quinn, Van 

M o n d f r a n s , and W o r t h e n . Their evaluation compared two 
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approaches to teaching mathematics where one method was 

designed to provide highly individualized instruction with a 

special instructional method for teaching concepts. The 

alternative curriculum was one based on standard textbooks. 

The students with individualized instruction had higher 

mathematics achievement gains than those in the traditional 

textbook classes. The individualized instruction method 

required more resources than the text method, and therefore, 

was more costlier per student. Total cost per student on an 

annual basis was $194 compared to $288. However, depending 

on how student achievement was measured, the individualized 

instruction was found to be from 60 percent to 300 percent 

more cost-effective per point of achievement score than the 

text method (1988) . 

Cost-effectiveness analysis integrates the results of 

instructional activities with their cost in such a way that 

one can select those activities that will provide the best 

educational results for any given costs. The selection of 

such cost-effectiveness activities should consider the 

quality of the programs or activities as related to the 

cost. 

J o h n s , Morphet and Alexander stated that costs are not 

always related to quality. 

Many people would agree that increasing 
the quality is likely to add somewhat to 
the cost, but fewer would agree that 
increasing the cost would necessarily 
result in better quality. (1983) 
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They clarify their statement by saying that cost per 

student is greater at smaller schools than larger schools, 

even though the quality of education is frequently found to 

be lower. Sparkman in his cost analysis process for rural 

schools also found an inverse relationship between the per-

student cost and enrollment. The per-student operating cost 

was greater where the enrollment was smaller at the various 

schools surveyed. However, he attributes the greater cost 

to the student-teacher ratio and the resulting impact on 

personnel costs. The costs involved with providing a 

balanced curriculum and extra-curricular programs regardless 

of enrollment was another reason for greater costs ( 1 9 8 2 ) . 

Fitzgerald and Hunt conducted their study in one third 

of Minnesota's public school districts regarding cost-

effectiveness predicators in the Chapter I programs. The 

studies focused on reading and math as it related to cost-

e f f e c t i v e n e s s . The data indicated "that the larger the 

district the most cost-effective a Chapter I program tends 

to be." In addition, "larger districts tend to spend 

proportionately more of their budgets on teacher aids and 

s u p p l i e s " ( 1 9 8 5 ) . 

The expenditure on supplies pay off as a cost-effective 

investment on Chapter I funds, particularly for the reading 

i n s t r u c t i o n . While 78 percent of the Chapter I projects 

utilized pull-out settings, the survey indicated that 

in-class settings are more cost-effective for reading 
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instruction (Fitzgerald, Hunt, 1 9 8 5 ) . The cost-

effectiveness survey further indicated that the student-

teacher ratio is much lower in math instruction and the use 

of small groups is a more cost-effective approach. 

While there are set principles of cost analysis that 

can be used for carrying out the analysis, the actual 

application in any particular setting will require 

professional judgements on the part of the administrator or 

evaluator (Levin, 1 9 8 3 ) . Pankake and Bailey refer to the 

state mandates requiring the implementation of educational 

programs and rarely do the additional funds approach the 

amount necessary for complete implementation. Once again, 

educational leaders are faced with the continuing problem of 

satisfying unlimited wants with limited resources ( 1 9 8 6 ) . 

Deciding where to invest the money is a difficult but 

fundamental responsibility faced education decision-makers 

and their wise and informed decisions are vital to the 

successfulness of the educational process. 

The Computation of Cost-Effectiveness 

Smith considers the identification of all program 

resources the most important aspect of the entire costing 

p r o c e d u r e . The listing of resources will show exactly what 

it would take to start up or operate the program. The 

budget can be used to obtain information about the cost of 

some resources ( 1 9 8 5 ) . It is essential to identify all of 
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the program's ingredients and to estimate the costs of each 

ingredient accurately. Special attention should be directed 

toward the estimation of personnel costs, as these can be 

expected to account for 70 percent or more of all costs 

(Barnett, 1 9 8 8 ) . 

Levin introduces the "ingredients" approach in cost-

effectiveness as a technique to derive results for education 

and effectiveness of each alternative by using standard 

evaluation procedures or studies. The information is 

combined with cost data that has been derived from the 

ingredients approach. The ingredients approach to cost 

estimation encompasses three phases: 

1. The identification of the ingredients. 

2. The determination of the value or cost of the 

ingredients and the overall costs of the 

intervention. 

3. The analysis of the costs in an appropriate 

decision-oriented framework ( 1 9 8 8 ) . 

Cost Determination 

Educational costs alone have little meaning. It is 

only when they are seen as a critical link between an 

educational system's inputs and its objectives, outputs, and 

benefits that they reveal how efficiently and effectively 

the system is functioning (Coombs, Hallak, 1 9 8 7 ) . 

Instructional program evaluation has often been accomplished 
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in a rather restricted manner with most of the attention 

focused on program effects or outcomes. If students in 

Program A achieve more than students in Program B, it has 

been assumed that Program A is the superior program. 

H o w e v e r , some program decisions have been made strictly on 

the basis of cost. If an instructional program is less 

expensive than another, then that particular program is 

chosen, especially if the program performance results are 

assumed to be equal. Wolf defined cost as a "lost benefit" 

which ties cost to the decisions that ultimately have to be 

m a d e ; therefore, by deciding to do one thing, the 

implication is that something else cannot be done. He 

further stated that "a set of instructional materials has no 

inherent value, rather it is the decision to purchase those 

materials and consequently not buy something else which 

constitutes the real cost of the purchased materials" 

( 1 9 8 4 ) . In making decisions between competing programs, it 

is important that both costs and program effects be 

considered (Denton, Savage, et al., 1 9 8 6 ) . The cost total 

should only include those resources that currently require 

district funding, or are expected to do so in the future 

(Smith, 1 9 8 5 ) . 

Denton and his colleagues suggested the following when 

cost determination is being determined: 

1. The process for collecting the necessary cost data 

must be feasible. 
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2. It is important that all program costs, including 

direct costs be considered, such as: 

a. administrative time 

b. staff time 

c. materials and supplies 

d . equ i pment 

e. project facilities 

f. media services 

g . cleri cal support 

h. contracted services 

i . student time. (1986) 

Smith pointed out the estimation of resources used to 

operate the program as a need for "sensitivity analysis." 

This analysis is conceptualized as a best case, worse case 

s c e n a r i o . An example of the best case would involve the 

m i c r o c o m p u t e r functioning well with no necessary repairs for 

the whole academic year. The worst case example is that the 

m i c r o c o m p u t e r might need to be replaced, which could 

increase the program cost considerably. It is important to 

seek and talk with program staff in order to obtain their 

j u d g e m e n t s about the stability of program resources ( 1 9 8 5 ) . 

Wolf discussed several ways to determine costs in his 

work with program assessment and review: 

1. List the finite set of resources required to 

initiate a particular program such as: 

a. personnel 
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b. space requirements 

c. books and other instructional materials 

d. teacher assistance 

e. other program expenses 

2. Formulate, describe, and identify one or more ways 

of meeting some educational need 

3. Try to estimate the value of each alternative way 

of meeting the identified need 

4. Determine the difference between the two 

alternatives to arrive at the net value of an 

alternative (1 9 8 4 ) . 

Levin discusses cost estimation as "the value of the 

resources that are given up by society to effect the 

intervention." He refers to these as the ingredients of the 

intervention, and it is the social value of those 

ingredients that constitute its overall costs (1 9 8 8 ) . 

Barnett indicates the most frequently committed errors 

in cost determination: 

1. including only the costs of direct service 

personnel and omitting the costs of administrative 

and support personnel 

2. including salaries but not fringe benefits 

3. omitting transportation costs 

4. omitting the costs of capital 

5. omitting costs borne by parents ( 1 9 8 8 ) . 
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Estes in his cost-effectiveness evaluation and 

technical assistance relative to measuring cost and outcomes 

presents several categories or ingredients: 

1. Personnel costs are the salary and benefits of all 

supporting staff. 

2. Travel costs are all those associated with 

transportation and subsistence. 

3. Telephone are the charges for long distance, WATS 

or other phone expenses. 

4. Materials are the materials used and duplication 

costs for presentation at workshops and for 

consultations (1983). 

Effectiveness 

Under cost-effectiveness analysis, both the costs and 

the effects of alternatives are taken into account in 

evaluating the programs with similar goals. Therefore, a 

common measure of effectiveness should be used to assess the 

programs. These effectiveness data are combined with costs 

in order to provide a cost-effectiveness evaluation. This 

will allow for the selection of these approaches, which will 

provide the maximum effectiveness per level of cost or which 

will require the least cost per level of effectiveness 

(Levin, 1 9 8 3 ) . 

Levin presents a hypothetical case of comparison 

regarding remedial mathematics programs. The students have 
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been randomly selected to one of the different treatments or 

to a control group that receives no remedial instruction. 

At the end of the year the students are tested, and the 

measure of effectiveness for each of the treatment groups is 

the difference between their test scores and those of the 

control group. Therefore, the effectiveness of each 

instructional strategy is determined by the test scores of 

its students in comparison with those of a control group 

that has received no remedial mathematics instruction 

(1983) . 

Cost-Effectiveness Ratios 

Cost-effectiveness ratios are determined by taking the 

total cost per student participating in an instructional 

program and dividing by the total academic gain as 

determined by an achievement test (Levin, 1 9 8 8 ) . 

Barnett uses the example of Program A raising its test 

scores by an average of ten points at a cost of $2000 per 

student (CE ratio (.005) = 10 r $2000). Program B raises 

its test scores by an average of 16 points at a cost of 

$4000 per student (CE ratio (.004) = 8 T $ 4 0 0 0 ) . Although 

Program A has a higher cost-effectiveness ratio, it is not 

necessarily more efficient than B. Administrators must 

decide whether the extra six points gained in Program B are 

worth the extra $2000 in costs and if so, then Program B is 

more efficient (1988) . 
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Summary 

The review of literature indicated that the students 

dropping out of school continues to be a national burden on 

society. This issue has placed greater responsibilities on 

states and local school districts for the development of 

drop-out programs. Drop-out programs vary and most place 

special emphasis on building self-esteem. Also, there is a 

strong parental participation component. The research 

indicated a variety of characteristics that contribute 

towards becoming a drop-out. Successful programs had a 

supportive atmosphere, friendly, caring, and being concerned 

about the individual student. The review of literature 

further indicated that the successful drop-out programs were 

i n t e n s i v e , had low student-teacher ratios, instruction was 

individualized and they had a strong counseling component. 

The review of literature indicated that the development 

of cost-effectiveness models continues to expand and provide 

assistance and support to educational decision-makers. The 

acceptance of academic achievement as an output measure and 

the development of models for cost allocation has enabled 

the concept of cost-effectiveness to be applied to all 

education delivery systems. The objective of cost-effective 

analysis is to facilitate the choice among alternative 

delivery systems by measuring the total input of the system 

based on the market value of those inputs and relating those 

costs to outputs for the effectiveness of the delivery. 



CHAPTER III 

METHOD OF STUDY AND PRESENTATION 

OF THE DATA 

The purpose of the research study was to determine the 

cost-effectiveness of two-program delivery systems for 

drop-out prevention involving fifth and sixth grade at-risk 

students. The two instructional programs compared were the 

Program for Academic Skills and Self-Esteem (PASS) and the 

comparison group. Program A. 

This chapter contains the following information: 

1. population and sample 

2. assessment of student achievement 

3. program cost analysis 

4. comparative cost-effectiveness analysis. 

Population 

The Ysleta Independent School District serves 

approximately 50,000 scholastic students in far west Texas. 

In its continuing effort to lower the student drop-out rate, 

the district first piloted the Program for Academic Skills 

and Self-Esteem (PASS) in the 1987-1988 school year at one 

elementary school. The program was directed towards the 

o v e r - a g e , low self-esteem, previously retained, at-risk, 

fifth and sixth grade students. The students were assigned 

50 
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to one self-contained classroom at Sageland Elementary 

School. There was no other special instructional program in 

the district that was designed especially for the at-risk 

elementary student with the goal of reducing the drop-out 

rate. 

The school district's demographic data, which were 

provided by the Texas Education Agency ( T E A ) , are shown in 

Appendix A. The school district's ethnic distribution was 

78.2 percent Hispanic with 38,581 students in grades pre-

kindergarten through twelfth grade. There were 9,110 white 

students in pre-kindergarten through twelfth grade, 

representing 18.5 percent of the total enrollment. The 

black students numbered 1,202 or 2.4 percent of the total 

student body. The state's ethnic breakdown was 51.8 percent 

white, 31.5 percent Hispanic, and 14.5 percent black during 

the 1987-1988 school year. 

The Texas Assessment of Minimum Skills (TEAMS) was used 

statewide each year as a standard method of determining 

academic achievement in mathematics, reading and writing in 

the third, fifth, seventh, ninth and eleventh grades. The 

percent of mastery at fifth grade mathematics district-wide 

was 84.7 percent compared to the state's 89.4 percent. 

Reading mastery was 83.3 percent district-wide while the 

state's was 87.6 percent. The lowest subject was writing, 

with a 64.0 percent mastery level district-wide compared to 

the state's mastery level of 79.1 percent. 
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The total number certified personnel employed by the 

district was 5,006 with a breakdown of 40.1 percent white, 

55.9 percent Hispanic, and 3.5 percent black. Thirty-three 

percent of the teachers had 11 to 20 years experience. 

The district's total revenue was $153,579,568 from 

federal, state, and local sources. The total operating 

budget was $137,662,680. The per-student expenditure was 

$3,314. The state's expenditure per student was $3,658 

dollars. Regular instructional operating expenditures of 

$49,969,620 were 58.3 percent of the instructional budget 

of $85,657,700. Compensatory programs totaled $12,686,672 

or 14.8 percent of the instructional budget. Appendices B 

and C describe the demographics of the two campuses. 

Sample 

The sample consisted of fifth and sixth grade students 

who were considered at risk of becoming school drop-outs at 

some point in the future. Eighteen students were selected 

for participation in the PASS Program on the basis of the 

following characteristics: low self-esteem, poor academic 

performance, drop-out potential, and grade-level retention. 

A comparison group of 38 students was identified for 

the purposes of the cost-effectiveness study and designated 

as Program A. The students in the comparison group also 

were considered at risk of becoming school drop-outs. They 

met the same criteria as those students in the PASS Program. 
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The PASS Program was developed as a pilot program to 

provide special services to at-risk students. Because of 

the number of such students at Sageland Elementary School 

and the interest and support of the principal, the proposal 

for the PASS Program was approved for implementation at the 

school by district officials. The program's goals were to 

prevent the students from dropping out of school and to 

furnish them the academic skills and positive self-esteem 

necessary for success at other grade levels throughout their 

school career. The building principal carefully screened 

the students before assignment to the PASS Program to ensure 

that they had the characteristics identified as being 

associated with potential school drop-outs. These 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s were described above. Eighteen fifth and 

sixth grade students, who qualified for the PASS Program, 

were assigned to the same self-contained classroom. 

The basic instructional program consisted of the school 

district's approved curriculum for the fifth and sixth 

grades including the state's mandated essential elements. 

The students received instruction from one teacher during 

the day except in those situations where certain eligible 

students were pulled out for special programs such as 

Chapter I Reading, English as a Second Language ( E S L ) , 

s p e e c h , or resource. 

Table 1 shows the grade level for these 18 students. 

Even though the students were at two different grade l e v e l s . 
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they were assigned to a combined, self-contained classroom 

with one teacher. 

TABLE 1 

CLASSROOM TEACHER AND NUMBER OF STUDENTS 
ASSIGNED TO GRADE LEVELS IN THE 

PASS PROGRAM 

Grade Level 5th 6th 

Teacher 

A 

TOTAL 

5 

18 

13 

Since the PASS Program was an approved pilot program, 

the teacher had broad discretion and flexibility to use a 

variety of teaching strategies, classroom management and 

organization techniques. The PASS Program could be 

characterized as focusing on high intensity remediation 

including a great deal of individualized attention. Special 

emphasis was placed on improving the student's self-esteem. 

A comparison group. Program A, was selected for the 

purpose of the cost-effectiveness analysis. Program A 

consisted of nine self-contained fifth and sixth grade 

classrooms at Lancaster Elementary School. Each classroom 

contained 27 to 33 students for a total of 263 fifth and 

sixth g r a d e r s . However, only 38 of the 263 students met the 

same research criteria as those students in the PASS Program 

The 38 students designated as the comparison group were 
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randomly assigned by the school principal to the nine fifth 

and sixth grade c l a s s r o o m s . 

Table 2 presents information about the number of 

students assigned to the fifth and sixth grade levels in 

Program A. Section I identifies the at-risk students in the 

comparison group by teacher and grade level. Section II 

shows the grade level assignment by teacher for the other 

students in the nine classrooms. 

TABLE 2 

CLASSROOM TEACHERS AND NUMBER OF STUDENTS 
ASSIGNED TO GRADE LEVELS IN 

PROGRAM A 

Grade Level 

I 
A t - R i s k 

5th 6th 

1 II 
All Others 
5th 6th 

Total 
5th 6th 

B 5 
C 1 
D 4 
E 9 
F 2 
G 
H 
I 
J 

SUB-TOTAL 
BY GRADE (21) 

TOTAL 

4 
7 
4 
2 

38 

22 
28 
25 
18 
27 

27 
21 
29 
28 

(17) (120) (105) 

225 

27 
29 
29 
27 
29 

(141) 

31 
28 
33 
30 

(122) 

263 

•'• Includes the rest of the students assigned to the indivi
dual, heterogeneous, self-contained, fifth and sixth 
grade classes in which the Program A students were 
enrol 1ed. 

Note: These figures were taken on October 14, 1989, the 
district's recognized date for Texas Education Agency 
(TEA) funding purposes. 
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The school did not have any specific instructional 

program designed especially for at-risk students. The 

district's approved curriculum was followed at each grade 

level with the teachers using their own particular 

instructional strategies and classroom management 

t e c h n i q u e s . Because these were regular classrooms not 

designed explicitly for at-risk students, high intensity 

remedial instruction was not provided. Some teachers, of 

c o u r s e , might have practiced more individualization than 

others or provided more remedial instruction, but these 

particular strategies were not the central focus of these 

c l a s s r o o m s . 

The PASS Program was implemented at Sageland Elementary 

School and Program A was located at Lancaster Elementary 

S c h o o l . Sageland was located in an older neighborhood 

characterized by a declining population. The enrollment was 

587 and the students tended to be from low socio-economic 

status families. The physical plant was about 30 years old, 

but has been maintained adequately. Lancaster, on the other 

hand, was located in a fairly new housing development 

comprised of middle-income families. The building was about 

six years old and housed an enrollment of 1,069 s t u d e n t s . 

Demographic and other data for each school are shown in 

Appendices B and C. While it appears that the schools 

differed in terms of socio-economic characteristics, the 

students were very similar in terms of ethnicity and other 
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background variables. There was no reason to suspect that 

one sample of students differed from the other or from the 

total population from which they were drawn. 

Tables 3 and 4 present a description of the program 

participants showing their grade level and age range. The 

PASS students were older on the average by 10 months than 

the 38 at-risk students in Program A. Students in the PASS 

Program scored higher on the Metropolitan Achievement Test 

(MAT 6) in reading, math, and language with a 43.6 mean 

score compared to a mean score of 30.8 for the comparison 

group in Program A. 

TABLE 3 

AGE RANGE AND METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES 
FOR STUDENTS IN THE PASS PROGRAM 

PRE-TEST 

Grade 
Level 

Number 
Students 

Age 
Range 

Mean 
Age .B.£i^ tiilil Lang. 

Mean 
MAT 6 

5th 

5th 

6th 13 

12 
5 

13 
7 

yrs , 
mos 
to 
yrs, 
mos 

(Means) 

12 
4 

13 
9 

yrs , 
mos 
to 
yrs, 
mos 

13.0 

12.7 

24.2 35.8 38.3 
to to to 

51.1 68.5 51.6 

17.3 
to 

58.1 

24.2 
to 

65.6 

15.4 
to 

40.1 

43.9 

40.4 48.4 46.5 43.3 

5th 
and 
6th 18 (Means) 12.8 58.8 64.8 48.2 43.6 
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TABLE 4 

AGE RANGE AND METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES 
FOR STUDENTS IN PROGRAM A 

PRE-TEST 

Pre 
Grade 
Level 

5th 

5th 

6th 

Number 
Students 

Age 
Range 

Mean 
R̂ £a_d̂  51il!l kiHSj. 

Mean 
MAT 6 

21 

17 

11 yrs, 
1 mo 
to 

13 yrs, 
1 mo 

(Means ) 

12 yrs, 
1 mo 
to 

14 yrs, 
2 mos 

11.6 10.4 
to 

57.5 

6.7 
to 

53.7 

6.7 
to 

62.3 

28.3 

29.4 53.3 30.9 

12.6 10.4 1.0 13.1 33.2 
to to to 

53.2 66.3 59.3 

5th 
and 
6th 38 (Means) 12.1 31.0 37.5 37.3 30.8 

A t-test for independent samples did show a significant 

difference between the two groups in achievement at the .05 

level of significance, but no significant difference in age. 

Even though the two groups at the beginning of the study had 

similar characteristics that suggested they were at risk of 

dropping out of school at some point in the future, they did 

differ in achievement, but not in age (Cornett, Beckner, 

1 9 7 5 ) . 

Tables 5 and 6 show the number of designated special 

program assignments and the number of students eligible to 
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participate in the free or reduced lunch under the National 

School Lunch Program ( N S L P ) . 

The students assigned to the Chapter I Reading Program 

receive instruction in reading daily for 45 minutes during 

enrichment time ( E T ) . The students in resource and special 

education programs leave their self-contained grade level 

classroom and receive their instruction from a special 

education teacher as specified in the Individual Educational 

Plan ( l E P ) . The students assigned to the English as a 

Second Language Program receive instruction daily for 45 

minutes from another certified teacher. 

TABLE 5 

STUDENTS IN SPECIAL 
PROGRAM ASSIGNMENTS 

_ _ _ _ 

PASS Program Program A 6th 
Grade Level 5 t̂h 6jtli 5 t l i 6 t l i To ta l 

Chapter I Reading 0 1 8 9 18 

Resource 0 1 5 2 8 

E .S .L . 0 0 10 7 17 

__S£eecfi 0 0 2 j . 3_ 

lOIAL 0 I 2 5 j.9 46^ 

The total includes some students who were assigned to 
more than one special program. 
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STUDENTS PARTICIPATING IN THE 
NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM 

60 

Grade Level 
PASS Program 
5th 6th 

Program A 
5th 6th 

5th 
6th 

Total 

Program 

Free Lunch 1 

Reduced Lunch 

4 

1 

5 

10 

2 

12 

14 

2 

16 

15 

1 

16 

43 

6 

49 TOTAL 

Free Lunch--The student qualifies for the free lunch 
program under the guidelines set forth by the Department 
of Education for the National School Lunch Program 
( N S L P ) . 

Reduced Lunch--The student qualifies for the reduced 
price lunch program under the guidelines set forth by the 
Department of Education for the National School Lunch 
Program ( N S L P ) . 

Table 7 displays the class sizes of all the classrooms 

included in the sample. These class sizes are as of October 

14, 1988. This is the official school district's date for 

funding purposes report to the Texas Education Agency. All 

of the grade level class sections were within the district's 

staffing guidelines. The class size for the PASS Program of 

only 18 students was much smaller than the class size for 

the grades involved in Program A. There were only 38 

students in Program A who met the research criteria and they 

were assigned heterogeneously within the nine c l a s s r o o m s . 
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The cost-effectiveness analysis focused on the 18 

at-risk students in the PASS Program at Sageland Elementary 

School and the 38 at-risk students in the nine classrooms 

designated as Program A at Lancaster Elementary School. 

TABLE 7 

TEACHERS' CLASS SIZE 

PASS Program 

Grade Level 5th 6th Total 5th 

Program A 

6th Total 

T£a_£]i£_r 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 

TOTAL 

13 

13 

18 

18 

27 
29 
29 
27 
29 

31 
28 
33 
30 

27 
29 
29 
27 
29 
31 
28 
33 
30 

141 122 263 

Note: 

a. The class sizes are as per district approved staffing 
guidelines. 

b. The pilot programs approved as per administrative 
guidelines. 

c. There were 38 students in Program A assigned 
heterogeneously within the 263 total students. 

The breakdown of boys and girls are included in Table 8 

for each of the two groups. The PASS Program had 14 boys 

and four girls compared to Program A, which had 25 boys and 



62 

13 girls. A Chi Square analysis was computed to determine 

the male and female composition of the two groups (Bartz, 

1 9 8 1 ) . The Chi Square with a .05 percent level of 

significance at 3.84 and one degree of freedom did not find 

a significant difference in the male and female composition 

of the two groups. 

TABLE 8 

STUDENT PLACEMENT 
BY SEX 

5th Grade 6th Grade 
Program Boys Girls Boys ^llll Total 

PASS 3 2 11 2 18^ 

A 12 9 13 4 38^ 

TOTAL 15 11 24 6 56 

Nine students were promoted to the seventh grade at the 
end of the first semester. Eight students remained for 
the duration of the spring semester. 

^ Two resource, special education, students were exempt 
from taking any kind of standardized tests as per their 
Individual Educational Plan ( l E P ) . 

The number of days of instruction for each delivery 

program is shown in Table 9. Only 88 days of instruction 

during the first semester were needed to prepare nine 

students from the PASS Program to advance to the seventh 

grade. After the withdrawal of one student, the remaining 

eight students completed the school year in the PASS 
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Program. The students in Program A completed all of the 175 

state-mandated days of instruction. 

TABLE 9 

DAYS OF INSTRUCTION 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

£r.££_r a_m illllllli£t.i£Il §.£Il̂ î _ 

PASS 175 sl 
88 9^ 

A 1 7 5 3^8^_ 

One student withdrew from school on January 6, 1989. 

Nine students completed 88 days of instruction for the 
fall semester. These students were promoted to the 
seventh grade at the end of the fall semester (January 
20, 1 9 8 9 ) . 

^ Thirty-eight students completed the state required 
instructional days of attendance. 

Note: As per district approved staffing guidelines and 
pilot program administrative approval. 

It is clear from the foregoing comparative data that 

the sample students were in need of special services. Most 

students were eligible for free or reduced price lunch. A 

much higher proportion of the 38 students in the Program A 

were involved in special program assignments than their 

counterparts in the PASS Program. The one class for the 

PASS Program was composed of only 18 students while the nine 

classrooms in Program A had enrollment that varied from 27 

to 33 students. The comparison group of 38 at-risk students 
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were assigned heterogeneously to classes much larger than 

the PASS Program. Because of the unique nature of the PASS 

Program, students were eligible to be promoted to the 

seventh grade at the end of the first semester. Nine of the 

18 students were promoted to the seventh grade at the end of 

the fall semester. The early promotion was not available to 

the students in Program A. 

Achievement Methodology 

Low academic achievement, as indicated by low test 

scores and low grades, has been consistently associated with 

high attrition rates. Low scores on standardized tests have 

been found to be good predictors of drop-out. Academic 

failure also is consistently related to drop-out (Eskstram, 

et a l . , 1 9 8 6 ) . Kagan noted that the most obvious 

characteristic of at-risk students is academic under 

achievement ( 1 9 8 8 ) . Therefore, a decision was made to use 

growth in academic achievement as the outcome measure in the 

cost-effectiveness study. It was assumed that when students 

who were at risk of dropping out of school made gains in 

their academic achievement they would be less inclined to 

drop-out. The focus of the study was on a particular 

delivery system designed to improve the academic achievement 

of at-risk students. 

Academic achievement can be assessed in many different 

w a y s , but when the public and policy-makers want evidence of 
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school quality, they usually turn to standardized tests. 

These tests have a tremendous influence on education policy 

and on public perceptions of schools (Archbald, Newmann, 

1 9 8 8 ) . 

As long as achievement tests were used only as 

generalized indicators of educational progress, there was 

not any reason to be overly concerned about their limita

tions and shortcomings. Recently, however, standardized 

tests have assumed an increasing importance in curriculum 

and policy decision affecting students, teachers and 

districts (Airasian, Madaus, 1 9 8 3 ) . Standardized 

achievement tests are being used for a variety of policy-

oriented purposes including assessing educational equity, 

providing evidence on school and progress effectiveness, 

accrediting school districts, classifying students for 

remediation, and certifying successful completion of high 

school or grade placement at the elementary level (Airasian, 

M a d a u s , 1 9 8 3 ) . 

Description of the Achievement 
Measurement Instrument 

The Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT 6) measures the 

ability of students in reading, mathematics and language 

a r t s . The MAT 6 was adopted by the Ysleta Independent 

School District for the 1985-86 school year to be given 

annually to elementary students in grades two, four, six and 

eight. The MAT 6 is a norm-referenced test. The format 
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consisted of a number of questions ranging from easy to 

difficult, covering a sample of curricula taught across the 

United S t a t e s . The MAT 6 was designed to allow for the 

comparison of groups of students to one another and to a 

1984 national sample of students. MAT 6 scores are in the 

form of percentiles. A 50th percentile is the national 

average (Ysleta, 1 9 8 7 - 1 9 8 8 ) . Sample sheets of the MAT 6 are 

shown in Appendix D. 

The MAT 6 was selected for the study because it is 

designed to measure the achievement of students in the major 

skill and content areas of the school curriculum and because 

the revised tests have been used in the nation's schools 

since 1930. The authors of the MAT 6 tests have designed 

the MAT 6 with two separate forms, forms L and M, for the 

intermediate grades measuring vocabulary and reading 

comprehension for a total reading score. The total 

mathematics incorporates the mathematic concepts, problem 

solving and computation. The language score includes 

punctuation and capitalization, usage, written expression 

and study skills. 

Three types of validity have been considered in the 

development of the MAT 6 tests. Since each school 

district's curriculum is different, content validity must be 

determined by each district. "An educational achievement 

test may have content validity to the extent that it 
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test may have content validity to the extent that it 

measures individual achievement of instructional goals" 

(Wardrop, et al . , 1 9 8 2 ) . Since commercial standardized 

achievement tests are intended to be administered to 

students statewide or nationwide, the content topics and 

skills areas included in the tests are selected to assess a 

"lowest common denominator" of available curricular 

materials and content in order to be "fair" across all 

schools and students (Airasian, Madaus, 1 9 8 3 ) . 

Haertel and Calfee refer to standardized achievement 

tests : 

...being widely accepted today as 
trustworthy measures of educational 
outcomes. The yearly test is an 
institution in many districts; if the 
averages are higher this year than 
last, then the schools are improving. 
The scorer on these tests are trusted 
because they are quantitative, they 
have the support of statistical 
theory, and they comprise one of the 
few standards for comparisons over 
time and over programs. (1983) 

In order to assist districts in judging the content 

validity of the tests, a Compendium of Instructional 

Ob j e c t i v e s , listing all the objectives measured by the tests 

is readily available in the Teacher's Manual for 

Interpreting (Prescott, et al. , 1 9 8 8 ) . Criterion related 

validity is demonstrated by the high correlations between 

MAT 6 and other achievement tests (Prescott, et al . , 1 9 8 8 ) . 
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Analysis of Achievement 

The assessment for the academic growth of the sample 

students in the study was determined by using a pre- and 

post-Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT 6, Form L and 

Form M ) . The tests were administered by the individual 

classroom teacher during the 1988-1989 academic year. The 

pre-test was administered the week of September 12, 1988, 

and the post-test, the week of March 6, 1989. The 

Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT 6) was used to evaluate 

the growth of each student in the three academic areas of 

reading, mathematics and language arts. 

The certified grade level classroom teachers were 

trained and qualified to administer the instrument. The 

scoring of each individual test was done by a central office 

administrator in the Department of Testing and Evaluation. 

The administrator is fully qualified and knowledgeable with 

the MAT 6; therefore, the results were considered to be 

reliable. 

The MAT 6 data from the PASS students and the students 

in Program A were compared. The task was to determine if 

there were any differences in the academic growth of 

students participating in the two types of delivery programs 

used to educate the low-achieving, at-risk student. The 

researcher attempted to determine if the independent 

v a r i a b l e , type of delivery program, had a significant affect 

on academic achievement, the dependent variable. The mean 
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gain on the MAT 6 for each of the delivery programs was 

calculated and compared. 

Pre-Test Results 

Table 10 compares both programs at the beginning of the 

study. The pre-test was administered the week of September 

12, 1988. All 18 students in the PASS Program took the 

test, but only 36 of the 38 students in Program A were 

eligible to do so. Two students in Program A were exempt 

from standardized testing as per their Individual 

Educational Plan (lEP) under the district's special 

education guidelines. 

TABLE 10 

METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST RESULTS FOR THE 
PASS PROGRAM AND PROGRAM A 

PRE-TEST 

Program ^Lili Jl ^HH ^J.£J. ill^ZIZZlZZil^l 

PASS 5th 5 43.9 9.34 4.17 
6 th 1_3 43^3 9^46 2_̂ 6 2 ^ 

18 43.6 9.43 2.22 64.-^ 

A 5th 19 28.3 12.39 2.84 
6 th 1,7« 33_^2 _8^80 Z^U 

36^ 30.8 11.13 1.86 

^ ^.05, df = 52 is 2.009 

There was a significant difference between the pre-test 
mean of the PASS Program and Program A, p ^ . 0 5 . 

Two students were exempt from the standardized tests, as 
indicated in the Individual Educational Plan (lEP). 
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It is observed in Table 10 that the students in the 

PASS Program had a mean score on the MAT 6 of 43.6, whereas 

the students in Program A had a mean score of 30.8. A 

t-test for independent samples showed that there was a 

significant difference between the two groups in achievement 

at the .05 level of significance. Whether or not this 

significant difference is important to the outcome of the 

study can only be determined after the cost-effectiveness 

analysis has been completed. What is indicated by the 

significant difference between the mean MAT 6 scores for the 

students in the two programs is that the PASS students did 

show higher achievement levels on the pre-test. The 

cost-effectiveness analysis focused on gains in achievement 

rather than a comparison between pre- or post-test results 

alone. 

Post-Test Results 

The MAT 6 was readministered to the students during the 

week of March 6, 1989, as a post-test. Table 11 presents a 

comparison of the two programs at the end of the study. 

Because one student in the PASS Program had withdrawn from 

school just before the end of the first semester, only 17 

students took the post-test. All the eligible students in 

Program A took the test. Again, the two students in 

Program A who were exempt from standardized testing did not 

take the test. 
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It is o b s e r v e d f r o m the r e s u l t s t h a t the P A S S s t u d e n t s , 

a g a i n , s c o r e d h i g h e r on a v e r a g e than the s t u d e n t s in 

P r o g r a m A. T h e m e a n M A T 6 s c o r e for the PA S S P r o g r a m w a s 

4 9 . 2 c o m p a r e d to a m e a n s c o r e of 4 1 . 7 for the s t u d e n t s in 

P r o g r a m A. A t - t e s t f o r i n d e p e n d e n t s a m p l e s s h o w e d that 

t h e r e w a s a s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e on the p o s t - t e s t b e t w e e n 

the two g r o u p s in a c h i e v e m e n t at the .05 level of 

s i g n i f i c a n c e ( K e r l i n g e r , 1 9 8 6 ) . 

T A B L E 11 

M E T R O P O L I T A N A C H I E V E M E N T T E S T R E S U L T S FOR THE 
P A S S P R O G R A M AND P R O G R A M A 

P O S T - T E S T 

££2£j2a_m G r a d e N M e a n S.D E r r o r t - V a l u e 

P A S S 5th 
6th 

4 
13 
T7 

48.8 
49_^6 
?9.2 

12 
j,0 
11' 

73 
40 
"5 7 

6.36 
2.88 
2.81 37.5 

A 5th 
6th 

19 
IZ2 
36^^ 

35.2 
48_^2 
41.7 

14.02 
1.3^58 
13.80 

3.22 
3^30 
2.30 

^.05, df = 51 is 2.009 

There was a significant difference between the post-test 
mean of the PASS Program and Program A, p ^ .05. 

There were two students exempt from the standardized 
tests as indicated in the Individual Educational Plan 
(lEP). 

The PASS students continued their advantage in 

achievement over their counterparts in Program A throughout 

the duration of the study. The important issue remained, 

however, as to whether the achievement gain was significant 
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or not. This was determined by the cost-effectiveness 

analysis reported in Chapter IV. 

Cost Analysis Procedures 

Cost-effectiveness analysis is designed to provide 

decision-makers in the allocation of resources an indication 

of the consequences of alternatives for costs and for 

educational results (Levin, 1 9 8 3 ) . The measurement of the 

costs and academic achievement associated with a delivery 

system was compared. The total costs involved in 

cost-effective analysis are the culmination of all direct 

and indirect costs involved with the delivery system. The 

cost analysis in this study involved the following 

processes : 

1. sources for the fiscal data 

2. determining the cost categories and objects of 

expenditures 

3. determining the allocation procedures and costs. 

Sources for the Fiscal Data 

The federal government has provided guidance to local 

and state school systems in developing standardized 

structures for school revenues and expenditures. A series 

of publications were developed with the cooperation of local 

and state-level school business administrators and several 

national associations of school administrators. The first 

publication was in 1957, The Financial Accounting for Local 
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and State School Systems: Standard Receipt and Expenditure 

A c c o u n t s , or Handbook II as it was commonly called. 

Handbook II was revised in 1973 as The Financial Accounting: 

Classifications and Standard Terminology for State and Local 

School Systems (U.S. Office of Education, 1 9 7 3 ) . In 1980, 

another revision occurred as Financial Accounting for Local 

and State School System (U.S. Office of Education, 1 9 8 0 ) . 

These accounting manuals with the revised editions 

contributed to the development and implementation of more 

uniform accounting practices throughout the school districts 

in the United States. The guidelines address the revenues 

and expenditures as well as categories appropriate to 

educational standards. In 1987, A Comparison of Handbooks 

2R and 2R2: Implications for Data Comparability became 

available (U.S. Department of Education, 1 9 8 7 ) . 

The Texas Public School System has implemented a 

state-wide system of standardizing proper accounting 

s t a n d a r d s . The system's mandate incorporated into Bulletin 

679 , Texas Education Agency (TEA) Financial Accounting 

M a n u a l , is used widely with the Public Education Information 

Management System ( R E I M S ) . Recommended procedures and 

guidelines applicable to costs and categorical proration 

from federal and state resources were used throughout this 

study. 

The district and campus budgets were used to obtain the 

financial data used in the analysis of the per-student cost 
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of the instructional delivery systems. Campus principals, 

classroom o b s e r v a t i o n s , interviews with classroom teachers, 

supervisors and the central office staff were all very 

helpful and instrumental in the gathering of data for this 

segment of the study. Sparkman indicated that a cost 

analysis does not provide exact cost figures for any given 

unit of a n a l y s i s . The cost figures represent reasonable and 

best estimates derived from budget and expenditure 

information obtained in the school district ( 1 9 8 2 ) . 

Wolf referred to cost estimation by stating that "there 

are no educational calculus which allows one to make such 

d e t e r m i n a t i o n s . " He further stated that "it is important to 

recognize that the estimation of costs cannot be full and 

complete, but it is imperative that evaluation specialists 

try as best they can to at least estimate the dollar costs 

of educational courses, programs and curricular" (1 9 8 4 ) . 

Levin made reference to similar sources of information 

that must be used to corroborate and supplement data on 

ingredients from evaluations and descriptive reports. "It 

may be possible to visit and gather additional data on 

ingredients through observation and interviews to assume 

the accuracy of the data by comparing the findings from each 

source" ( 1 9 8 8 ) . Peterson also stated that whenever an 

alternative program requires a large commitment of fixed 

resources in conducting a full scale evaluation, estimates 
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are based on the actual experiences reported by others and 

reconstructed in an effort to assist ( 1 9 8 6 ) . 

The direct instructional costs were obtained from the 

two individual sample campuses as these costs were directly 

involved with the sample delivery programs. Various 

departments within the central administration staff provided 

the information pertinent to employee benefits, 

paraprofessional salaries and other expenditures in the 

indirect general support category. 

Determining the Cost Categories 
and Objects of Expenditures 

The Financial Accounting for Local and State School 

Systems Handbook, Revised, 1980, was used to determine the 

type of program cost data and the recommended methods for 

proration and allocation for each expenditure component 

according to the prescribed procedures (Barr, 1 9 8 0 ) . 

Sparkman recommended that, after the unit of analysis 

has been determined, functional costs associated with the 

educational program in question be totaled to determine the 

operating cost of the appropriate unit. The per-student 

costs are then determined by dividing the total cost by the 

number of students associated with the delivery program 

( 1 9 8 2 ) . 

The PASS Program consisted of 18 at-risk students, with 

ten students leaving after the first semester was completed. 

All the prorations involved the costs for half the school 
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year and account for the cost of the sample delivery system. 

Two students in the PASS Program attended special programs 

on a pull-out method for 45 minutes daily. One student 

attended Chapter I Reading and one other student attended 

the resource (special education) class for 30 minutes twice 

a week. These students were tracked according to the 

demographics data sheet furnished by the schools. 

Program A had 38 at-risk students heterogeneously 

placed with 225 other students in the fifth and sixth 

g r a d e s . There were 17 students who attended Chapter I 

Reading and 17 other students who attended English as a 

Second Language instruction, both for 45 minutes daily. 

Three students attended speech classes and seven attended 

resource (special e d u c a t i o n ) . 

Cost analysis procedures were implemented to determine 

the current per-student operating costs in the particular 

delivery system. There were three categories used in the 

classification of expenditures associated with the two 

delivery programs. The three categories were: 

1. the direct instructional costs 

2. the indirect instructional support costs 

3. the indirect general support costs (Barr, 1 9 8 0 ) . 

The school district does not depreciate its buildings or 

other fixed assets, therefore, these costs were not included 

in the study. 
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Direct instructional costs. Categories of 

e x p e n d i t u r e s listed under the direct instructional costs 

f u n c t i o n , included salaries, employee benefits, purchased 

s e r v i c e s , materials and supplies and other expenses. The 

salaries and benefits of the classroom teachers directly 

involved with instruction were recognized as direct costs. 

The employee benefits included payments towards social 

security ( M e d i c a r e ) , workmen's compensation, unemployment 

c o m p e n s a t i o n , sick leave, hospitalization and life 

i n s u r a n c e . The school district does not participate in the 

social security program, but under federal law only those 

employees hired on or after April 1, 1986, are required to 

pa r t i c ipate in the Medicare Program. The district must 

budget for this cost. Purchased services reflected 

substitute teacher cost and equipment repairs, both for 

instruction and administration. Materials and supplies 

included the consumable materials used by the teachers in 

their c l a s s r o o m s . Other expenses included were student 

awards and the principal's discretionary allocation. 

Indirect instructional support costs. The indirect 

costs were not directly associated with instruction, but 

were necessary for its support. The indirect instructional 

support costs were subdivided into student support services 

and staff support services. The student support services 

encompassed attendance, nurse services, counseling s e r v i c e s , 

speech pathology services, resource services. Chapter I 
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Reading services and English as a Second Language services. 

The staff support services included the library services, 

elementary instructional services, elementary curriculum and 

d e v e l o p m e n t , and instructional staff development. All these 

services contributed towards assisting the teacher in 

improving instruction for the students in the designated 

programs . 

Indirect general support costs. These indirect general 

support costs were the costs incurred through the normal 

operation and management of the school district. Under the 

administration category at the district level, the 

expenditures included the board of trustees, superinten

dent's o f f i c e , business services, and support services. 

Included at the school level administration were the 

salaries of the principal, assistant principal, secretarial, 

clerical staff, and all the other activities necessary for 

the operation of the school. These costs were not directly 

attributable to the two delivery systems, but were necessary 

for their support. 

Other general support costs included the transportation 

where it involved the subjects in the study. The telephone 

service, operation of the plant, maintenance of the plant, 

and food service also were included in the general support 

co s t s . These costs were incurred by the respective campuses 

and were included in the cost analysis to arrive at the 

expenditures for the instructional programs. 
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Appropriate allocation methods had to be determined in 

order to track costs to the students in the two programs. 

Smith cited an example of how to record program costs such 

as the reading program where students are pulled out of the 

regular class for a certain time during the week. She 

claimed that only the cost of the pull-out program needs to 

be calculated and not the cost of running the school 

building such as utilities and maintenance during the 

pull-out time. According to Smith, the space and furniture 

are being used, so they are part of the regular school 

equipment and their cost is "sunk," paid by the district 

regardless of use ( 1 9 8 5 ) . Wolf referred to "sunk" costs as 

expenditures made in the past and consequently are of no 

concern in estimating the cost of decision alternatives that 

lie in the future ( 1 9 8 4 ) . Stevens also interprets "sunk" 

costs as those variable or fixed costs already spent and are 

irrelevant to the decision under consideration ( 1 9 8 2 ) . This 

rationale was applied to the pull-out programs; Chapter I 

Reading, English as a Second Language, resource, and speech. 

The total costs for program delivery were determined by 

combining the total expenditures for direct instructional 

c o s t s , indirect instructional support costs and indirect 

general support c o s t s . Figure 1 contains these three major 

cost categories. The specific expenditures that were 

accounted for in the cost analysis follows: 
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I. DIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS 

A . Salari es 

B. Employee Benefits 

C. Purchased Services 

D. Materials and Supplies 

E . Other Expenses 

II. INDIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT COSTS 

A. Student Support Services 

1. Attendance 

2. Nurse Services 

3. Counseling Services 

4. Speech Services 

5. Resource Services 

6. Chapter I Reading Services 

7. English as a Second Language Services 

B. Staff Support Services 

1. Li brary Services 

2. Elementary Instructional Services 

3. Elementary Curriculum and Development 

4. Instructional Staff Development 

III. INDIRECT GENERAL SUPPORT COSTS 

A. District Level Administration 

1. Board of Trustees 

FIGURE 1 

COST CATEGORIES AND OBJECTS OF 
EXPENDITURES 
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2. Superintendent's Office 

3. Business Services 

4. Support Services 

B. School Level Administration 

C. Transportation 

D. Telephone 

E. Operation of Plant 

F. Maintenance of Plant 

G. Food Service 

FIGURE 1 Continued 

Determining t h e A l l o c a t i o n 
Procedures and Costs 

The PASS group began the 1988-1989 school year with 18 

students, nine of whom were promoted to the seventh grade on 

January 20, 1989; therefore, the expenditures for these 

students have been prorated to reflect the proportionate 

cost for one semester of 88 days of instruction. A PASS 

student withdrew from school on January 6, 1989, and these 

expenditures also have been prorated on the basis of 78 days 

of attendance. 

Figure 2 shows the three major categories of costs, the 

specific objects of expenditure within each cost category, 

and the method of allocation used to prorate the expenditure 

to each program. 



FIGURE 2 

ALLOCATION METHODS FOR 
COST ANALYSIS 
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A1 location 

I. DIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS 

A. Salaries 

B. Employee Benefits 

C. Purchased Services 

D. Materials and Supplies 

E . Other Expenses 

II. INDIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT COSTS 

A. Student Support Services 

1. Attendance 

2. Nurse Services 

3. Counseling Services 

4. Speech Services 

5. Resource Services 

6. Chapter I Reading 
Services 

7. English as a Second 
Language Services 

B. Staff Support Services 

1. Library Services 

2. Elementary 
Instructional Services 

Per Student 

Per Student 

Per Student 

Per Student 

Per Student 

Per Student 

Per Student 

Per Student 

Per Student 

Per Student 

Per Student 

Per Student 

Per Student 

Per Staff then 
Per Student 



3. Elementary Curriculum 
and Development 

4. Instructional Staff 
Development 

III. INDIRECT GENERAL SUPPORT COSTS 

A. District Level 
Admi ni strati on 

1. Board of Trustees 

2. Superintendent's 
Office 

3. Business Services 

4. Support Services 

B. School Level 
Admi ni strati on 

C. Transportation 

D. Telephone 

E. Operati on of PI ant 

F. Maintenance of Plant 

G. Food Service 
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Per Staff then 
Per Student 

Per Staff then 
Per Student 

Per Staff then 
Per Student 

Per Staff then 
Per Student 

Per Staff then 
Per Student 

Per Staff then 
Per Student 

Per Staff then 
Per Student 

Per Student 

Per Student 

Time and Space 
then Per Student 

Time and Space 
then Per Student 

Per Student 

FIGURE 2 Continued 

Program A included 263 students in nine elementary 

school classroom, but only 38 students were classified as 

the control or comparison group. The 38 at-risk students 

met the same criteria as the 18 students assigned to the 
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PASS Program. Since the 38 students were randomly assigned 

among the nine classrooms and since they received the same 

general instruction as their classmates, it was not 

necessary to derive a separate unit cost for these students. 

The per-student cost for the 38 at-risk students in Program 

A, therefore, was the same as the other students in the 

program. 

The following sections detail the allocation formulas 

used to determine per-student costs for the PASS Program and 

Program A. 

Direct instructional costs. Direct instructional costs 

"are those elements of cost that can be attributed directly 

to the unit of analysis. Instructional salaries and 

benefits are examples of direct cost" (Sparkman, 1 9 8 2 ) . The 

salary costs included the school district's share of life 

insurance and hospitalization which was $60.87 per month. 

Personnel salaries must include fringe benefits and other 

employment costs that are paid by the employer (Levin, 1 9 8 8 ) . 

The Ysleta Independent School District also budgeted 

fixed cost amounts on a formula basis to cover a number of 

other employee benefits. These categories and percentages 

are as follows: 

1. Social Security (Medicare) - .0027 x estimated 

payroll = cost 

2. Workmen's Compensation (professional/clerical) -

.0066 X estimated payroll = cost 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

Unemployment Compensation - .00125 x number of 

employees x $8,000 = cost 

Sick Leave - .0050 x estimated payroll = cost 

Substitute cost - .0180 x estimated payroll = 

cost. 

The computation of total salary costs were done 

according to the process recommended in Handbook II, 

revised, (Barr, 1980) and other documents as appropriate 

(Wittebols, Chafin, 1 9 8 7 ) . 

Total salary was determined by the following formula 

and allocated to the respective program on a per student 

basi s : 

1. Teacher Salary Costs 

actual 
teacher 
salary 

per-
student 
cost 

contract salary + social security 
(medicare) + workmen's compensation + 
unemployment compensation + sick leave + 
substitute cost (where applicable) + 
hospitalization insurance + life insurance 

i_l£lil_£Il££Iin!_lii£]l£Il_iilili£l 
total number of program students 

Because several students in both programs qualified for 

certain special programs, they received instruction from 

more than one teacher. It was necessary to allocate a 

portion of the total salary of these special program 

teachers to the particular student involved. The allocation 

was done on a time per day basis to arrive at the 

proportionate salary cost. The formulas as shown below: 
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per- $ teacher salary 
student = i££l£d j_j2£_^£j2e£_i_ii 
cost Chapter I Reading 

student x 45 minutes . 

For those students who qualified for special programs 

(Resource and Speech) a 30-minute cost allocation was 

prorated to reflect the proportionate time per day attended 

per-
student 
cost 

i_i£i£jl££_££la.r^ 
Resource or Speech 
student x 30 minutes . 

Purchased services included substitute teachers and 

equipment repairs. These costs were reported as direct 

costs and were determined by the following formula: 

2. Purchased Services Cost 

per- $ total cost for 
student = ££I£]lil£d _ ŝ ££_v i££l 
cost total program 

student membership 

The costs for instructional materials and supplies for 

both delivery programs, as indicated on individual campus 

b u d g e t s , were allocated on a full time equivalent (FTE) 

faculty basis and was reflected as a direct cost. 

3. Materials and Supplies Cost 

per- $ total campus cost for 
student = niii£ I iili_i£d _ £ L [ £ £ 1_ i_e ŝ _ 
cost total campus student 

membership 

The other expenses, such as the excellency student 

awards and the principal's discretionary fund, indicated as 

a budgetary item were allocated to the delivery program and 

prorated on the number of students served. 
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4. Other Expenses Cost 

per-
student 
cost 

$ total cost for 
£iJl£r_e)<£££S^££ 

total campus student 
membersh i p 

The results of the calculations for all the direct 

instructional costs are shown in Appendix E. 

Table 12 shows a summary of the direct instructional 

costs per student for the PASS Program and Program A. 

Following Table 12 is a detailed presentation of the 

specific formulas used to determine the per-student costs 

for the PASS Program and Program A. 

TABLE 12 

DIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS 
PER CATEGORY 

££lll_£il£££IlZ. PASS Program Program A 

1. Total Salaries 

2 . 

3. 

4 . 

Purchased S e r v i c e s 

M a t e r i a l s and S u p p l i e s 

21Jl£I_i2i££Ill££. 

TOTAL 

$28,798 

18 

321 

26 

$29,163 

$32,034 

228 

684 

7̂ 6 

$33,022 

Indirect instructional support costs. Indirect costs 

were divided into two major categories, including student 

support services and staff support services. Student 

support services included the attendance clerk II, nurse, 

counselor, speech teacher, resource teacher. Chapter I 
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Reading teacher and English as a Second Language teacher. 

Staff support services were composed of the librarian, 

instructional supervisory staff and curriculum development, 

and staff development. 

The salary for the attendance clerks at Sageland and 

Lancaster was computed and divided by the enrollment of the 

school . 

5. Campus Attendance Cost 

per-
student = 
cost 

$ total campus cost 

l££_iH££^££££ 
total campus student 

membershi p 

The total salaries and other costs for the nurses 

assigned to Sageland and Lancaster as shown in their 

individual campus budgets, were calculated in the following 

manner: 

6. Campus Nurse Services Cost 

per- $ total campus cost 
student = _l£I_£££i£_££IlXi££i_ 
cost total campus student 

membership 

The total salaries and related costs for the counselors 

assigned to the two elementary school, as reflected in the 

respective campus budgets, were calculated in the following 

m a n n e r : 

7. Campus Counseling Services Cost 

per-
student 
cost 

$ total campus cost 

l£I_£££IIi£ii££-i£I^£££ 
t o t a l campus s tudent 

membershi p 
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The speech pathology teacher had three sample students 

in attendance twice a week for 30-minute sessions during the 

week. All campus costs associated with these services were 

computed as follows: 

8. Campus Speech Services Cost 

per-
student 
cost 

$ total faculty salary 
l£I_l££££!l_££iy.i££i 

total number of students 
provided speech services 

The resource teacher had five students in attendance 

twice a week for 30-minute sessions. All resource costs at 

the campus level were computed as follows: 

9. Campus Resource Services Cost 

per-
student 
cost 

$ total faculty salary for 
l££_ll£££££££_l£iv^l£££ 

total number of students 
provided resource services 

The costs for the compensatory programs, which 

supported the Chapter I Reading and English as a Second 

Language ( E S L ) , were computed at each respective program 

campus site. These costs were computed prorating the days 

and length of instruction (45 minutes daily) at each campus 

divided by the total number of students provided the 

servi ces. 

10. Chapter I Reading Services Cost 

$ total faculty 
salary cost + other 

per- expenses for Chapter I 
student = R£i^i££_i£I^i££i 
cost total number of students 

provided Chapter I Reading 
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11. English as a Second Language Services Cost 

per-
student 
cost 

$ total faculty salary 
+ other expenses for 

iik_l£IXi££i 
total number of students 
provided ESL services 

The staff support services consisted of library 

services, instructional and curriculum development, and 

instructional staff development. These services were 

prorated on the basis of the number of students or staff 

served. The library services costs were determined as 

reported in the school district budget and divided by the 

total campus student membership. 

12. Library Services Cost 

per-
student 
cost 

$ total campus cost for 
ll^ra^j2Z_iiI^i££i 

total campus student 
membersh i p 

The costs for elementary instructional services, 

curriculum and development, and elementary instructional 

staff development, were based on figures reported in the 

district's budget and divided by the total district 

elementary faculty and student memberships to determine a 

per-student cost. They were computed as follows: 

13. Elementary Instructional Services Cost 

per-
teacher 
cost 

$ total district cost for 
elementary instructional 

l£IlXi££i 
totaT~dTstrict elementary 

faculty membership 
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then, 

per-
student 
cost 

$ total district cost for 
elementary faculty 

_i£ill££ii££il_iiIXi££i 
total number program 

students served by the 
faculty 

1^- Elementary Curriculum and Development Cost 

per-
teacher 
cost 

then, 

per-
student 
cost 

$ total district cost for 
elementary curriculum 

££^_l£v^£i££01££l 
total district elementary 

faculty membership 

$ total district cost for 
elementary faculty 

£££ri££i£01_i£^_^£X£l££ni££l 
t o t a l number of program 
students served by the 

faculty 

15. Elementary Instructional Staff Development Cost 

per-
teacher 
cost 

then , 

per-
student 
cost 

$ total for elementary 
instructional staff 

^£X£i££ni££l 
total district elementary 

faculty membership 

$ total cost for 
elementary instructional 

iiill_^£y.£l££!n££i 
total number of program 

students served by faculty 

The results of these calculations for all indirect 

instructional support costs are shown in Appendix F. 

Table 13 shows a summary of the indirect instructional 

support costs for the PASS Program and Program A. 
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TABLE 13 

INDIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT COSTS 
PER CATEGORY 

££lII_kiIl££r^ZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZEAlIZEZ££iMZZZEi££iMZA 
5. Attendance $492 $1140 

6. Nurse Services 250 798 

7. C o u n s e l i n g S e r v i c e s 785 1292 

8. Speech Services 0 1344 

9. Resource Services 340 3486 

10. Chapter I Reading Services 84 2159 

11. English as a Second 
Language Services 0 14161 

12. Library Services 621 1330 

13. Elementary Instructional 
Services 794 114 

14. Elementary Curriculum and 
Development 34 0 

15. Instructional Staff 
P.£v^£i££ni££l ^i 2. 

lOTAL i M i i $25824 

Indirect general support costs. Indirect general costs 

were divided into district and school level administration, 

transportation, telephone, operation and maintenance of 

plant and food service. The district level administration 

included costs that were associated with the board of 

trustees, superintendent's office, business services, and 

support services. The expenditures reflected in the 
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district budget for each of these categories were divided by 

the total number of district faculty members then divided by 

the district elementary student membership. It was computed 

as i ndi cated : 

16. Board of Trustee Cost 

per- $ total cost for board 
teacher = £l_i I u £ t e e ŝ  
cost total district faculty 

membersh i p 
then, 

per- $ total cost for district 
student = l£££if.v l£Il_k£ird^_£l_tliis^lies^ 
cost totaT number of program 

students served by faculty 

17. Superintendent's Office Cost 

per- $ total cost for 
teacher = superintendent's office 
cost total district 

faculty membership 

then, 

$ total cost for district faculty 
per- l£ r._l£££Ili£l££4££H£_£lli££ 
student = total number of program students 
cost served by faculty 

18. Business Services Cost 

per-
teacher = i_l£ t a_l_££ s_i_l£ r _k££ "i ££ii_i£ I Xi££i 
cost total district faculty membership 

then , 

per- $ total cost for district faculty 
student = l£ I _k£ii££ii_iil Xi£ii 
cost total number of program students 

served by faculty 

19. Support Services Cost 

per- $ total costs for s^ijp^ort servi ce£ 
teacher = total district faculty membership 
cost 
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then , 

per-
student 
cost 

$ total cost for district faculty 
££I._i££££Ill_i££Xi££l 

total number of program 
students served by faculty 

The school level administration salary costs at 

Sageland and Lancaster were divided by the total number of 

campus faculty members. 

20. School Level Administration Cost 

per-
teacher 
cost 

then, 

per-
student 
cost 

$ total campus cost for 
i£!l££l_liX£i_£^Oli£iilI.iki££ 

total campus faculty 
membersh i p 

$ total campus faculty 
membership cost for student 

iiX£l_i^!Ili£iilIili££ 
total campus student 

membershi p 

The costs for transportation were concentrated at 

Lancaster only. The total transportation costs attributed 

to the campus was divided by the campus student membership 

and applying the per-student costs only to the limited 

program sample students. The computation is as follows: 

21. Campus Transportation Cost 

per-
student 
cost 

$ total cost for campus 
t.£i£l££lliti££ 

total campus bus students 

The total costs for telephone service per campus were 

computed by dividing the total expenditure by the total 

number of student membership at each campus. In order to 

arrive at a per-student cost, computation was as follows: 
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22. Campus Telephone Service Costs 

per- $ total campus cost for 
student = iii££!l£££_i£iv^i££ 

cost total campus student membership 

The costs for the operation of the plant included 

custodial salaries, supplies and utilities. The proration 

was done on the basis of time in use and the square footage 

area of the classroom in relation to the total area of the 

school. The custodial salary was determined and used after 

the employee benefits had been included. The following 

computation procedures were used for the operation of plant 

costs: 

23. Operation of Plant Cost 

A. Salaries and Benefits Cost 
cost $ total salary and 
per = ki££lili_££il 
sq. ft. total area of 

school facility 

then, 

$ total cost for salary and 
per- benefits per sq. ft. X area of 
student = ££££I£ni_£liiiIl££in£ 
cost Total number of program students. 

B. Custodial Supplies Cost 

cost $ total cost for custodial 
per = i£££li£i 
sq. ft. total area of school 

faci1i ty 

then, 

$ total cost for custodial 
per- supplies per sq. ft. X area 
student = o f _ p r o £ r a_m_£ ]_£££ r 0£m£ 
cost total number of program 

students 



96 

C. Utilities 

cost 
per 
sq. ft. 

then, 

per-
student 
cost 

$ total cost for utilities 
££I_i£j._lij. 

total area of school facility 

$ total cost for utilities 
per sq. ft. X area of 

£Il££rini_£liiiI££ni 
total number of program students . 

The total operation of plant costs per student was 

determined by summarizing the following costs: salaries and 

benef i t s , supplies and utilities. 

The overall total costs for the general maintenance and 

upkeep of campus buildings, equipment and grounds were 

categorized under maintenance of plant. The following 

allocation procedures were followed: 

24. Maintenance of Plant Cost 

cost 
per 
sq. ft 

then, 

cost 
per 
student 

$ total cost for maintenance 
£l_£ii£l_£££_££j._HA 

total area of school facility 

$ total cost for maintenance of 
plant per sq. ft X area of 

£I£££iin_£liiiI££E! 
total number of program students 

The per-student cost for food service per campus was 

determined by dividing the total cost by the total number of 

students. 

2 5. Food Service Cost 

per-
student 
cost 

$ total campus cost for 
l££^_iill^i£i 

total number of campus 
student membership 
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The results of the calculations for all the indirect 

general support costs are shown in Appendix G. 

Table 14 shows the summary of the indirect general 

support costs for the PASS Program and Program A. 

TABLE 14 

INDIRECT GENERAL SUPPORT COSTS 
PER CATEGORY 

Costs Category Z^H_£l££I.i[!l Program A 

16. Board of Trustees 

17. Superintendent's Office 

18 . Bus i ness Servi ces 

19. Support Services 

20. School Level Administration 

21. Transportation 

22. Campus Telephone Service 

23. Operation of Plant 

24. Maintenance of Plant 

25. Food Service 

$ 76 

127 

34 

144 

1070 

0 

52 

1242 

1174 

2909 

0 

0 

0 

38 

1710 

420 

76 

2166 

1406 

8398 

TOTAL $ 6828 $14214 

Table 15 shows a summary of the per-student costs by 

program for the three major categories of expenditures: 

direct instructional costs, indirect instructional support 

costs and indirect general support costs. Appendix H 

contains the total costs per student for each program. 
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TABLE 15 

TOTAL COSTS PER CATEGORY 

££iliZ£il£££iZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZE5IIZZi££ilEZZZZZEZ££iI^Z? 
Direct Instructional Costs $29163 S33022 

Indirect Instructional 
Support Costs 3451 25824 

Indirect General 
Su££ort_£o£t£ ^8^8 14214 

lOIAL 13944^ $73060 

It is observed in Table 16 that the per-student cost 

for the PASS Program was $2191 and the per-student cost for 

Program A was $1923. The per-student cost for the PASS 

Program was $268 greater than Program A. Whether or not the 

greater unit cost for the PASS Program is relevant in the 

cost-effectiveness analysis depends on the ratio of cost to 

achievement gain. These results are determined in the next 

chapter. 

TABLE 16 

TOTAL COSTS PER STUDENT 

^7££7im~~~~~~ZZZZZ5£^IiZZ£lZIl£3l£lIZZZZZZ_££iI_£^ 
PASS 18 $2191 

A 38 1923 

PASS Program 

$ total expenses for the 
cost per student = £ASi_^I££Ii01 

total number of program students 
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cost per student 
cost per student 

Program A 

cost per student 

cost per student 
cost per student 

$39442 T 18 = $2191 
$2191 

$ total expenses for Program A 
total number of program students 

$73060 T 38 = $1923 
$1923 

Summary 

The two instructional delivery programs and their 

school's demographics were compared. Sageland Elementary 

School had 18 fifth and sixth grade self-contained, 

homogeneously group students in a classroom, while Lancaster 

Elementary School had 38 fifth and sixth grade 

heterogeneously grouped students in nine classrooms. Most 

of the students in the study were eligible for free or 

reduced price lunch and in need of special services. There 

were more students in special program assignments in 

Program A than the Pass Program. A t-test for independent 

samples did show at the beginning of the study that there 

was a significant difference between the two groups in 

achievement at the .05 level of significance. The post-test 

also indicated a significant difference between the two 

groups in achievement at the .05 level of significance 

(Spence, et al . 1 9 8 3 ) . The PASS students continued their 

advantage in achievement over the students in Program A. 



100 

The financial data was obtained and the appropriate 

categorized expenditures were designated as direct 

instructional costs, indirect instructional support costs or 

indirect general support costs. The allocation method for 

cost analysis was determined to arrive at a per-student 

cost. The per-student cost for the PASS Program was $2191 

and $1923 for Program A. The cost-effectiveness of these 

two programs will be discussed in Chapter IV. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

The purpose of the study was to determine the cost-

e f f e c t i v e n e s s of two delivery systems for drop-out 

prevention in the elementary school. The data from each 

phase of the research are presented and analyzed in this 

c h a p t e r . The major sections are as follows: 

1. the relationship between student achievement and 

delivery system cost 

2. the gain in student achievement resulting from 

instruction in the two delivery programs 

3. the cost incurred by each delivery system. 

Cost-Effectiveness 

The cost-effectiveness analysis focuses on the 

relationships of resources, processes, and goal attainment. 

Such analyses are designed to measure the extent to which 

the costs allocated to a specific objective under each of 

several alternatives actually contributes to accomplishing 

that objective so that alternatives can be compared. 

The cost-effectiveness ratio was obtained for each 

program by dividing the average student's increase from the 

pre- and post-test of the Metropolitan Achievement Test, 

101 
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Sixth Edition, by the average per-student cost. The 

following formula illustrates the procedure. 

cost 
effecti veness 
rati 0 

average increase in 
it_u.d^ejnll£_t£S^t__s^££££ 

average per-student cost 

The denominator of the ratio was divided by 1000 to 

avoid extremely small numbers and still retain the same 

relationship among the cost-effective quotients. The 

process can be interpreted and measured as academic gain per 

$1000 cost. The calculations are shown in Appendix I. 

Cost-effectiveness ratios were computed on an 

average per student basis so that the mean cost-effectiveness 

ratio would reflect the actual number of students per group, 

rather than one simple mean ratio for the entire group. Per-

student costs were divided into per student achievement 

gains to arrive at per student cost-effectiveness ratios. 

A t-test for independent samples was used as the 

statistical procedure to compare the cost-effectiveness 

ratios of the subjects by delivery system. The hypothesis 

was tested at the .05 level of significance. A comparison of 

the mean achievement gain per thousand dollar cost of the two 

delivery systems revealed that Program A was more cost-

effective than the PASS Program. The statistical comparison 

of the mean cost-effectiveness ratio of the two delivery 

systems found that Program A was significantly more cost-

effective than the PASS Program as shown in Table 17. 
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MEAN COST-EFFECTIVENESS RATIOS 

f.I.££Ii!n. 

PASS 

A 

ean Ratio 

2.42 

5.25 
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The hypothesis stated that: 

There will not be a significant 

difference between the cost-effectiveness 

ratios of the two programs. 

The t-test illustrates that there was a significant 

difference in the mean cost-effectiveness ratios of the two 

delivery systems. The null hypothesis was rejected at the 

.05 level ( p ^ . 0 5 ) as indicated in Table 18. 

TABLE 18 

T-TEST ANALYSIS OF MEAN 
COST-EFFECTIVENESS 

RATIOS 

Program 

PASS 

A 

•j^ !lii£ ij-i-i S .E . 

17 2.42 5.29 1.28 

36 5.25 6.10 1.02 

t-Value 

20.21 

1 t nc elf = 51 is 2.009 
. Do , 

p < [ .05 

It is observed that a significant difference did exist 

in the cost-effectiveness ratio of the two programs. This 
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difference favored Program A over the PASS Program in terms 

of cost-effectiveness. 

In order to determine the source of the significant 

d i f f e r e n c e , additional analyses were conducted on the 

achievement gain and per-student costs. 

Achi evement 

The Metropolitan Achievement Test, Sixth Edition, 

(MAT 6) was administered to each subject in the fall of 1988 

and in the spring of 1989 in order to assess the academic 

growth. The length of the testing period covered one full 

scholastic year. The per student gain in academic 

achievement was accomplished by subtracting the pre-test 

scores from post-test scores for each student in the study 

as shown in Appendix I. The following formula indicates the 

procedure: 

per student 
academi c 
achievement 
gain 

pre-test - post-test 
scores scores 

The students in the PASS Program began the school year 

with higher achievement scores than the students in Program 

A as indicated by the pre-test of the Metropolitan 

Achievement Test. The post-test also indicated that the 

students in the PASS Program continued their advantage in 

achievement over the students in Program A. The focus of 

the study, however, was on achievement gain during the year 

and not on the actual achievement level. The comparison of 
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the mean per student gain in achievement scores for each of 

the delivery groups indicated that the students in Program A 

had a higher average per student gain in achievement than 

did the students in the PASS Program as shown in Table 19. 

TABLE 19 

MEAN ACHIEVEMENT GAIN 

Program 

PASS 

A 

Mean Per Student 

Achievement Gain 

5.78 

9.27 

The t-test for independent samples was the statistical 

procedures used to analyze the per student achievement gain 

data. The t-test indicated that there was not a significant 

difference in the mean per student achievement gain. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted at the .05 level 

( p ^ . 0 5 ) as indicated in Table 20. 

TABLE 20 

T-TEST ANALYSIS OF 
MEAN ACHIEVEMENT GAIN 

P.I££Ii!n a Difference 

PASS 17 5.78 

A 36 9.27 

S.D. S.E. 

8.92 

10.94 

2.16 

1.82 

t-Value 

1.75 1 

t nc df = 51 is 2.009 . U D , 

p > .05 
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The hypothesis stated that: 

There will not be a significant 

difference between the academic gain of 

students in the PASS Program and those in 

Program A. 

The significance of the data indicated that the 

students in Program A had more room for growth during the 

scholastic year. They had a greater achievement gain than 

the students in the PASS Program. The students in the PASS 

Programs started out with a higher achievement gain and had 

less room to gain over the same period of time. 

Costs Per Student 

One of the intermediate steps in the cost-effectiveness 

process was to determine the current operating costs per 

student involved in the two delivery systems. The following 

three categories were used concerning the expenditures: 

1. direct instructional costs 

2. indirect instructional costs 

3. indirect general support costs. 

The direct instructional costs were all those costs 

that could easily be identified with the instruction in both 

delivery s y s t e m s . The indirect instructional costs were all 

those costs that were not directly involved in the 

instructional process, but assisted in the accomplishments 

of the instructional objectives. The indirect general 
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support costs were all those costs pertaining to the 

operation and management of the two schools. There were 

three methods of allocating all indirect costs. Costs were 

allocated to the delivery systems on the basis of either: 

1. full time equivalent students 

2. full time equivalent teacher 

3. time and space. 

The total costs per student indicated in Appendix H 

were defined as the summation of all the direct and 

indirect costs. All costs shown are expenditures involving 

each identified student and a total per-student costs by 

each delivery system. 

This study did not include the use cost of building and 

equipment since capital outlay expenditures tend to vary 

from year to year causing a differential impact on yearly 

costs. Few school districts maintain depreciation schedules 

and other documented information necessary to develop use cost 

data. The Ysleta Independent School District does not use 

depreciation s c h e d u l e s . 

Table 21 shows the comparison of the mean per-student 

costs by delivery systems indicating that the per-student 

cost in the PASS Program was higher than the per-student 

cost in Program A. The PASS Program cost $2191 and 

Program A cost $ 1 9 2 3 . Therefore, the PASS Program cost $268 

more than Program A. 
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TABLE 21 

MEAN PER-STUDENT COST 

El££rim~~~~~~~~~~~Mean~'Per~Stirdint~Co?t 

PASS $2191 

_A 119 23 

The use of a t-test indicated that the mean per-student 

cost of the PASS Program was significantly greater than the 

mean per-student cost of Program A, as shown in Table 22. 

The t-test indicated that there was a significant 

difference in the mean per-student cost. Therefore, the 

null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level (p<[[.05). 

TABLE 22 

T-TEST ANALYSIS OF MEAN 
PER-STUDENT COST 

Mean per-
Program N̂  Student Cost ij.^j. §.j.I.j. t-Val ue 

PASS 18 $2191 2107.00 497.00 
125 ^ 

A 38 19 23 63 7_^07 103^42 

1 ^ ^c elf = 54 is 2.009 t . UD , 

p <;] .05 

T h e h y p o t h e s i s s t a t e d t h a t : 

T h e r e will not be a s i g n i f i c a n t 

d i f f e r e n c e in t h e p e r - s t u d e n t c o s t 

b e t w e e n the P A S S P r o g r a m and P r o g r a m A . 
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The PASS Program with a smaller student teacher ratio was 

the more expensive of the two delivery programs. Nine 

students were promoted to the seventh grade at the end of 

the first semester. One student withdrew from school the 

first semester, leaving only eight students for the duration 

of the second semester. All the costs associated with the 

PASS Program were somewhat off set by the higher costs for 

the special programs that students in Program A were 

eligible to participate. The difference between the two 

delivery systems was still $268 more per-student cost for 

the PASS Program. 

Table 23 illustrates the cost-effectiveness for the 

PASS Program and Program A relative to the cost-

effectiveness ratios, average academic achievement gain and 

the average per-student cost. 

TABLE 23 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS MEANS BY PROGRAM 

ZiZilHilZZZZZZ £.̂ ii_f.i££iî ZZZZZZZEi££ZMZ5Z 

Cost-Effectiveness Ratio 2.42 5.25 

Average Achievement Gain 5.78 9.27 

AXiIi££_E£I::ii£dent_Co£t iiigi lii^l 

The cost-effectiveness ratio favored Program A. While 

there was no significant difference in the average per 
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student gain in achievement between the two programs, there 

was a significant difference in average per-student costs. 

Students in Program A, on average, had a greater achievement 

gain than did their counterparts in the PASS Program 

although the differences were not statistically significant. 

On the other hand, the average cost per student was greater 

for the PASS Program than for Program A. In this case, the 

differences were statistically significant. The greater 

cost-effectiveness ratio for Program A can then be explained 

by the fact that the students had a greater average gain in 

achievement, but a lower average cost than the students in 

the PASS Program. 

Summary 

The research study determined that the students in 

Program A had higher cost-effectiveness ratios than students 

in the PASS Program. There was a significant difference 

between the average cost-effectiveness ratios for the two 

programs. However, there was no significant difference in 

achievement gains between the two delivery programs. The 

PASS Program cost more than Program A and was somewhat 

attributed to the much lower student teacher ratio. 

Two instructional delivery programs were compared. The 

PASS Program was specifically directed toward assisting the 

potential drop-out student. The comparison group of 

students in Program A received general instruction. The 
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PASS Program did cost more and the achievement gains tended 

to favor the students in Program A. But, nine of the 

students in the PASS Program were promoted to the seventh 

grade at the end of the first semester. All of the nine 

students successfully completed the seventh grade and were 

enrolled in school in the eighth grade the following 

academic year. 

The findings indicate that the instructional delivery 

system implemented with the PASS Program was successful as 

to the specified objective and goal of the program. 

However, the higher cost of operating the PASS Program in 

comparison to the relatively small academic achievement gain 

will influence the decision to continue the delivery 

program. These data do provide information as to the cost-

effectiveness of the two instructional delivery programs. 

Decision-makers will want to consider much more data before 

arriving at a decision relative to the PASS Program. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, MAJOR FINDINGS, DISCUSSIONS 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this chapter was to summarize the study 

and to present major findings, discussions and recommenda

tions using the data that were presented and analyzed in 

Chapter IV. 

The application of cost analysis and other analytic 

techniques within a school districts' setting plays an 

important role in the accountability and credibility of the 

decision-making process. Administrative decisions are 

constantly being made for the improvement of the 

instructional programs. Cost-effectiveness techniques will 

further assist administrators to make sound and more 

informed decisions. The formulation of program budgets will 

be better prepared since decisions will be made from more 

indepth knowledge as determined from cost-effectiveness 

a p p l i c a t i o n s . 

Summary 

The findings indicate that Program A was more cost-

effective than the PASS Program and that the two delivery 

systems were slightly similar in achievement gain but 

different in cost. The achievement gains between the two 
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delivery systems were not significantly different at the .05 

level. This does not mean that differences did not exist, 

but that they were not significant at the .05 level. 

The findings further indicate that there was a 

significant difference in the per-student cost of the two 

delivery systems. This difference in per-student costs 

contributed to a significant finding in the cost-

effectiveness of the two delivery systems. 

Problem of the Study 

The problem of the investigation was to determine the 

cost-effectiveness of two delivery systems for drop-out 

prevention for the elementary school. The two delivery 

systems studied were the Program for Academic Skills and 

Self-Esteem (PASS) and Program A. The aim of the study was 

to determine the academic gain for the students, arrive at 

per- student cost of providing the program and determine the 

relationship between the per-student cost and the student's 

gain in academic achievement between the two delivery 

systems . 

Cost-Effectiveness Analysis 

A sample of 56 fifth and sixth grade students were 

selected for this study. The students selected had the 

following characteristics: low academic achievement, low 

self-esteem, were over-age, had been retained at least once, 
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were considered at risk, and potential drop-outs. The 

subjects were from two elementary schools with two delivery 

systems. The programs were the Program for Academic Skills 

and Self-Esteem (PASS) and Program A. 

Cost-effectiveness was defined as the average per 

student gain in achievement divided by the total average 

per-student cost. The cost-effectiveness ratios were 

computed on a per student basis to allow the mean 

cost-effectiveness ratio in both groups to reflect 54 

ratios, rather than one simple mean ratio per entire group. 

A t-test was used to determine the significance of the 

cost-effectiveness ratios. The findings between the 

cost-effectiveness ratios of the two groups were considered 

statistically significant at the .05 level (p ̂ . 0 5 ) . 

Achievement gain was the assessment of academic growth, 

each subject in the study received the Metropolitan 

Achievement Test (MAT 6) on a pre- and post-test basis 

administered by the certified classroom teacher. The period 

of testing covered the 1988-1989 scholastic year. The pre

test scores were subtracted from post-test scores to 

determine the per student gain in academic achievement. A 

t-test was used to analyze the mean per student gain in 

achievement by delivery system to determine if there was a 

significant difference at the .05 level. The t-test 

indicated that there was not a significant difference in the 

mean per student achievement gain. 
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The cost per student included all direct and indirect 

costs as reflected by the Ysleta Independent School District 

financial records. The use costs on buildings and equipment 

were not included because of the unavailability of the 

information needed to compute such costs. All indirect 

costs were allocated to the delivery system on the basis of: 

1. full time equivalent students 

2. full time equivalent teacher 

3 . time and space. 

The total cost for the students in the special pull-out 

programs reflected the time the students spend in the 

special program instruction. A t-test was used to compare 

the mean per-student cost of the two delivery systems. The 

findings were considered significant at the .05 level 

( p < . 0 5 ) . 

Major Findings 

The study was to determine if there was a significant 

difference in the cost-effectiveness of two delivery 

instructional program systems for drop-out prevention in the 

elementary school. 

The following findings were the results of the study 

after statistically analyzing the survey data on cost-

effectiveness, achievement gains, and cost per student. 

1. Program A was more cost-effective than the PASS 

Program. This finding indicated that there was a 
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significant difference in the cost-effectiveness 

ratios of the two programs at the .05 level. The 

costs for the PASS Program were greater yet the 

achievement gains over the same period of time were 

less than Program A. The students in the PASS 

Program started with a higher achievement gain 

while the students in Program A were lower. 

Program A had a greater gain and less cost per 

student at the end of the study which contributed 

towards the significance in the cost-effectiveness 

ratios. 

The data indicated that achievement gains between 

the two delivery systems were not significantly 

different at the .05 level ( p ^ . 0 5 ) . There were in 

fact differences but were not significant at the 

level indicated. The students in Program A had a 

greater opportunity for gain during the course of 

the scholastic year than their counterparts in the 

PASS Program and consequently did increase their 

over-all achievement gain. 

The data indicated that there was a significant 

difference in the per-student cost of the two 

delivery systems. The PASS Program cost more than 

Program A. The difference in per-student cost was 

significant at the .05 level ( p ^ . 0 5 ) . The 
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difference in the per-student cost, led to a 

significant difference in the cost-effectiveness of 

the two delivery programs. The small student 

teacher ratio, the higher teacher salary and the 

relatively low number of students in special 

programs contributed towards higher costs for the 

PASS Program. 

Discussion and Recommendations 

The following discussion and recommendations are based 

from the study and the review of literature: 

The PASS Program was specifically implemented to assist 

the potential drop-out student to stay in school. The 

students had the incentive of being promoted to the seventh 

grade at the end of the first semester. The students 

performed much higher on the first academic achievement 

instrument than the students in Program A. At the 

conclusion of the first semester, nine students were 

promoted to the seventh grade. The students in Program A 

continued with their studies under the supervision and 

instruction of nine different classroom teachers. Their 

first academic achievement test indicated a much lower gain 

than the PASS Program. However, over the course of the 

study, the students had a much higher achievement gain than 

the students in the PASS Program. This was one reason why 

Program A was more cost-effective than the PASS Program. 
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The PASS Program had a much lower student teacher ratio 

and was a much smaller sample than Program A. In comparing 

cos t s , the PASS Program cost more than Program A. The 

higher costs and less achievement gains made Program A more 

cost-effecti ve. 

In spite of the findings that the PASS Program was not 

as cost-effective as Program A, the importance of programs 

such as PASS should not be discounted. The research focused 

on only a proxy measure of drop-out prevention, gains in 

academic achievement. While academic achievement is an 

important indicator of whether students will drop-out of 

school, there are many other variables. It appears that 

several of the students who completed the PASS Program have 

enjoyed success in school. Decision-makers must consider 

the impact of a program over a longer period of time than 

just one year. 

The research indicated that there are many school 

districts not taking advantage of the cost-effectiveness 

procedures to strengthen the effectiveness of their 

instructional programs. Educational administrators should 

use cost-effectiveness procedures with the elementary and 

secondary instructional programs in an effort to improve 

instruction and limit costs. This study should be 

replicated with other types of similar instructional 

programs to determine the consistency of these findings. 
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A study should be made of the nine students who 

successfully exited the PASS Program at the end of the first 

semester and see how well they perform five years later with 

their educational studies. Has the PASS Program kept them 

from dropping out of school? Are they successful with their 

academic studies? Also, a study should be made on the 

academic gain of the students in the two delivery programs 

as they progressively advance through the middle and 

secondary grade levels. 

The fact that the PASS Program was less cost-effective 

and cost more to operate should not be the sole reasons for 

its discontinuance. The use of cost-effectiveness data can 

provide useful information to the decision-maker. This 

research study has presented the cost-effectiveness analysis 

as it relates to the most present available data. The cost 

per student should not be the only concern. There are many 

other factors that need to be considered. When other 

studies of this nature are undertaken, it is important to 

consider more than one classroom to avoid the possibility of 

seeing only the effects of one teacher as opposed to the 

program effects. 

The academic achievement is a useable measure for the 

degree of educational attainment. Cost-effectiveness 

analysis is applied using the principle that the individual 

academic gain divided by the per-student cost will result in 

the cost-effectiveness ratio. The high cost per student and 
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low academic achievement gain affected the effectiveness 

ratio of the PASS Program. Yet these gains initially were 

enough to qualify and allow nine students to be eligible for 

the seventh grade. The motivation and the incentives that 

the students in the PASS Program experienced by being 

provided the opportunity to advance to the seventh grade, 

proved the delivery program to be effective regardless of 

the cost. 

This research study has contributed toward my 

professional growth relative to cost-effectiveness analysis. 

The process has strengthened my ability to analyze cost data 

as it is applied to program evaluation and cost-

e f f e c t i v e n e s s . The knowledge acquired from this research 

study will undoubtedly be valuable to assist me in my area 

of responsibility as an administrator. 
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District Name: YSLETA ISD County: EL PASO COUNTY 
Group Enrollment over 10,000/Wealth below average/Low Income 

Pet 40% or over 

STUDENT INFORMATION 

—DISTRICT—- GROUP 
COUNT PERCENT 

STATE 

TOTAL ENROLLMENT 

ENROLLMENT BY GRADE GROUPINGS 
Pre-Kindergarten 
Kindergarten 
Grades 1 - 6 
Grades 7 - 8 
Grades 9 - 1 2 

ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION 
White 
Hispanic 
Black 
Other 

HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES 
Grade 12 Membership 
High School Graduates 

White 
Hispanic 
Black 
Other 

Planning to Attend College 

ATTENDANCE RATE: 

49318 

1125 
3404 
22149 
7757 
14881 

9110 
38581 
1202 
423 

2751 
2722 
633 
1967 
88 
34 

1578 

N/A 

2.3% 
6.9% 

44.9% 
15.7% 
30.2% 

18.5% 
78.2% 
2.4% 
0.9% 

N/A 
N/A 

23.2% 
72.2% 
3.2% 
1.2% 

58.0% 

458845 

3.2% 
7.2% 

47.2% 
15.0% 
27.3% 

15.7% 
75.5% 
8.2% 
0.8% 

22672 
21702 
21.6% 
68.7% 
9.0% 
0.8% 

52.7% 

3225.158 

2.2% 
7.8% 

47.8% 
14.8% 
27.4% 

51.8% 
31.5% 
14.6% 
2.0% 

182534 
171378 

61.4% 
23.1% 
13.3% 
2.2% 

59.6% 

N/A 95.5% 96.0% 96.1% 

FIGURE A.l 

1987-1988 TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY 
ANNUAL PERFORMANCE DISTRICT 

REPORT-SECTION II 
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PERCENT MASTERY BY GRADE 
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GRADE 

% PASSING ALL 
TESTS TAKEN 

DISTRICT GROUP STATE 

# 

DISTRICT 

STUDENTS 
TESTED -

GROUP STATE 

3 
3 
5 
7 
9 
11 

Spanish 
64.6% 
86.8% 
57.7% 
70.0% 
60.1% 
71.5% 

60.0% 
84.0% 
58.5% 
64.5% 
45.9% 
62.5% 

69.1% 
77.7% 
71.8% 
72.9% 
53.0% 
72.4% 

3192 
255 

3540 
3815 
4184 
3292 

32318 
1399 

32108 
31503 
34545 
25715 

235547 
4459 

223621 
223234 
226603 
191634 

PERCENT MASTERY BY GRADE AND SUBJECT 

GRADE 
MATHEMATICS 

DISTRICT GROUP STATE 
READING 

DISTRICT GROUP STATE 

3 
3 
5 
7 
9 
11 

Spanish 
89.8% 
90.9% 
84.7% 
88.9% 
82.8% 
74.3% 

88.8% 
86.9% 
85.3% 
86.3% 
74.7% 
66.2% 

91.4% 
83.8% 
89.4% 
90.8% 
82.7% 
75.2% 

79.9% 
92.0% 
83.3% 
86.3% 
80.5% 
88.8% 

77.5% 
94.3% 
81.8% 
81.3% 
70.5% 
82.9% 

83.5% 
88.3% 
87.6% 
88.9% 
78.9% 
88.7% 

GRADE 
— WRITING • 

DISTRICT GROUP STATE 

3 Spanish 
5 
7 
9 

73.5% 
93.6% 
64.0% 
77.4% 
68.7% 

68.8% 
94.3% 
66.6% 
73.8% 
55.6% 

76.4% 
89.8% 
79.1% 
79.8% 
66.5% 

12 GRADE STUDENTS NOT PASSING MAY 1988 EXAMINATION 

DISTRICT GROUP STATE 

Number Not Passing 
% of Grade 12 Membership 

58 
2.1% 

519 
2.2% 

2481 
1.3% 

Note: Detail may not add to 100% due to rounding 

FIGURE A.l Continued 
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PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

DISTRICT GROUP STATE 
COUNT PERCENT 

PROFESSIONAL STAFF: 3203.0 64.0% 59.2% 63.2?c 
Teachers 2753.3 55.0% 49.9% 51.9% 
Professional Support 258.7 5.2% 5.3% 5.5% 
Campus Administration 120.0 2.4% 2.7% 3.3% 
Central Administration 70.9 1.4% 1.3% 2.5% 

TOTAL PERSONNEL BY ETHNICITY 
AND SEX; 

White 
» 

Hispanic 
Black 
Other 

White 
White 

Male 
Female 

Hispanic Male 
Hispanic Female 
Black 
Black 
Other 
Other 

Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 

EDUCATIONAL AIDES: 234.8 5.7% 10.5% 7.7% 
AUXILIARY STAFF: 1518.9 30.3% 30.3% 29.1% 

5006.8 
2005.9 40.1% 33.8% 67.7% 
2799.8 55.9% 57.6% 19.9% 
176.9 3.5% 8.4% 11.9% 
24.0 0.5% 0.4% 0.6% 

570.2 11.4% 8.4% 15.5% 
1435.6 28.7% 25.3% 52.2% 
1000.8 20.0% 17.8% 6.0% 
1799.0 35.9% 39.8% 13.9% 

48.3 1.0% 2.1% 3.1% 
128.5 2.5% 6.3% 8.8% 

14.9 0.3% 0.1% 0.2% 
9.0 0.2% 0.3% 0.4% 

TEACHERS BY HIGHEST DEGREE HELD: 
No Degree 79.5 2.9% 2.6% 3.8% 
Bachelors 2095.4 76.1% 70.7% 64.2% 
Masters 568.1 20.6% 26.5% 31.6% 
Doctorate 10.0 0.4% 0.2% 0.4% 

TEACHERS BY YEARS OF EXPERIENCE: 
Beginning Teachers 130.5 4.7% 5.6% 5.1% 
1-5 Years Experience 727.5 26.4% 26.4% 28.4% 
6-10 Years Experience 733.2 26.6% 23.7% 23.4% 
11-20 Years Experience 915.8 33.3% 32.5% 32.5% 
Over 20 Years Experience 245.9 8.9% 11.8% 12.5% 

FIGURE A.l Continued 
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AVERAGE ACTUAL SALARIES 
Teachers 
Professional Support 
Campus Administration 
Central Administration 

AVERAGE TEACHER SALARY BY 
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE: 

Beginning Teachers 
1-5 Years Experience 
6-10 Years Experience 
11-20 Years Experience 
Over 20 Years Experience 

AVERAGE EXPERIENCE OF TEACHERS: 
AVERAGE EXPERIENCE OF TEACHERS 

WITH DISTRICT: 

TEACHER CAREER LADDER STATUS: 
Teachers at Level II 
Teachers at Level III 

DISTRICT 

$23425 
$29385 
$39069 
$39874 

$17919 
$19150 
$22549 
$25548 
$29182 

10.7 

8.0 

1385.7 
1.9 

GROUP 

$24321 
$29448 
$38214 
$41435 

$18822 
$20312 
$22446 
$27556 
$30464 

10.8 

8.1 

11786.8 
560.7 

STATE 

$24180 
$28538 
$37060 
$41589 

$18562 
$20383 
$22207 
$27154 
$30172 

11.2 

7.6 

37284.5 
2418.9 

TURNOVER RATE FOR TEACHERS: 0.0% 10.0% 

Note: Detail may not add to 100% due to rounding 

SOURCE: Texas Education Agency, 1987-1988 

11.3% 

FIGURE A.l Continued 
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blUDENT INFORMATION 

Grades Taught: 

Total Enrollment: 

Ethnic Distribution 
White 
Hispanic 
Black 
Other 

TEAMS TEST SCORE 
INFORMATION 

Number of Students Tested 

COUNT 
20 

540 
22 
4 

% Passing all Tests Taken 
% Mastery Mathematics 
% Mastery Reading 
% Mastery Writing 

FINANCIAL INFORMATION 

Total Operating Expenditures: 
Per Student 

% Operating Expenditures 
by Function: 

Instruction 
Instructional Admin. 
Campus Administration 
Other Campus Costs 

CAMPUS — 

K - 06 

586 

• -

PERCENT 
3. 

92. 
3. 
0. 

GRADE 

4% 
2% 
8% 
7% 

: 3 -
CAMPUS DISTRICT 
80 

61.3% 
88.8% 
76.3% 
68.8% 

CAMPUS 
$1205332 

2057 

86.8% 
0.0% 
8.5% 
4.5% 

3192 
64. 
89. 
79. 
73. 

,6% 
,8% 
,9% 
,5% 

— DISTRICT - — 

1 

COUNT 
9110 

38581 
1202 
423 

I 

N/A 

49316 

PERCENT 
18.5/b 
78.2% 
2.4% 
0.9% 

SRADE 5 — 
CAMPUS DISTRICT 
84 

44.0% 
81.0% 
84.5% 
53.5% 

I 

3640 
57.7% 
84.7% 
83.3% 
64.0% 

DISTRICT 
$137662680 

2791 

62.2% 
2.7% 
5.2% 

29.8% 

Total Operating Instructional 
Expenditures: $1047261 

Per Student $1787 

$85657700 
$1736 

% Instructional Operating 
Expenditures by Object: 

Payroll 
Supplies & Materials 
Other 

92.3% 
7.3% 
0.3% 

94.2% 
4.9% 
0.7% 

FIGURE B.l 

1987-1988 TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY 
ANNUAL PERFORMANCE CAMPUS 

REPORT-SECTION II 

SAGELAND ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
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Instructional Operating 
Expenditures by Program: 
Regular Education 
Vocational Education 
Bilingual Education 
Compensatory Education 
Gifted & Talented Educ. 
Special Education 

PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

CAMPUS 
AMOUNT PERCENT 

DISTRICT 
AMOUNT PERCENT 

Total Pel 
Teachf 
Profe; 
Campu; 
Total 

"sonnel: 
3rs 
iSional Support 
5 Administration 
Professionals 

Educational Aides 

Professional Personnel b 
Ethnic 
White 
White 
Total 
Hispar 
Hi spat 
Total 
Black 
Black 
Total 
Other 
Other 
Total 

ity and Sex 
Male 
Female 
White 
lie Male 
lie Female 
Hispanic 
Male 
Female 
Black 
Male 
Female 
Other 

548377 
0 

173773 
120280 
121523 
83308 

52.3% 
0.0% 
16.5% 
11.4% 
11.6% 
7.9% 

— CAMPUS — 
COUNT 

35 
3 
2 

40 
2 

PERCENT 

83.2% 
7.2% 
4.9% 

95.2% 
N/A 

49969620 
2818285 
7096125 
12686672 
5333296 
7753702 

58.3% 
3.2% 
8.2% 
14.8% 
6.2% 
9.0% 

—- DISTRICT — 
COUNT 

2753 
259 
120 

3203 
285 

PERCENT 

55.0% 
5.2% 
2.4% 

64.0% 
N/A 

— CAMPUS - — 
COUNT PERCENT 

4 
14 
18 
2 

20 
22 
0 
2 
2 
0 
0 
0 

9.5% 
33.3% 
42.8% 
4.8% 

47.7% 
52.4% 
0.0% 
4.8% 
4.8% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

— DISTRICT - — 
COUNT PERCENT 

570 
1436 
2006 
1001 
1799 
2800 

48 
129 
177 
15 
9 
24 

11.4% 
28.7% 
40.1% 
20.0% 
35.9% 
55.9% 
1.0% 
2.5% 
3.5% 
0.3% 
0.2% 
0.5% 

FIGURE B.l Continued 
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Teachers by Years 
Of Experience 

Beginning 
1-5 Years 
6-10 Years 
11-20 Years 
Over 20 Years 

Teachers by Program 
Regular Education 

COUNT 

1 
7 
10 
15 
2 

Vocational Education 
Bilingual Education 
Gifted & Talented 
Special Education 

Educ. 

•- CAMPUS 

PERCENT 

2.9% 
20.0% 
28.8% 
42.9% 
5.7% 

AVERAGE 
— ——— — 

SALARY COUNT 

$18000 
$19316 
$23229 
$26145 
$28480 

— CAMPUS 
COUNT 

14 
0 
5 
4 
2 

PERCENT 

40.0% 
0.0% 
14.3% 
11.4% 
5.7% 

131 
728 
733 
916 
246 

- DISTRICT -
AVERAGE 

PERCENT SALARY 

4.7% $17919 
25.4% $19150 
26.6% $22549 
33.3% $26648 
8.9% $29182 

— DISTRICT — 
COUNT PERCENT 

1994 72.4% 
79 2.9% 
135 4.9% 
125 4.5% 
111 4.0% 

Note: Campus report detail may not add to 100% due to rounding 

SOURCE: Texas Education Agency, 1987-1988 

FIGURE B.l Continued 
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:)1UUENT INFORMATION 

Grades Taught: 

Total Enrollment: 

Ethnic Distribution 
White 
Hispanic 
Black 
Other 

TEAMS TEST SCORE 
INFORMATION 

Number of Students Testec 

____ 

COUNT 
58 

1007 
4 
6 

i 
% Passing all Tests Taken 
% Mastery Mathematics 
% Mastery Reading 
% Mastery Writing 

FINANCIAL INFORMATION 

Total Operating Expenditures: 
Per Student 

% Operating Expenditures 
by Function: 

Instruction 
Instructional Admin. 
Campus Administration 
Other Campus Costs 

CAMPUS — 

K - 06 

1073 

• -

PERCENl 
5. 

93. 
0. 
0. 

GRADE 

2% 
8% 
4% 
6% 

: 3 -. — 

CAMPUS DISTRICT 
159 

41.5% 
76.7% 
63.9% 
58.2% 

CAMPUS 
$1827443 

1703 

89.4% 
0.0% 
6.7% 
3.7% 

3192 
64. 
89. 
79, 
73. 

,6% 
.8% 
,9% 
.5% 

— DISTRICT — 

I 

COUNT 
9110 

38581 
1202 
423 

( 

N/A 

^9316 

PERCENT 
18.5% 
78.2% 
2.4% 
0.9% 

^RADE 5 — 
CAMPUS DISTRICT 
141 

54.6% 
83.0% 
81.2% 
67.6% 

( 

3640 
57.7% 
84.7% 
83.3% 
64.0% 

DISTRICT 
5137662680 

2791 

62.2% 
2.7% 
5.2% 

29.8% 

Total Operating Instructional 
Expenditures: $1635234 

Per Student $1523 

$85657700 
$1736 

% Instructional Operating 
Expenditures by Object: 

Payroll 
Supplies & Materials 
Other 

93.9% 
5.6% 
0.3% 

94.2% 
4.9% 
0.7% 

FIGURE B.2 

1987-1988 TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY 
ANNUAL PERFORMANCE CAMPUS 

REPORT—SECTION II 

LANCASTER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
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Instructional Operating 
Expenditures by Program: 
Regular Education 
Vocational Education 
Bilingual Education 
Compensatory Education 
Gifted & Talented Educ. 
Special Education 

CAMPUS ---
AMOUNT 

799495 
0 

402527 
238909 
129888 
64415 

PERCENT 

48.8% 
0.0% 
24.6% 
14.8% 
7.9% 
3.9% 

DISTRICT 
AMOUNT 

49969620 
2818285 
7096125 
12686672 
5333296 
7753702 

PERCENT 

58.3% 
3.2% 
8.2% 
14.8% 
6.2% 
9.0% 

PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Total Personnel 

— CAMPUS — 
COUNT PERCENT 

— - DISTRICT — 
COUNT PERCENT 

Teachers 
Professional Support 
Campus Administration 
Total Professionals 
Educational Aides 

Professional Personnel by 
Ethnicity and Sex 
White Male 
White Female 
Total White 
Hispanic Male 
Hispanic Female 
Total Hispanic 
Black Male 
Black Female 
Total Black 
Other Male 
Other Female 
Total Other 

57 
4 
2 

63 
3 

86.9% 
5.4% 
3.1% 

95.4% 
N/A 

— CAMPUS — 
COUNT 

1 
17 
18 
11 
33 
44 
1 
2 
3 
0 
0 
0 

PERCENT 

1.5% 
26.4% 
27.9% 
16.8% 
50.8% 
67.5% 
1.5% 
3.0% 
4.8% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

2753 
259 
120 

3203 
285 

55.0% 
5.2% 
2.4% 

64.0% 
N/A 

— DISTRICT — 
COUNT 

570 
1436 
2006 
1001 
1799 
2800 
48 
129 
177 
15 
9 
24 

PERCENT 

11.4% 
28.7% 
40.1% 
20.0% 
35.9% 
55.9% 
1.0% 
C. ,D /o 

3.5% 
0.3% 
0.2% 
0.5% 

FIGURE B.2 Continued 
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Teachers by Years 
Of Experience 

Beginning 
1-5 Years 
6-10 Years 
11-20 Years 
Over 20 Years 

COUNT 

4 
19 
17 
13 
4 

- CAMPUS 

PERCENT 

7.0% 
33.1% 
29.4% 
23.5% 
7.0% 

AVERAGE 
SALARY 

$17311 
$19257 
$22662 
$25926 
$29057 

——————— 

COUNT 

131 
728 
733 
916 
246 

DISTRICT 
AVERAGE 

PERCENT SALARY 

4.7% $17919 
25.4% $19150 
26.6% $22549 
33.3% $26648 
8.9% $29182 

Teachers by Program 
Regular Education 
Vocational Education 
Bilingual Education 
Gifted & Talented Educ. 
Special Education 

— CAMPUS 
COUNT PERCENT 

24 
0 
15 
3 
1 

41.5% 
0.0% 
28.2% 
5.2% 
1.7% 

— DISTRICT — 
COUNT PERCENT 

1994 
79 
135 
125 
111 

72.4% 
2.9% 
4.9% 
4.5% 
4.0% 

Note: Campus report detail may not add to 100% due to rounding 

SOURCE: Texas Education Agency, 1987-1988 

FIGURE B.2 Continued 
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STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

RACIAL/ETHNIC 
American Indian 
Asian 
Black 
Hispanic 
White 

DEMOGRAPHIC PERCENTAGE 
Free Lunch 
Reduced Lunch 
Student Attendai 

TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS 
0-3 Years Experience 
4-10 Years Experience 
11 + Years Experience 
Master's Degree or hi' 

SPECIAL POPULATIONS 

nee 

gher 

Limited English Proficient 
Identified as of i Octobe 
In Bilingual Education 
In ESL 
Exited at End of : 
Chapter I Regular 
Special Education 

PERCENTAGE RETAINED BY 
GRADE LEVEL 

1985-86 
1986-87 
1987-88 

TEXAS ASSESSMENT OF 
MINIMUM SKILLS (TEAMS) 

PERCENT MASTERY 
1985-86 
1986-87 
1987-88 

School 

(LEPS) 
r 

Year 
or SCE Lab 
Membership 

1 

14.6 
11.2 
9.3 

MATH 
87 
83 
96 

2 

9.1 
9.9 
0.0 

GRADE 1 
READ 
69 
91 
91 

FIGURE C.l 

3 

5.3 
8.6 
10.1 

WRIT 
88 
81 
89 

# 

158 
105 
44 
22 

272 
71 

4 5 

10.1 10.0 
4.3 13.3 
4.1 17.2 

MATH 
64 
81 
89 

PERCENTAGE 

6 

8.5 

0.7 
0.0 
3.8 

92.2 
3.4 

64.9 
17.4 
97.1 

14.1 
41.1 
44.9 
22.9 

% 

26.9 
17.9 
7.5 

46.3 
12.1 

TOTAL 

) 9.7 
11.0 9.7 
7.] L 8.1 

GRADE 3 
READ WRIT 
51 
71 
76 

36 
56 
69 

YSLETA INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
1987-1988 CAMPUS PROFILE 

SAGELAND ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
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TEXAS ASSESSMENT OF 
MINIMUM SKILLS (TEAMS) 

PERCENT MASTERY (cont) 
1985-86 
1986-87 
1987-88 

NUMBER PLACED BY 
GRADE LEVEL 

1985-86 
1986-87 
1987-88 

1 

2 
3 
4 

MATH 
6 

73 
81 

2 

1 
5 
1 

- GRADE 5 
READ 
83 
76 
85 

3 

3 
3 
6 

I 

4 

11 
7 
2 

^RIT 
60 
45 
54 

5 

3 
3 
0 

6 

5 
2 
4 

METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT 
TEST (MAT 6) 

(Conversions of the 
mean NCE) 

NATIONAL 
PERCENTILES 

1985-86 
1986-87 
1987-88 

GRADE 2 
READ MATH 
43 40 
33 48 
52 58 

LANG 
41 
40 
59 

READ 
40 
41 
52 

GRADE 
MATH 
47 
58 
62 

LANG 
61 
59 
73 

METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT 
TEST (MAT 6) 

(Conversions of the 
mean NCE) 

NATIONAL 
PERCENTILES 

1985-86 
1986-87 
1987-88 

MATH 
42 
49 
51 

GRADE 6 
READ 
47 
59 
49 

WRIT 
52 
52 
52 

SOURCE: Testing and Evaluation Department, Ysleta Independent School 
District, 1987-1988 

FIGURE C.l Continued 



STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

RACIAL/ETHNIC 
American Indian 
Asian 
Black 
Hispanic 
White 

DEMOGRAPHIC PERCENTAGE 
Free Lunch 
Reduced Lunch 
Student Attendance 

TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS 
0-3 Years Experience 
4-10 Years Experience 
11 + Years Experience 
Master's Degree or higher 

SPECIAL POPULATIONS 
Limited English Proficient (LEPS) 

Identified as of October 
In Bilingual Education 
In ESL 
Exited at End of School Year 
Chapter I Regular or SCE Lab 
Special Education Membership 

PERCENTAGE RETAINED BY 1 2 3 
GRADE LEVEL 

1985-86 6.0 5.8 7.7 
1986-87 13.1 4.9 4.2 
1987-88 13.2 2.9 5.8 

TEXAS ASSESSMENT OF 
MINIMUM SKILLS (TEAMS) GRADE 1 -

PERCENT MASTERY MATH READ WRIT 
1985-86 65 61 68 
1986-87 79 68 75 
1987-88 88 73 84 

# 

367 
319 
28 
19 

537 
66 

7.9 
5.5 
5.1 

9.0 
3.5 
0.7 

MATH 
79 
77 
77 

143 

PERCENTAGE 

0.0 
0.6 
0.4 

93.8 
5.2 

58.0 
18.6 
96.7 

22.8 
44.7 
32.5 
15.4 

% 

34.3 
29.8 
1.6 

50.2 
6.2 

6 TOTAL 

15.1 8.7 
4.8 5.9 
5.7 5.6 

GRADE 
READ 
54 
63 
64 

WRIT 
52 
61 
58 

FIGURE C.2 

YSLETA INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
1987-1988 CAMPUS PROFILE 

LANCASTER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
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TEXAS ASSESSMENT OF 
MINIMUM SKILLS (TEAMS) 

PERCENT MASTERY (cont) 
1985-86 
1986-87 
1987-88 

MATH 
66 
75 
83 

GRADE 5 
READ 
73 
74 
81 

WRIT 
52 
34 
68 

NUMBER PLACED BY 
GRADE LEVEL 

1985-86 
1986-87 
1987-88 

METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT 
TEST (MAT 6) 

(Conversions of the 
mean NCE) 

NATIONAL 
PERCENTILES 

1985-86 
1986-87 
1987-88 

METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT 
TEST (MAT 6) 

(Conversions of the 
mean NCE) 

NATIONAL 
PERCENTILES 

1985-86 
1986-87 
1987-88 

READ 
34 
43 
52 

1 

2 
1 
6 

GRADE 
MATH 
36 
49 
62 

2 

2 
5 
1 

2 
1 LANG 

27 
37 
56 

3 

1 
7 
5 

GRADE 6 
MATH 
42 
45 
43 

READ 
60 
63 
55 

4 5 

1 3 
6 5 
7 2 

GRADE 4 
READ MATH 
41 53 
43 58 
40 51 

WRIT 
60 
60 
54 

6 

6 
0 
3 

LANG 
61 
64 
64 

SOURCE: Testing and Evaluation Department, Ysleta Independent School 
District, 1987-1988 

FIGURE C.2 Continued 
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VOCABULARY 

WHAT TO DO 
Read each sentence. Pick the word that best completes the 
sentence. Mark the letter for that word. Now look at 
Sample A. 

SAMPLES 

A Terry _ 
a went 

B Give 
a more 

to the park today. 
b likes c home 

a hot dog for lunch, 
f they g eat 

d fast 

h her 

1 They 
a pitied 

little Charles to ride a bicycle, 
b were c taught d strolled 

2 Her to her sister was amazing. 
e sensation f close g resemble h similarity 

3 The students 
a rejoiced 

4 The 

in the victory their football team had won. 
b classroom c impressive d exposed 

of the house of cards was no surprise. 
e collapse f plenty g prepared h claim 

5 The coach will a new team captain soon. 
a assembly b appoint c accomplish d already 

6 His endless 
crisis, 
e reminder 

was the one thing that helped him through the 

f endurance g alternately h altitude 

7 A person is usually happy. 
a concerning b busily c captured d cheerful 

8 He tied the package to the car so it wouldn't fall off. 
e securely f except g loosely h because 

9 The flag was wrapped 
a neatly b around 

the pole, 
c flap d under 

10 She showed that she was by completing the task on time. 
e eventual f responsible g routinely h production 

FIGURE D.l 

METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST 
SIXTH EDITION (MAT 6), 

(SAMPLE SHEETS) 
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READING COMPREHENSION 

WHAT TO DO 
Look at each story. In a box at the top of each story there is a 
purpose question. Read the purpose. It will help you when reading the 
story. Next, read the story. Then answer each question that follows the 
story. Mark the letter for that answer. Now look at the sample. 

SAMPLE 

How did the old neighborhood look to Bill? 

Bill walked around the block where he had lived as a boy. His 
friends' houses didn't seem so far away from him anymore. The lot where 
he had played ball looked smaller. Even the hill by the lot wasn't so 
big after all. But somehow the tree by his house looked just as tall as 
it had been before. 

A. To Bill, the lot and hill looked— 
a taller b older c smaller d newer 

B What still looked big to Bill? 
e the tree f the lot g the hill h his house 

How did this man win a gold medal? 
The United States boasts the only Roque champion in the history of 

the Olympics. In 1904, Charles Jacobas won the first gold medal in the 
sport. 

Roque was invented in the United States in the 1880's. You play by 
hitting firm rubber balls around a level clay court. The balls must 
move forward through ten metal hoops--first in one direction around the 
court and then back--to hit a post in the center. A wall twelve inches 
high surrounds the court. Bouncing balls off this wall is allowed. 

Roque didn't remain a popular sport for long, however. By 1908, it 
was removed from the Olympics. Jacobas could not return to the games. 
He became the only champion ever crowned in this unusual sport. 

1 Roque is played with a--
a metal ball b rubber ball c basketball d baseball 

2 In Roque, the balls must go through--
e ten hoops f a one-foot wall g the center post h the players 

3 A Roque court is made of--
a grass b rubber c metal d clay 

4 In this story, the word direction means--
e rule f command g way h order 

FIGURE D.l Continued 
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MATHEMATICS: CONCEPTS 

WHAT TO DO 
Read each sentence. Pick the right answer. Mark the letter for your 
answer. Now look at Sample A. 

SAMPLES 

A Nine = 
a 9 b 90 c 8 d 900 

B How many months are there in 2 years? 
e 24 f 12 g 20 h 14 

1 Eight thousand, ninety-two = 
a 8092 b 892 c 8920 d 89,002 

2 In which numeral does 7 have the greatest value? 
e 79 f 2700 g 974 h 4067 

3 Which of these is the expanded numeral for 6006? 
a 6000 + 6 b 6 0 0 + 6 c 6 0 + 6 d 6 + 0 + 0 + 6 

4 2103 = 
e twenty thousand, one hundred three 
f two thousand, one hundred thirty 
g twenty-one thousand, three 
h two thousand, one hundred three 

5 What is 719 rounded to the nearest hundred? 
a 700 b 72 c 720 d 800 

6 Which digit means hundred thousands in the numeral 1,509,862? 
e 9 f 1 g 5 h 8 

7 What is 2,800,000,000 rounded to the nearest billion? 
a 3,000,000,000 
b 2,000,000,000 
c 28,000,000 
d 3,000,000 

FIGURE D.l Continued 
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MATHEMATICS: PROBLEM SOLVING 

WHAT TO DO 
Work each problem. Find the right answer, or choose the number sentence 
that you would use to solve the problem. Mark the letter for your answer, 
Now look at Sample A. 

SAMPLES 

A Mae had 13 pencils. She gave 2 to her friend. How many pencils did 
she have left? 
a 12-2= b 13+2= c 13-2= d 14-2= 

B John had 2 boxes with 2 baseballs in each box. How many baseballs 
is that in all? 
e 4 f 6 g 8 h22 

1 Jean scored 9 points in one game and 18 points in another game. How 
many points did she score in these two games? 
a 18-9= b 9+18= c 9-18= d 18X9= 

2 There were 43 marshmallows on the plate. Albert ate 7. How many 
are left? 
e 43-7= f 7T43= g 7-43= h 4 3 T 7 = 

3 Lisa bought 8 packs of bubble gum. Each pack costs H. How much 
did List pay for all the packs of bubble gum? 
a 8-5(t= b SrH= c 8X5(t= d 8X6(t= 

4 It takes Ellen 5 minutes to shine a pair of shoes. If she can 
shine all of her shoes in 15 minutes, how many pairs of shoes does 
she have? 
e 1X15= f 15T5= g 15-5= h 5X5= 

FIGURE D.l Continued 
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MATHEMATICS: COMPUTATION 

WHAT TO DO 
Work each problem. Pick the right answer. Mark the letter for your 
answer. Mark NG if a right answer is NOT GIVEN. Now look at Sample A. 

SAMPLES 

A 3 
X2 

B 1/2-1/2= 

1 55^69= 

a 

e 

a 

e 

a 

e 

a 

e 

6 

2/4 

124 

100 

69 

284 

168 

3 

2 162 
T48 

3 75-7= 

4 312 
-28 

5 122 
-64 

6 9 
X3 e 3 f 18 g 27 h NG 

FIGURE D.l Continued 

b 

f 

b 

f 

b 

f 

b 

f 

1 

1/4 

114 

200 

72 

216 

58 

18 

c 

g 

c 

g 

c 

g 

c 

9 

2 

14 

110 

68 

294 

68 

d 

h 

d 

h 

d 

h 

d 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 

NG 
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SPELLING 

WHAT TO DO 
Read the sentence. In each sentence, a word is missing. Find the 
correct spelling for the missing word. Mark the letter for your answer. 
Now look at the sample. 

SAMPLES 

The class planted a 
a tre b three 

1 Antonio walked across the 
a feeld b feild 

today, 
c trea 

c feld 

The seasons 
e change 

3 A 
a paige 

Sarah is always 
e onest 

very slowly. 
f chang g chanje 

is missing from the book, 
b payge c page 

with others. 
f honnest g honust 

5 Chris works in a 
a modren b modern 

6 The students will 
e correct f corect 

7 Ted likes to 

office building, 
c modurn 

d tree 

d field 

h chainge 

d paje 

h honest 

d moderen 

their own papers, 
g correck h carrect 

his drums. 
a pracktice b pratise c practice d pratice 

8 Connie is 
e usully 

9 In 
a autum 

10 Sandy has 

on time. 
f usualy g usually 

the leaves turn yellow and red, 
b awtumn c autumm 

h usualle 

d autumn 

where he put his sneakers. 
e fergotten f forgotton g forgoten h forgotten 

11 Tina is a good . 
a athlete b athelete c athlede d atlete 

FIGURE D.l Continued 
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LANGUAGE 

WHAT TO DO 
Read each sentence. Decide the best way to fill in the blank. Mark the 
letter for your answer. Now look at Sample A. 

SAMPLES 

A When will you 
a visit us? b visit us c visit us d visit us 

B She lives in 
e Princeton, Maine 
f Princeton, maine 
g Princeton, maine 
h Princeton, Maine 

C Give 
a they 

time to get ready, 
b us c we d I 

1 
a Linda you will 
b Linda, you will 
c Linda, you will 
d Linda: you will 

be very tired if you don't slow down. 

There were fifteen 
e or twenty, ducks" 
f or, twenty ducks 
g or twenty-ducks 
h or twenty ducks 

in flight. 

The game will begin as soon as 
a mayor Davis 
b mayor: Davis 
c Mayor Davis 
d mayor, Davis 

throws out the first ball 

4 All of us have 
e speaked 

on the telephone. 
f speak g spoke h spoken 

Source: Prescott, George A., 1988. 

FIGURE D.l Continued 
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TABLE E.l 

DIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS 
TEACHER SALARIES 

PASS PROGRAM 

154 

Teacher Salaries 

Social Security (.0027) 

Workmen's Compensation (.0066) 

Unemployment Compensation 
( .00125 X 8000) 

Sick Leave ( .0050) 

Hospitalization Insurance 
(60.87 X 9.5) 

Life Insurance (1.56 x 9.5) 

TOTAL 

Costs 

$27800 

75 

183 

10 

139 

578 

15 

$28800 

l£i£llir 

A 

Actual 
Teacher 

§.£l£I^_ 

$27800 

Employee 

§.£££lili 

$1000 

Total 

§.£liiy 

$28800 

Number 
of 

§.l£4££l£ 

18 

cost per student = 

cost per student 
cost per student 

$ total cost of program 
lii£!lilZi_iiliI^ 
total number of 
program students 

$28800 T 18 = $1600 
$1600 
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TABLE E.l Continued 

l£i£!lil 
B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

I 

J 

Actual 
Teacher 

$ 26625 

25383 

31630 

25383 

18204 

24138 

20566 

19375 

21757 

PROGRAM A 

Employee 
Benefits 

$ 999 

980 

1071 

980 

876 

963 

910 

893 

927 

Total 
Teacher 
§.£liI;Z_ 
$ 27624 

26363 

32701 

26363 

19080 

25101 

21476 

20268 

22684 

Number 
of 

§.l£^££ii 
27 

29 

29 

27 

29 

31 

28 

33 

30 

TOTAL $213061 $ 8599 $221660 263 

cost per student = 

cost per student 
cost per student 

$ total cost of program 
l£ a_£jl e Iil_l £1 iliil 
total number of 

program students 

$221660 T 263 = $843 
$843 
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TABLE E.2 

DIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS 
TEACHER SALARIES 
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 

PROGRAM A 

Employee Benefits 

A. S o c i a l S e c u r i t y ( . 0 0 2 7 ) 

B. Workmen's C o m p e n s a t i o n ( . 0 0 6 6 ) 

C. Unemployment C o m p e n s a t i o n ( . 0 0 1 2 5 x 8 0 0 0 ) 

D. S i c k Leave ( . 0 0 5 0 ) 

E. Hospitalization Insurance (60.87 x 12) 

F. Life Insurance (1.56 x 12) 

I.ni£i£}^££_§.£££lill 
l£i£!lil _A_ _i_ _C_ _D_ _E_ _£_ 

B $ 76 $182 $10 $138 $ 578 $15 

C 71 174 10 132 578 15 

D 88 216 10 164 578 15 

E 71 174 10 132 578 15 

F 52 126 10 95 578 15 

G 68 166 10 126 578 15 

H 58 142 10 107 578 15 

I 55 134 10 101 578 15 

J 61 150 10 113 578 15 

TOTAL $600 $1464 $90 $1108 $5202 $135= $8599 
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TABLE E.3 

DIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS 
PURCHASED SERVICES 

Substitute Teachers 

Equipment Repairs (1.00 per 
capita for Instruction and 
Administration) 

TOTAL 

§.i££li£^ 

$ 0 

587 

$ 587 

Costs 

ki££iil£Il 

$5610 

1069 

$6679 

c o s t per s t u d e n t = i_i£l£l_£££l_l££_££££ll£l£^_l£IlXi££i 
to t a l campus student membership 

Sageland cost per student 
Sageland cost per student 

$587 T $587 = $1 
45 1 

Lancaster cost per student 
Lancaster cost per student 

$6679 T $1069 = $6 
$6 



TABLE E.4 

DIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS 
MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES 
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Category 

Basic Classroom 
Supplies 

Newspapers 

Language Arts 
Enrichment 

Spanish 

Science 

P.E. 

Fine Arts 

Resource 

Speech 

TOTAL 

Per Membership Total 
Capita Sageland Lancaster Sageland Lancaster 

$ 8.50 

2.75 

2.00 

2.00 

1.00 

.50 

3.00 

3.00 

1.00 

$ 587 

587 

587 

73 

587 

587 

587 

33 

23 

$23.75 $3651 

$1069 

1069 

1069 

150 

1069 

1069 

1069 

45 

50 

$6659 

$ 4990 

1614 

1174 

146 

587 

294 

1761 

99 

23 

$10688 

$ 9086 

2940 

2138 

300 

1069 

534 

3207 

135 

50 

$19459 

. . . $ total campus cost for materials and supplies 
cost per student = total campus student m.embership 

Sageland cost per student 
Sageland cost per student 

Lancaster cost per student 
Lancaster cost per student 

campu! 

$10688 i $587 = $18 
$18 

$19459 T $1069 = $18 
$18 
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DIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS 
OTHER EXPENSES 

Costs 
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Excellency Student Awards 
(2.00 per capita) 

Principal's Discretionary 
( .50 per capi ta) 

5.£££li£^ 

$1174 

294 

Lancaster 

$2138 

534 

TOTAL 

cost per student 

$1468 $2672 

i_l£l£l_£££i_l£I_£Ul£r_£2i£££i£l 
total campus student membership 

Sageland cost per student 
Sageland cost per student 

Lancaster cost per student 
Lancaster cost per student 

$1468 r $587 = $2 
$2 

$2672 f $1069 = $2 
$2 
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TABLE F.l 

INDIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT COSTS 
STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES 

ATTENDANCE 

Secretary Level II (2) 

Clerk Level II (2) 

Clerk Level I (1) 

S o c i a l S e c u r i t y 
( . 0027 ) (5) 

Workmen's Compensation 
( . 0066 ) (5) 

Unemployment Compensation 
( .00125 X 8000) (5) 

S ick Leave ( .0050) (5) 

Hospitalization Insurance 
(60.87 X 9.5) (5) 

Life Insurance 
(1.56 X 9.5) (5) 

TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

cost per student = 

ii££li£^ 

$10750 

9750 

0 

55 

135 

20 

102 

1156 

30 

$21998 

Attendance Accounting Supplies 300 

Grade Reporting Supplies 200 

$22498 

Costs 

ki££iil£Il 

$10750 

9750 

9100 

80 

195 

30 

148 

1734 

45 

$31832 

300 

200 

$32332 

i_i£iil_££!n££i_££ii_f£r_£li££^££££ 
total campus student membership 

Sageland cost per student 
Sageland cost per student 

= $22498 T $587 = $38 
= $38 

Lancaster cost per student = $32332 T $1069 = $30 
Lancaster cost per student = $30 
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TABLE F.2 

INDIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT COSTS 
STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES 

NURSE SERVICES 

Nurse (1.5) 

Social Security 
(.0027) (1.5) 

Workmen's Compensation 
(.0066) (1.5) 

Unemployment Compensation 
(.00125 X 8000) (1.5) 

Sick Leave ( .0050) (1.5) 

Hospitalization Insurance 
(60.87 X 9.5) (1.5) 

Life Insurance 
(1.56 X 9.5) (1.5) 

TOTAL 

Staff Development 

Administrative Supplies 

Health Services 
(.40 per capita) 
Sageland .40 x 587 
Lancaster .40 x 1069 

GRAND TOTAL 

i£££li£^ 

$10375 

28 

68 

5 

52 

289 

$10824 

30 

15 

235 

$11104 

Costs 

k££££il£r 

$20750 

56 

136 

10 

104 

578 

15 

$21649 

30 

15 

428 

$22122 

$ total campus cost for nurse services 
cost per student = total campus student membership 

Sageland cost per student 
Sageland cost per student 

= $11104 T $587 = $19 
= $19 

Lancaster cost per student = $22122 T 1069 = $21 
Lancaster cost per student = $21 
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TABLE F.3 

INDIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT COSTS 
STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES 

COUNSELING SERVICES 

Counselors (2 ) 

Social Security 
(.0027) (2) 

Workmen's Compensation 
(.0066) (2) 

Unemployment Compensation 
(.00125 X 8000) (2) 

Sick Leave ( .0050) (2) 

Hospitalization Insurance 
(60.87 X 9.5) (2) 

Life Insurance 
(1.56 X 9.5) (2) 

TOTAL 

Supplies (.50 per capita) 
Sageland .40 x 587 
Lancaster .40 x 1069 

GRAND TOTAL 

5.i££li£^ 

$34500 

93 

228 

10 

172 

578 

15 

$35596 

294 

$35890 

Costs 

Lancaster 

$34500 

93 

228 

10 

172 

578 

15 

$35596 

535 

$36131 

cost per student = 

$ total campus cost for 
££££i£ii££_i£I^££i 

total campus student membership 

Sageland cost per student 
Sageland cost per student 

Lancaster cost per student 
Lancaster cost per student 

$35890 T $587 = $61 
$61 

$36131 T $1069 = $34 
$34 
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TABLE F.4 

INDIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT COSTS 
STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES 

SPEECH SERVICES 

Costs 

Speech Teachers (2) 

Social Security 
(.0027) (2) 

Workmen's Compensation 
(.0066) (2) 

Unemployment Compensation 
( .00125 X 8000) (2) 

Sick Leave ( .0050) (2) 

Hospitalization Insurance 
(60.87 X 9.5) (2) 

Life Insurance 
(1.56 X 9.5) (2) 

TOTAL 

i£££l££^ 

$21500 

58 

142 

10 

108 

578 

15 

$22411 

k££££ik£I 

$21500 

58 

142 

10 

108 

578 

15 

$22411 

cost per student = 
$ total faculty salary for 

i££££!l_i£IXi££i 
total number of students 
provided speech services 

Sageland cost per student 
Sageland cost per student 

Lancaster cost per student 
Lancaster cost per student 

$22411 T $23 = $974 
$974 

$22411 T $50 = $448 
$448 
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TABLE F.5 

INDIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT COSTS 
STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES 

RESOURCE SERVICES 

Costs 

Resource Teachers (2) 

Social Security 
(.0027) (2) 

Workmen's Compensation 
(.0066) (2) 

Unemployment Compensation 
(.00125 X 8000) (2) 

Sick Leave ( .0050) (2) 

H o s p i t a l i z a t i o n Insurance 
(60 .87 X 9 .5 ) (2) 

L i f e Insu rance 
(1.56 X 9.5) (2) 

TOTAL 

ii££i££l 

$21500 . 

58 

142 

10 

108 

578 

15 

$22411 

k£££££l£Il 

$21500 

58 

142 

10 

108 

578 

15 

$22411 

cost per student = 
$ total faculty salary for 

r.£l££I.££_££IXl££l 
total number of students 

provided resource services 

Sageland cost per student 
Sageland cost per student 

Lancaster cost per student 
Lancaster cost per student 

$22411 T $33 = $679 
$679 

$22411 r $45 = $498 
$498 
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TABLE F.6 

INDIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT COSTS 
STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES 

CHAPTER I READING 
SERVICES 

Costs^ 

§.i£ili£^ k£££iik£I 

Chapter I Reading Teacher $21500 $64500 

Social Security 
(.0027) 58 174 

Workmen's Compensation 
(.0066) 142 426 

Unemployment Compensation 

(.00125 X 8000) 10 30 

Sick Leave (.0050) 108 323 

Hospitalization Insurance 
(60.87 X 9.5) 578 1735 

Life Insurance 
(1.56 X 9.5) 15 44 

TOTAL $22411 $67232 

M a t e r i a l s a n d S u p p l i e s 375 800 

Computer Software 60 175 

Other Expendable Supplies 2̂ ^ 108 

GRAND TOTAL $22871 $68315 

$ total faculty salary + other 
cost per student = expenses for Clia£ter_l_Reading servi ces^ 

total number of students provided 
Chapter I Reading services 

Sageland cost per student = $22871 T 272 = $84 
Sageland cost per student = $84 

Lancaster cost per student = $68315 T 537 = $127 
Lancaster cost per student = $127 
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TABLE F.7 

INDIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT COSTS 
STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES 

ENGLISH AS A SECOND 
LANGUAGE (ESL) 

SERVICES 

Costs 

English as Second Language 
Teacher (2) 

Social Security 
(.0027) (2) 

Workmen's Compensation 
(.0066) (2) 

Unemployment Compensation 
(.00125 X 8000) (2) 

Sick Leave ( .0050) (2) 

Hospitalization Insurance 
(60.87 X 9.5) (2) 

Life Insurance 
(1.56 X 9.5) (2) 

TOTAL 

Materials and Supplies 

Other Expendable Supplies 

§.£££l££4 

$21500 

58 

142 

10 

108 

578 

15 

$22411 

375 

25 

Lancaster 

$21500 

58 

142 

10 

108 

578 

15 

$22411 

800 

107 

GRAND TOTAL $22811 $23318 
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cost per student = 

$ total faculty salary + other 
expenses for English as a Second 

k£££££££_ikiki_i£IXi££i 
total number of students provided 

English as a Second Language 
(ESL) services 

Sageland cost per student = $22811 
Sageland cost per student = $518 

Lancaster cost per student = $23318 
Lancaster cost per student = $833 

T 44 = $518 

T 28 = $833 
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TABLE F.8 

INDIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT COSTS 
STAFF SUPPORT SERVICES 

LIBRARY SERVICES 

Librarian (2) 

Social Security 
(.0027) (2) 

Workmen's Compensation 
(.0066) (2) 

Unemployment Compensation 
(.00125 X 8000) (2) 

Sick Leave ( .0050) (2) 

H o s p i t a l i z a t i o n Insurance 
(60 .87 X 9 .5) (2) 

L i f e Insu rance 
(1.56 X 9.5) (2) 

Sageland 

$22000 

59 

145 

10 

110 

578 

15 

Costs 

ki£££ik£I 

$22000 

59 

145 

10 

110 

578 

15 

TOTAL 

S u p p 1 i e s 
Library Books 

$22917 

2248 
2810 

$22917 

3291 
10970 

GRAND TOTAL $27975 $37178 

cost per student = i-i£i£l^£ini££i_££st for l i b r a r ^ s e ^ ^ ^ 
*^ total campus student membership 

Sageland cost per student 
Sageland cost per student 

Lancaster cost per student 
Lancaster cost per student 

$27975 T 587 = $48 
$48 

$37178 T 1069 = $35 
$35 
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INDIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT COSTS 
STAFF SUPPORT SERVICES 
ELEMENTARY INSTRUCTIONAL 

SERVICES 
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Assistant Superintendent (1) 
Director of Elementary Education (.80) (1) 
Instructional Supervisors (.98) (10) 
Secretary IV (1) 
Secretary II (1) 
Social Security ( .0027) (13) 
Workmen's Compensation (.0066) (13) 
Unemployment Compensation (.00125x13x8000) (131 
Sick Leave ( .0050) (13) 
Hospitalization Insurance (60.87x12) (13) 
Life Insurance (1.56x12) (13) 

TOTAL 

Audio Visual Materials 
Reference Books 
Textbooks 
Test Materials 
Consumable Supplies 
Administrative Consumable Supplies 
Administrative and Supervisory Travel 
Fees and Dues 
Capital Outlay 
Office Data Equipment 
Data Equipment Maintenance 
Data Equipment Materials 
Awards - Co-Curricular 
Fees/Dues - Co-Curricular 
Odyssey of Mind Student Activity 

kos^t^^_ 

S 56000 
39840 

412580 
17000 
11500 
1450 
3544 
130 

2685 
3490 

89 

$ 548308 

102499 
49897 
79000 

120000 
375000 
100000 
15900 
2500 
1875 

14872 
1500 
1500 
5000 
2250 

20000 

GRAND TOTAL $1440101 
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TABLE F.9 Continued 

cost per faculty = 

total district cost for elementary 
i£ilI££ki£££i_i£IXi££i 

total district elementary 
faculty membership 

cost per faculty = $14440101 T 1800 = $800 
cost per faculty = $800 

cost per student = 

$ total cost for elementary 
_li££iky_i£ikl££li££il_£££^i£ii_ 
total number of program students 

served by faculty 

Sageland cost per student = $800 
Sageland cost per student = $44 

Lancaster cost per student = $800 
Lancaster cost per student = $3 

T 18 = $44 

T 263 = $3 
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INDIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT COSTS 
STAFF SUPPORT SERVICES 
ELEMENTARY CURRICULUM 

AND DEVELOPMENT 
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Costs 

Director ( .20) (1) 
Instructional Supervisors (.02) 
Social Security (.0027) (10) 

(10) 

Workmen's Compensation (.0066) (10) 
Unemployment Compensation (.00125x13x8000) (10) 
Sick Leave ( .0050) (10) 
Hospitalization Insurance (60.87x12) (10) 
Life Insurance (1.56x12) (10) 

9960 
8420 

5 
14 
4 

58 
277 

7 

TOTAL 

Stipends for Curriculum Revision 
Translation Fees (Student Handbooks) 
Consultants 
Business Machine Repairs 
Audio Visual Supplies 
Reference Books 
Magazine and Periodicals 
Other Supplies 

$ 18745 

30000 
3000 
3500 
1600 
1500 
2500 
500 

5000 

GRAND TOTAL $ 66345 

cost per faculty 

$ total district cost for 
elementary curriculum and development 

total district elementary 
faculty membership 

cost per faculty = $66345 
cost per faculty = $37 

1800 = $37 

c o s t per s t uden t = 

$ t o t a l cos t f o r e lementary 
l£££iiZ_£££li££l£!n_i£^_4£]^£i££nii£l 

t o t a l number of program s tuden t s 
served by faculty 

Sageland cost per student 
Sageland cost per student 

= $37 ^ 18 = $2 
= $2 

Lancaster cost per student = $37 i 263 = $.14 
Lancaster cost per student = $.14 
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TABLE F.ll 

INDIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT COSTS 
STAFF SUPPORT SERVICES 

INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF 
DEVELOPMENT 

Staff Development Coordinator (1) 
Secretary Level II ( .33) (1) 
Social Security (.0027) (.33) (2) 
Workmen's Compensation (.0066) (.33) (2) 
Unemployment Compensation (.00125x8000) (2) 
Sick Leave ( .0050) ( .33) (2) 
Hospitalization (60.87x12) (.33) (2) 
Life Insurance (1.56x12) (.33) (2) 

Costs 

$42100 
3583 
124 
302 
13 

228 
971 
25 

TOTAL 

Consultants 
Staff Development 
Suppli es 

$47346 

30000 
12800 
1300 

GRAND TOTAL 

cost per faculty = 

$91446 

$ total cost for elementary 
ii£H_^£X£l££!ll££l 

total district elementary 
faculty membership 

cost per faculty = $91446 f 1,800 = $51 
cost per faculty = $51 

cost per student = 

$ total cost for elementary faculty 
ll£H_^£X£l££!n££i 

total number of program students 
served by faculty 

Sageland cost per student 
Sageland cost per student 

Lancaster cost per student 
Lancaster cost per student 

$51 T 18 = $3 
$3 

$51 f 263 = $.19 
$.19 
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TABLE G.l 

INDIRECT GENERAL SUPPORT COSTS 
DISTRICT LEVEL ADMINISTRATION 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
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Superi ntendent ( .22) (1) 
Secretary - Administrative Assistant (.33) (1) 
Clerk II ( .33) (1) 
Social Security (.0027) (.33) (3) 
Workmen's Compensation (.0066) (.33) (3) 
Unemployment Compensation (.00125x8000) (3) 
Sick Leave (.0050) ( .33) (3) 
Hospitalization Insurance (60.87x12) (.33) (3) 
Life Insurance (1.56x12) (.33) (3) 

_C£Ŝ tŜ _ 

49186 
12342 
4444 

59 
144 
30 

109 
241 

6 

TOTAL 

Audit 
Fees and Dues 
Courtesy Fund 
Other Expenses 

$ 66563 

53016 
27000 
5000 

35000 

GRAND TOTAL $ 186579 

cost per faculty = l_k£k£l_££il_l£I_k££ll_£f_il£il££i 
total district faculty membership' 

cost per faculty = $186579 i 2753 = $68 
cost per faculty = $68 

$ total cost for district faculty for 
^ , . board of trustees 

cost per student = — T ~ T ~ ^ r x T~zr—T 
H^ ^«-" total number of program students 

served by faculty 
Sageland cost per student = $68 T 18 = $4 
Sageland cost per student = $4 
Lancaster cost per student = $68 T 263 = $.26 
Lancaster cost per student = $.26 



TABLE G.2 

INDIRECT GENERAL SUPPORT COSTS 
DISTRICT LEVEL ADMINISTRATION 

SUPERINTENDENT'S OFFICE 
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Superintendent ( .67) (1) 
Secretary - Administrative Assistant (.67) (1) 
Clerk II ( .67) (1) 
Social Security (.0027) (.67) (3) 
Workmen's Compensation (.0066) (.67) (3) 
Unemployment Compensation (.00125x8000) 

(.67) (3) 
Sick Leave ( .0050) ( .67) (3) 
Hospitalization Insurance (60.87x12) (.67) (3) 
Life Insurance (1.56x12) (.67) (3) 

.k££li_ 

99862 
25058 
9024 
242 
592 

30 
449 
489 
12 

TOTAL 

Legal Services 
Consultants 
Vehicle Maintenance 
Business Machine Maintenance 
Rental for Copy Machine 
Vehicle Gas and Maintenance Materials 
Reference Books 
Magazine and Periodicals 
Consumable Supplies 
Travel 

$ 135758 

155000 
2500 
1000 
1300 
4013 
2000 
500 
500 

10000 
10000 

GRAND TOTAL $ 322571 

$_total cost for superintendent's office 
cost per faculty = total district faculty membership 

cost per faculty = $322571 T 2753 = $117 
cost per faculty = $117 

$ total cost for district faculty for 
i£££li£l££^i£kZi_£lfi££ 

cost per student = total number of program students 
served by faculty 

Sageland cost per student = $117 T 18 = $7 
Sageland cost per student = $7 

Lancaster cost per student = $117 * 263 = $.44 
Lancaster cost per student = $.44 
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TABLE G.3 

INDIRECT GENERAL SUPPORT COSTS 
DISTRICT LEVEL ADMINISTRATION 

BUSINESS SERVICES 
SALARIES 

1. Director of El em 
2. Secretary III ( . 
3. Receptionist Sec 
4. Clerk II ( .20) ( 
5. Chief Fi nance Of 
6. Secretary IV (.0 
7. Manager Computer 
8. Secretary IV ( .0 
9. Admi ni strator Sy 

10. Data Communicati 
11. Coordinator Appl 
12. Training Analyst 
13 Training Analyst 
14. Training Analyst 
15. Budget Planning 
16. Secretary III (. 
17. Director of Pupi 
18. Secretary III (. 
19. Pupil Attendance 

entary Personnel (1) 
40) (1) 
retary III ( .20) (2) 
2) 
ficer ( .05) (1) 
5) (1) 
Sciences ( .02) (1) 

2) (1) 
stem Data Base (.02) 
ons Techni ci an ( . 02) 
ications (.02) (1) 
III (.02) (2) 
II (.02) (1) 
I (.02) (1) 

Director ( .08) (1) 
08) (1) 
1 Services (.33) (1) 
08) (1) 
Supervi sor ( .33) (1) 

(1) 
(1) 

.££iki_ 

: 45500 
6040 
6040 
4920 
2600 
850 
1040 
340 
640 
500 
660 
640 
620 
600 

3520 
1208 

15510 
4983 
9240 

TOTAL 

Employee Benefits 

$ 105451 

3979 

GRAND TOTAL $ 109430 
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TABLE G.4 

INDIRECT GENERAL SUPPORT COSTS 
DISTRICT LEVEL ADMINISTRATION 

BUSINESS SERVICES 
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 

Employee Benefits 

A. Social Security ( .0027) 

B. Workmen's Compensation (.0066) 

C. Unemployment Compensation (.00125 x 8000) 

D. Sick Leave (.0050) 

E. Hospitalization Insurance (60.87 x 12) 

F. Life Insurance (1.56 x 12) 

Employee 
j£k_Iili£ _A_ _B_ 

1 $123 $300 

2 12 32 

3 6 16 

4 6 13 

5 0 1 

6 0 0 

7 0 0 

8 0 0 

9 0 0 

10 0 0 

11 0 0 

12 0 0 

13 0 0 

14 0 0 

15 1 2 

16 0 1 

17 14 34 

18 4 33 

19 8 20 

Employee Benefits 
C 

$10 

4 

4 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

3 

3 

_D_ 

$228 

24 

12 

10 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

26 

8 

15 

_E_ 

730 

584 

292 

292 

36 

36 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

58 

58 

241 

241 

241 

_F_ 

$19 

14 

8 

7 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

6 

6 

6 

TOTAL $174 $452 $29 $325 $2929 $70= $3979 



TABLE G.4 Continued 

cost per faculty = 
i_k£k£l_££ll_l£I_k£li££l£_i££Xi££l 
total district faculty membership 

cost per faculty = $109430 T 2753 = S40 
cost per faculty = $40 
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cost per student = 

$ total cost for district faculty 
f£I_k£ii££££_i£I^i££i 

total number of program students 
served by faculty 

Sageland cost per student 
Sageland cost per student 

Lancaster cost per student 
Lancaster cost per student 

$40 T 18 = $2 
$2 

$40 T 263 = $.15 
$.15 



TABLE G.5 

INDIRECT GENERAL SUPPORT COSTS 
DISTRICT LEVEL ADMINISTRATION 

SUPPORT SERVICES 
SALARIES 

180 

Costs 

1. Testing and Evaluation Coordinator (.50) (1) 
2. Research Analyst (.50) (1) 
3. Testing and Evaluation (.25) (1) 
4. Compliance Supervisor (.25) (1) 
5. Secretary III ( .50) (1) 
6. Drug and Alcohol Educ. Specialist (.50) (1) 
7. Instructional Media Supervisor (.50) (1) 
8. Secretary III ( .33) (1) 
9. Public Relations Administrator (.33) (1) 

10. Secretary IV ( .33) (1) 
11. Internal Auditor ( .33) (1) 
12. Internal Auditor Supervisor (.33) (1) 
13 Secretary III ( .20) (1) 
14. Associate Supt. for Curr. & Ins. (.33) (1) 
15. Secretary IV ( .25) (1) 
16. Director of Fine Arts (.33) (1) 
17. Coordinator of Fine Arts (.25) (1) 
18. Supervisor of Fine Arts (.25) (1) 
19. Secretary III ( .33) (1) 
20. Coordinator of Volunteers (.50) (1) 
21. Secretary III ( .33) (1) 
22. Coordinator of Inst. Programs (.20) (1) 
23. Supervisor of Special Education (.20) (10) 
24. Coordinator of Assessment (.10) (1) 
25. Director of Compensatory Educ. (.50) (1) 
26. Director of Bilingual Educ. (.75) (1) 
27. Secretary III ( .20) (3) 

21050 
16500 
9250 
8750 
7550 

14500 
21050 
4983 

12870 
5610 
9900 
9240 
3020 

20460 
4250 

14850 
10750 
10525 
4983 

22550 
7550 
8600 

84200 
4300 

24250 
34875 
9060 

TOTAL 

Employee Benefits 
Employee Benefits 

$405476 

5190 
7121 

GRAND TOTAL $417787 
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TABLE G.6 

INDIRECT GENERAL SUPPORT COSTS 
DISTRICT LEVEL ADMINISTRATION 

SUPPORT SERVICES 
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 

Employee Benefits 

A. Social Security ( .0027) 

B. Workmen's Compensation (.0066) 

C. Unemployment Compensation (.00125 x 8000) 

D. Sick Leave ( .0050) 

E. Hospitalization Insurance (60.87 x 12) 

F. Life Insurance (1.56 x 12) 

Employee 

Job_Title _A_ _B_ 

1 $ 28 $ 69 

2 22 54 

3 6 15 

4 6 14 

5 10 24 

6 20 48 

7 28 69 

8 4 11 

9 11 85 

10 5 12 

11 9 23 

12 8 20 

13 2 4 

14 18 44 

15 3 7 

i!Il£i£Z££_§.£££liil 
_C_ 

$ 5 

5 

2 

2 

5 

5 

10 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

3 

3 

_D_ 

$105 

41 

12 

11 

19 

36 

53 

8 

21 

9 

16 

15 

3 

34 

5 

_E_ 

$ 365 

365 

183 

183 

365 

365 

365 

241 

241 

241 

241 

241 

146 

241 

183 

$ 9 

9 

5 

5 

9 

9 

9 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

4 

6 

5 

TOTAL $180 $499 $57 $388 $3966 $100 = $5190 
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TABLE G.6 Continued 

Employee Em£loyee Benefits 
££k_Iiile _A_ _B_ _C D E F 

16 $ 13 $ 32 $ 3 $ 24 $ 241 $ 6 

17 7 18 2 13 183 5 

18 7 17 2 13 183 5 

19 4 11 3 8 241 6 

20 30 74 5 56 365 9 

21 10 25 5 19 365 9 

22 5 11 2 9 146 4 

23 455 1111 20 84 1460 37 

24 1 3 1 2 73 2 

25 33 80 5 61 365 9 

26 71 173 8 131 548 14 

27 5 12 2 9 146 4 

TOTAL $641 $1567 $58 $429 $4316 $110 = $7121 

cost per faculty = i 4 £ ^ i ^ £Oit f£r su££ort_serv^^^ 
^ -̂  total district faculty membership 

cost per faculty = $417787 r 2753 = $152 
cost per faculty = $152 

$ total cost for district faculty 
. , . l£l_i££££lk_i£iv^i££i 

cost per student ^̂ ^̂ ^ number of program students 
served by faculty 

Sageland cost per student = $152 ^ 18 = $8 
Sageland cost per student = $8 

Lancaster cost per student = $152 r 263 = $.57 
Lancaster cost per student = $.57 
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TABLE G.7 

INDIRECT GENERAL SUPPORT COSTS 
SCHOOL LEVEL ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EMPLOYEE 
BENEFITS 

Employee Benefits 

Costs Category 

Social Security (.0027) (2) 
Workmen's Compensation (.0066) (2) 
Unemployment Compensation (.00125 X 8000) (2) 
Sick Leave (.0050) (2) 
Hospitalization Insurance (60.87 X 12) (2) 
Life Insurance (1.56 X 12) (2) 

TOTAL 

Sageland 

$ 128 
314 
10 

238 
730 
19 

Lancaster 

$ 125 
306 
10 

232 
730 
19 

$1439 $1422 

Principal 

Campus Salary Benefits 

Sageland $47500 $1449 

Lancaster $46300 $1432 

Number Cost Number Cost 
Total of per of per 
Salary Faculty Faculty Students Students 

$48949 35 

$47732 56 

$1399 

$ 852 

587 

1069 

$83 

$45 

cost per faculty = $ total campus cost for school level administration 
total campus faculty membership 

cost per student = 
$ total cost for campus faculty membership 

for school level administration 
total campus student membership 

Sageland cost per student 
Sageland cost per student 

Lancaster cost per student 
Lancaster cost per student 

$48949 T 587 = $83 
$83 

$47732 T 1069 = $45 
$45 
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TABLE G.8 

INDIRECT GENERAL SUPPORT COSTS 
TRANSPORTATION 

k£iki 

5.i££ii£^ ki££iik£Il 

Transportation $ 0 $5769 

cost per student = i-k£lil-£Oik-l£I_£|!n££i_k;i£|££Ikin££ 
^ total campus bus students 

Lancaster cost per student = $5769 T 83 = $70 
Lancaster cost per student = $70 
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TABLE G.9 

INDIRECT GENERAL SUPPORT COSTS 
TELEPHONE SERVICE 

Costs 

Telephone 

§.£££ii£^ 

$2388 

k£££iik£I 

$2600 

^«r-+ r.r.^ r•^.,.A^^^. ^ total campus cost for telephone service 
cost per student = T—x—T—'^ T-rr—T u r-— 

*^ total campus student membership Sageland cost per student 
Sageland cost per student 

= $2388 T 587 = $4 
= $4 

Lancaster cost per student = $2600 T 1069 = $2 
Lancaster cost per student = $2 
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TABLE G.IO 

INDIRECT GENERAL SUPPORT COSTS 
OPERATION OF PLANT 

SALARIES AND 
UTILITIES 

Costs 

ii£ili£^ ki££iik£I 

Custodial Salaries (11) $52200 
Social Security (.0027) (11) 141 
Workmen's Comp. (.0066) (11) 344 
Unemployment Comp. (.00125 X 8000) (11) 40 
Sick Leave (.0050) (11) 261 
Hospitalization Ins. (60.87 X 12) (11) 2922 
Life Insurance (1.56 X 12) (11) 75 

S91350 
247 
603 
70 

457 
5113 
131 

TOTAL 

Water 
Gas 
Electri ci ty 
Trash Dumpster 

$55983 

3915 
5120 

17780 
2847 

$97971 

4870 
6362 

30669 
2847 

TOTAL 29662 44748 

GRAND TOTAL 

cost for salaries and 
benefits per sq. ft. 

$85645 $142719 

$ total salary and benefits cost 
total area of school facility 

Sageland cost for 
salaries and benefits 

Sageland cost for 
salaries and benefits 

= $55983 T 50790 = $1.10 

= $1.10 

Lancaster cost for 
salaries and benefits 

Lancaster cost for 
salaries and benefits 

= $97971 T 66059 = $1.48 

= $1.48 

cost for utilities 
per sq. ft. 

$ total cost for utilities 
total area of school facility 

Sageland cost for 
utilities per sq. ft. 

Lancaster cost for 
utilities per sq. ft. 

= $29662 T 50790 = $.58 

= $44748 f 66059 = $.68 
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TABLE G.ll 

INDIRECT GENERAL SUPPORT COSTS 
OPERATION OF PLANT 
COST FOR SUPPLIES 

School Cost per 
Approx. Custodial Sq. Ft. for 

Programs Area Supplies Supplies 

PASS Program 50790 $4725 $ .09 

Program A 66059 $5000 $ .08 

cost for custodial ^ $ total cost for campus custodial supplies 
supplies per sq. ft. total area of school facility 

PASS Program 

cost for custodial 
supplies per sq. ft. = $4725 r 50790 = $.09 

cost for custodian 
supplies per sq. ft. = $.09 

Program A 

cost for custodial 
supplies per sq. ft. = $5000 T 66059 = $.08 

cost for custodian = $ 08 
supplies per sq. ft. 
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TABLE G.12 

Programs 

PASS 

A 

Programs 

PASS 

A 

INDIRECT GENERAL SUPPORT COSTS 
OPERATION OF PLANT 

OPERATING COST 

Salaries 
and Benefits 
per Sq. Ft. 

$1.10 

$1.48 

Total 
Operating Cost 

per Sq. Ft. 

$1.77 

$2.24 

Utilities 
per 

Sq. Ft. 

$ .58 

$ .68 

Area 

702 

6696^ 

Supplies 
per Sq. Ft. 

$ .09 

$ .08 

Cost for 
Operation 

$ 1243 

$14999 

Total 
Operating 

, Cost per Sq. Ft. 

$1.77 

$2.24 

Number Cost 
of per 

Students Student 

18 $69 

263 $57 

$ total operating cost per sq. ft. X area 
cost per student = of program classrooms 

total number of program students 

Sageland cost per student = ($1.77 X 702) T 18 = $69 
Sageland cost per student = $69 

Lancaster cost per student = ($2.24 X 6696) - 263 = $57 
Lancaster cost per student = $57 

^ This represents the area of the nine classrooms used in Program A 
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TABLE G.13 

INDIRECT GENERAL SUPPORT COSTS 
MAINTENANCE OF PLANT 

SALARIES AND 
MAINTENANCE 

Costs 

§.£££l££^ ki£££lk£Il 

Maintenance Staff (.20) (6) 
Grounds Staff ( .20) (3) 
Warehouse Staff (.20) (2) 
Social Security (.0027) (11) 
Workmen's Comp. (.0066) (11) 
Unemployment Comp. (.00125 X 8000) 
Sick Leave ( .0050) (11) 
Hospitalization Ins. (60.87 X 12) (11) 
Life Insurance (1.56 X 12) (11) 

$43842 
14614 
14614 

39 
96 
50 
73 

146 
4 

$43842 
29228 
14614 

47 
116 
60 
88 

146 
4 

TOTAL $73478 $88145 

Building Services 
Grounds Services 
Rentals 
Building Maintenance 
Grounds Maintenance 
Major Improvements 
Other Maintenance 
Supplies and Materials 

75 
126 
116 

5512 
894 

3661 
89 

275 

735 
301 

0 
4857 
1946 

0 
11 

750 

GRAND TOTAL $84226 $96745 
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TABLE G.13 Continued 

cost per sq ft = ^ total cost for maintenance of plant 
total area of program campus building 

Sageland cost per sq. ft. = $84226 r 50790 = $1.66 
Sageland cost per student = $1.66 

Lancaster cost per sq. ft. = $96745 T 66059 = $1.46 
Lancaster cost per sq. ft. = $1.46 

Programs 

PASS Program 

Program A 

Cost per 
Sq. Ft. 

$1.66 

$1.46 

Cost per Student 

Cost for 
Area Maintenance 

702 $1165 

6696^ $9776 

Number 
of 

Students 

18 

263 

Cost 
per 

Student 

$65 

$37 

cost per student = 
$ total cost per sq. ft. X area 

of program campus building 
total number of program students 

PASS Program cost per student 
PASS Program cost per student 

Program A cost per student 
Program A cost per student 

= ($1.66 X 702) T 18 = S65 
= $65 

= ($1.46 X 6696) T 263 = $37 
= $37 

^ This represents the area of the nine classrooms used in Program A 
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^ini£££ 

Sageland 

Lancaster 

TABLE G.14 

INDIRECT GENERAL SUPPORT COSTS 
FOOD SERVICE 

k£ik 

$131199 

$236574 

Number 
of 

§.k£^££ki 

587 

1069 

Cost 
per 

Student 

$224 

$221 

cost per student = i4£^i;_£i!n££i_£0it Ior_food_service 
^ total campus student membership 

Sageland cost per student 
Sageland cost per student 

= $131199 T 587 = $224 
= $224 

Lancaster cost per student = $236574 T 1069 = $221 
Lancaster cost per student = $221 



APPENDIX H 

TOTAL COSTS PER STUDENT 

BY PROGRAM 
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TABLE H.l 

TOTAL COSTS PER STUDENT BY PROGRAM 
PASS PROGRAM 

Student 021816 656283 657591 

Expenditure 

1 Salaries 
2 Purchased Services 
3 Materials and Supplies 
4 Other Expenses 
5 Attendance 
6 Nurse Services 
7 Counseling Services 
8 Speech Services 
9 Resource Services 
10 Chapter I Reading 

Services 
11 English as a Second 

Language Services 
12 Library Services 
13 Elementary 

Instructional Services 
14 Elementary Curriculum 

and Development 
15 Instructional Staff 

Development 
16 Board of Trustees 
17 Superintendent's Office 
18 Business Services 
19 Support Services 
20 School Administration 
21 Transportation 
22 Telephone 
23 Operation of Plant 
24 Maintenance of Plant 
25 Food Service 

TOTAL 

72 

1 680457^ 690118 

$2605 
1 

29 
2 
38 
19 
61 
0 
0 

0 

0 
48 

$2605 
1 

29 
2 

38 
19 
61 
0 
0 

0 

0 
48 

$ 805 
1 
9 
1 
19 
10 
30 
0 
0 

0 

0 
24 

$713 
1 
8 
1 
17 
8 
27 
0 
0 

0 

0 
21 

$2605 
1 

29 
2 

38 
19 
61 
0 
0 

0 

0 
48 

72 22 20 72 

4 
7 
11 
3 
13 
83 
0 
4 

112 
106 
224 

4 
7 
11 
3 
13 
83 
0 
4 

112 
106 
224 

o 
c 2 
4 
1 
4 
41 
0 
2 

35 
33 
113 

1 
2 
3 
1 
4 
37 
0 
2 

31 
29 
100 

4 
7 
11 
3 
13 
83 
0 
4 

112 
106 
224 

$3445 $3445 $1159 $1027 $3445 

Promoted to seventh grade, January 20, 1989, end of first semester 

Student withdrew from school, January 6, 1989 
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TABLE H.l Continued 

Student 

Expenditure 

003879^ 003963 006656 017639^ 018104^ 

1 Salaries 
2 Purchased Services 
3 Materials and Supplies 
4 Other Expenses 
5 Attendance 
6 Nurse Services 
7 Counseling Services 
8 Speech Services 
9 Resource Services 
10 Chapter I Reading 

Services 
11 English as a Second 

Language Services 
12 Library Services 
13 Elementary 

Instructional Services 
14 Elementary Curriculum 

and Development 
15 Instructional Staff 

Development 
16 Board of Trustees 
17 Superintendent's Office 
18 Business Services 
19 Support Services 
20 School Administration 
21 Transportation 
22 Telephone 
23 Operation of Plant 
24 Maintenance of Plant 
25 Food Service 

TOTAL 

$ 805 
1 
9 
1 
19 
10 
30 
0 
0 

0 

0 
24 

$2605 
1 

29 
2 

38 
19 
61 
0 
0 

84 

0 
48 

$2605 
1 

29 
2 
38 
19 
61 
0 
0 

0 

0 
48 

$ 805 
1 
9 
1 
19 
10 
30 
0 

340 

0 

0 
24 

$ 805 
1 
9 
1 
1 

19 
10 
30 
0 
0 

0 

0 
24 

72 72 22 22 

CVJ 

2 
4 
1 
4 
41 
0 
2 

35 
33 
113 

4 
7 
11 
3 
13 
83 
0 
4 

112 
106 
224 

4 
7 
11 
3 
13 
83 
0 
4 

112 
106 
224 

2 
2 
4 
1 
4 
41 
0 
2 

35 
33 
113 

2 
2 
4 
1 
4 

41 
0 
2 

35 
33 
113 

$1159 $3529 $3445 $1499 $1159 

Promoted to seventh grade, January 20, 1989, end of first semester 
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TABLE H.l Continued 

Student 

Expenditure 

024835^ 647515 647523 647555 657879^ 

1 Salaries 
2 Purchased Services 
3 Materials and Supplies 
4 Other Expenses 
5 Attendance 
6 Nurse Services 
7 Counseling Services 
8 Speech Services 
9 Resource Services 
10 Chapter I Reading 

Services 
11 English as a Second 

Language Services 
12 Library Services 
13 Elementary 

Instructional Service 
14 Elementary Curriculum 

and Development 
15 Instructional Staff 

Development 
16 Board of Trustees 
17 Superintendent's Office 
18 Business Services 
19 Support Services 
20 School Administration 
21 Transportation 
22 Telephone 
23 Operation of Plant 
24 Maintenance of Plant 
25 Food Service 

TOTAL 

$ 805 
1 
9 
1 
19 
10 
30 
0 
0 

0 

0 
24 

$2605 
1 

29 
2 

38 
19 
61 
0 
0 

0 

0 
48 

$2605 
1 

29 
2 

38 
19 
61 
0 
0 

0 

0 
48 

$2605 
1 

29 
2 

38 
19 
61 
0 
0 

0 

0 
48 

$ 805 
1 
X 

9 
1 

19 
10 
30 
0 
0 

0 

0 
24 

22 72 72 72 22 

2 
2 
4 
1 
4 
41 
0 
2 

35 
33 
113 

4 
7 
11 
3 
13 
83 
0 
4 

112 
106 
224 

4 
7 
11 
3 
13 
83 
0 
4 

112 
106 
224 

4 
7 
11 
3 
13 
83 
0 
4 

112 
106 
224 

2 
2 
4 
1 
4 

41 
0 
2 

35 
33 
113 

$1159 $3445 $3445 $3445 $1159 

Promoted to seventh grade, January 20, 1989, end of first semester 
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TABLE H.l Continued 

Student 

Expenditure 

1 Salaries 
2 Purchased Services 
3 Materials and Supplies 
4 Other Expenses 
5 Attendance 
6 Nurse Services 
7 Counseling Services 
8 Speech Services 
9 Resource Services 
10 Chapter I Reading 

Services 
11 English as a Second 

Language Services 
12 Library Services 
13 Elementary 

Instructional Services 
14 Elementary Curriculum 

and Development 
15 Instructional Staff 

Development 
16 Board of Trustees 
17 Superintendent's Office 
18 Business Services 
19 Support Services 
20 School Administration 
21 Transportation 
22 Telephone 
23 Operation of Plant 
24 Maintenance of Plant 
25 Food Service 

TOTAL 

666674^ 666689^ 690120^ 

$ 805 
1 
9 
1 

19 
10 
30 
0 
0 

0 

0 
24 

$ 805 
1 
9 
1 

19 
10 
30 
0 
0 

0 

C 
24 

$ 805 
1 
9 
1 

19 
10 
30 
0 
0 

0 

0 
24 

22 22 22 

2 

CVJ 

4 
1 
4 
41 
0 
2 

35 
33 
113 

2 
2 
4 
1 
4 
41 
0 
2 

35 
33 
113 

CVJ 

2 
4 
1 
4 

41 
0 
2 

35 
33 
113 

$1159 $1159 $1159 = $39442 

Promoted to seventh grade, January 20, 1989, end of first semester 

cost per student = $ total expenses for the Pass Program 
total number of program students 

cost per student = $39442 r 18 = $2191 
cost per student = $2191 
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Student 

TABLE H.2 

TOTAL COSTS PER STUDENT BY PROGRAM 
PROGRAM A 

013970 016945 017976 017980 019361 

Expenditure 

1 Salaries 
2 Purchased Services 
3 Materials and Supplies 
4 Other Expenses 
5 Attendance 
6 Nurse Services 
7 Counseling Services 
8 Speech Services 
9 Resource Services 
10 Chapter I Reading 

Services 
11 English as a Second 

Language Services 
12 Library Services 
13 Elementary 

Instructional Services 
14 Elementary Curriculum 

and Development 
15 Instructional Staff 

Development 
16 Board of Trustees 
17 Superintendent's Office 
18 Business Services 
19 Support Services 
20 School Administration 
21 Transportation 
22 Telephone 
23 Operation of Plant 
24 Maintenance of Plant 
25 Food Service 

TOTAL 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 

498 

0 

833 
35 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

0 

833 
35 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

0 

833 
35 

S 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

0 

833 
35 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

0 

833 
35 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 
57 
37 
221 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 
57 
37 
221 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 
57 
37 
221 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 
57 
37 
221 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 
221 

$2686 $2188 $2188 $2188 $2188 
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TABLE 

Stude 

Ex 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

11 

12 
13 

14 

15 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

H.2 Continued 

nt 

penditure 

Salaries 
Purchased Services 
Materials and Supplies 
Other Expenses 
Attendance 
Nurse Services 
Counseling Services 
Speech Services 
Resource Services 
Chapter I Reading 

Services 
English as a Second 

Language Services 
Library Services 
Elementary 

Instructional Services 
Elementary Curriculum 

and Development 
Instructional Staff 
Development 

Board of Trustees 
Superintendent's Office 
Business Services 
Support Services 
School Administration 
Transportation 
Telephone 
Operation of Plant 
Maintenance of Plant 
Food Service 

021095 025869^ 648276 654456 654470 

843 $ 843 $ 843 $ 843 $ 843 
6 6 6 6 6 
18 18 18 18 18 
2 2 2 2 2 

30 30 30 30 30 
21 21 21 21 21 
34 34 34 34 34 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 498 0 0 498 
0 127 127 127 127 

833 0 0 0 0 
35 35 35 35 35 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 

CVJ 

57 
37 

221 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 

221 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
70 
2 

57 
37 

221 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 
221 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 

221 

TOTAL $2188 $1980 $1552 $1482 $1980 

Student exempt from testing as per the Individualized Educational 
Plan (lEP) (no cost-effectiveness ratio computed) 
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TABLE H.2 Continued 

Student 654569 654602 654779 658755 658766 

Expenditure 

1 Salaries 
2 Purchased Services 
3 Materials and Supplies 
4 Other Expenses 
5 Attendance 
6 Nurse Services 
7 Counseling Services 
8 Speech Services 
9 Resource Services 
10 Chapter I Reading 

Services 
11 English as a Second 

Language Services 
12 Library Services 
13 Elementary 

Instructional Services 
14 Elementary Curriculum 

and Development 
15 Instructional Staff 

Development 
16 Board of Trustees 
17 Superintendent's Office 
18 Business Services 
19 Support Services 
20 School Administration 
21 Transportation 
22 Telephone 
23 Operation of Plant 
24 Maintenance of Plant 
25 Food Service 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

127 

0 
35 

; 3 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 
221 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

0 

0 
35 

3 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 
221 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

127 

0 
35 

3 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 
57 
37 
221 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

0 

0 
35 

3 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
70 
2 
57 
37 
221 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

0 

0 
35 

3 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 
57 
37 
221 

TOTAL $1482 $1355 $1482 $1425 $1355 
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TABLE H.2 Continued 

Student 677470 677177^ 677694 690392 690396 

Expenditure 

1 Salaries 
2 Purchased Services 
3 Materials and Supplies 
4 Other Expenses 
5 Attendance 
6 Nurse Services 
7 Counseling Services 
8 Speech Services 
9 Resource Services 
10 Chapter I Reading 

Services 
11 English as a Second 

Language Services 
12 Library Services 
13 Elementary Instructional 

Services 
14 Elementary Curriculum and 

Development 
15 Instructional Staff 

Development 
16 Board of Trustees 
17 Superintendent's Office 
18 Business Services 
19 Support Services 
20 School Administration 
21 Transportation 
22 Telephone 
23 Operation of Plant 
24 Maintenance of Plant 
25 Food Service 

TOTAL $2258 $2428 $1980 $2636 $2188 

^ Student exempt from testing as per the Individualized Educational Plan 
(lEP) (no cost-effectiveness ratio computed) 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

0 

833 
35 

1 
1 

3 
Id 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
70 CVJ 

57 
37 

221 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 

448 
498 

127 

0 
35 

3 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 

221 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 

498 

127 

0 
35 

3 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 

221 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 

448 
0 

0 

833 
35 

3 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 

221 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

0 

833 
35 

3 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 

221 
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TABLE H.2 Continued 

.Student 

Expenditure 

1 Salaries 
2 Purchased Services 
3 Materials and Supplies 
4 Other Expenses 
5 Attendance 
6 Nurse Services 
7 Counseling Services 
8 Speech Services 
9 Resource Services 
10 Chapter I Reading 

Services 
11 English as a Second 

Language Services 
12 Library Services 
13 Elementary Instructiona 

Services 
14 Elementary Curriculum ai 

Development 
15 Instructional Staff 

Development 
16 Board of Trustees 
17 Superintendent's Office 
18 Business Services 
19 Support Services 
20 School Administration 
21 Transportation 
22 Telephone 
23 Operation of Plant 
24 Maintenance of Plant 
25 Food Service 

690397 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

0 

833 
35 

1 
3 

nd 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 

221 

001510 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

0 

833 
35 

3 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 
57 
37 
221 

003324 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

127 

0 
35 

3 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 
57 
37 
221 

016936 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 

498 

127 

0 
35 

3 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 
57 
37 
221 

017000 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

0 

833 
35 

3 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 
221 

TOTAL $2188 $2188 $1482 $1980 $2188 
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TABLE H.2 Continued 

Student 017983 019366 021101 654571 654585 

Expenditure 

1 Salaries 
2 Purchased Services 
3 Materials and Supplies 
4 Other Expenses 
5 Attendance 
6 Nurse Services 
7 Counseling Services 
8 Speech Services 
9 Resource Services 
10 Chapter I Reading 

Services 
11 English as a Second 

Language Services 
12 Library Services 
13 Elementary Instructional 

Services 3 3 3 3 3 
14 Elementary Curriculum and 

Development 0 0 0 0 0 
15 Instructional Staff 

Development 
16 Board of Trustees 
17 Superintendent's Office 
18 Business Services 
19 Support Services 
20 School Administration 
21 Transportation 
22 Telephone 
23 Operation of Plant 
24 Maintenance of Plant 
25 Food Service 

TOTAL $1482 $2188 $1552 $1552 $1482 

$ 843 
6 
18 

CVJ 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

127 

0 
35 

$ 843 
6 

18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

0 

833 
35 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

127 

0 
35 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

127 

0 
35 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

127 

0 
35 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 CVJ 

57 
37 

221 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 

221 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
70 
2 

57 
37 

221 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
70 
2 

57 
37 

221 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 

221 
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TABLE H.2 Continued 

Student 654651 654683 658456 658664 660280 

Expenditure 

1 Salaries 
2 Purchased Services 
3 Materials and Supplies 
4 Other Expenses 
5 Attendance 
6 Nurse Services 
7 Counseling Services 
8 Speech Services 
9 Resource Services 
10 Chapter I Reading 

Services 
11 English as a Second 

Language Services 
12 Library Services 
13 Elementary Instructional 

Services 
14 Elementary Curriculum and 

Development 
15 Instructional Staff 

Development 
16 Board of Trustees 
17 Superintendent's Office 
18 Business Services 
19 Support Services 
20 School Administration 
21 Transportation 
22 Telephone 
23 Operation of Plant 
24 Maintenance of Plant 
25 Food Service 

TOTAL $1482 $1425 $1482 $2188 $3134 

$ 843 
6 

18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

127 

0 
35 

3 
id 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 

221 

$ 843 
6 

18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

0 

0 
35 

3 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
70 
2 

57 
37 

221 

$ 843 
6 

18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

127 

0 
35 

3 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 

221 

$ 843 
6 

18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

0 

833 
35 

3 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 

221 

$ 843 
6 

18 
2 

30 
21 
34 

448 
498 

0 

833 
35 

3 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 

221 
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TABLE H.2 Continued 

Student 

Expenditure 

1 Salaries 
2 Purchased Services 
3 Materials and Supplies 
4 Other Expenses 
5 Attendance 
6 Nurse Services 
7 Counseling Services 
8 Speech Services 
9 Resource Services 
10 Chapter I Reading 

Services 
11 English as a Second 

Language Services 
12 Library Services 
13 Elementary Instructional 

Services 
14 Elementary Curriculum and 

Development 
15 Instructional Staff 

Development 
16 Board of Trustees 
17 Superintendent's Office 
18 Business Services 
19 Support Services 
20 School Administration 
21 Transportation 
22 Telephone 
23 Operation of Plant 
24 Maintenance of Plant 
25 Food Service 

TOTAL 

671342 

0 

677474 

0 

677670 

$ 843 
6 
18 

CVJ 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

127 

0 
35 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

0 

833 
35 

$ 843 
6 
18 
2 

30 
21 
34 
0 
0 

0 

833 
35 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 

CVJ 

57 
37 

221 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 
57 
37 
221 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

45 
0 
2 

57 
37 

221 

$1482 $2188 $2188 = $73060 

cost per student = $ total expenses for Program A 
total number of program students 

cost per student 
cost per student 

$73060 
$1923 

38 = $1923 
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TABLE I.l 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS PER STUDENT BY PROGRAM 
PASS PROGRAM 

206 

STUDENT 

021816 

656283 

657591^ 

680457-^ 

690118 

003879^ 

003963 

006656 

017639^ 

018104^ 

024835^ 

647515 

647523 

647555 

657879^ 

666674^ 

666689^ 

690120^ 

GRADE 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

AGE 
YRS/MOS 

131 

1210 

137 

128 

132 

1211 

1211 

133 

134 

139 

134 

1211 

124 

1211 

1211 

1211 

1310 

138 

SEX 

F 

M 

M 

F 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

F 

F 

M 

M 

PRE
TEST 

58.1 

29.1 

46.8 

44.3 

44.1 

33.7 

40.1 

39.0 

37.1 

26.3 

58.7 

44.1 

41.9 

44.7 

57.5 

54.8 

51.1 

34.4 

POST-
TEST 

58.7 

27.2 

51.6 

0.0 

57.5 

39.6 

52.6 

56.4 

62.9 

29.9 

63.5 

47.9 

58.1 

50.0 

55.3 

55.3 

39.6 

33.7 

GAIN 

.6 

- 1.9 

4.8 

0.0 

13.4 

5.9 

12.5 

17.4 

25.8 

3.6 

4.8 

3.8 

16.2 

5.3 

- 2.2 

.5 

-11.5 

- .7 

COST 

3445 

3445 

1159 

1027 

3445 

1159 

3529 

3445 

1499 

1159 

1159 

3445 

3445 

3445 

1159 

1159 

1159 

1159 

COST-
EFFECTIVENESS, 
RATIO ($1000)^ 

.17 

- .55 

4.14 

0.0 

3.89 

5.09 

3.54 

5.05 

17.21 

3.11 

4.14 

1.10 

4.70 

1.54 

- 1.90 

.43 

- 9.92 

- .60 

1 The cost-effectiveness ratio was obtained by using the average gain, 

2 Promoted to the seventh grade, January 20, 1989, end of the first 
semester. 

^ The student withdrew from school on January 6, 1989, therefore, 
cost-effectiveness ratio could not be obtained. 



TABLE 1.2 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS PER STUDENT BY PROGRAM 
PROGRAM A 
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STUDENT 

013970 

016945 

017976 

017980 

019361 

021095 

025869^ 

648276 

654456 

654470 

654569 

654602 

654779 

658755 

658766 

677470 

677477^ 

677694 

^ The ( 
2 LI ̂  e / 

GRADE 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

AGE 
YRS/MOS 

nil 

1110 

127 

121 

122 

1110 

nil 

119 

124 

129 

nil 

nil 

119 

nil 

nil 

nil 

131 

1110 

:ost-effectiveness 

SEX 

F 

M 

M 

F 

M 

M 

M 

F 

M 

F 

M 

F 

M 

F 

M 

F 

M 

F 

PRE
TEST 

6.7 

25.3 

29.1 

53.2 

27.2 

39.0 

0.0 

48.0 

43.0 

10.4 

25.3 

38.3 

53.2 

45.2 

27.2 

21.8 

0.0 

10.4 

ratio was 

POST-
TEST 

35.1 

28.0 

45.8 

29.1 

33.7 

25.3 

0.0 

44.1 

45.8 

6.7 

21.8 

49.5 

57.0 

55.3 

50.5 

29.9 

0.0 

18.9 

obtained 

GAIN 

28.4 

2.7 

16.7 

-24.1 

6.5 

-13.7 

0.0 

- 3.9 

2.8 

- 3.7 

- 3.5 

11.2 

3.8 

10.1 

23.3 

8.1 

0.0 

8.5 

by us in 

r n H i \/1 HII 

COST 

2686 

2188 

2188 

2188 

2188 

2188 

1980 

1552 

1482 

1980 

1482 

1355 

1482 

1425 

1355 

2258 

2428 

1980 

g the 

3 l FHii 

COST-
EFFECTIVENESS, 
RATIO ($1000)^ 

10.57 

1.23 

7.63 

-11.01 

2.97 

- 6.26 

0.0 

- 2.51 

1.89 

- 1.87 

- 2.36 

8.27 

2.56 

7.09 

17.20 

3.59 

0.0 

4.29 

average gain. 

ratinnal Plan 

(lEP) - resource, special education student, therefore, cost-
effectiveness ratio could not be obtained. 
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TABLE 1.2 Continued 

COST-
AGE PRE- POST- EFFECTIVENESS, 

STUDENT GRADE YRS/MOS SEX TEST TEST GAÎ [ COST RATIO ($1000)^ 

690392 5 118 F 20.4 17.3 - 3.1 2636 - 1.18 

690396 5 121 M 27.2 30.7 3.5 2188 1.60 

690397 5 1110 M 39.0 44.7 5.7 2188 2.61 

001510 6 131 F 25.3 40.7 15.4 2188 7.04 

003324 6 131 F 37.1 55.3 18.2 1482 12.28 

016936 6 1310 M 6.7 15.4 8.7 1980 4.39 

017000 6 1210 M 35.1 43.6 8.5 2188 3.88 

017983 6 1210 F 41.3 51.6 10.3 1482 6.92 

019366 6 142 M 29.1 46.3 17.2 2188 7.86 

021101 6 122 M 49.5 68.5 19.0 1552 12.24 

654571 6 121 M 50.0 51.6 1.6 1552 1.03 

654585 6 121 M 40.1 55.3 15.2 1482 10.22 

654651 6 1210 M 29.9 45.2 15.3 1482 10.28 

654683 6 1210 M 52.1 74.7 22.6 1425 15.86 

658456 6 136 M 27.2 48.4 21.2 1482 14.25 

658664 6 121 M 44.0 51.6 7.6 2188 3.47 

660280 6 132 M 6.7 24.2 17.5 3134 5.58 

671342 6 1210 M 48.9 57.5 8.6 1482 5.80 

677474 6 136 M 26.3 48.4 22.1 2188 10.10 

677670 6 121 F 15.4 40.7 25.3 2188 11.56 

^ The cost-effectiveness ratio was obtained by using the average gain. 


