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ABSTRACT

THE DEVELOPMENT OF A SUGGESTED INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS
COST MODEL FOR K-12 DISTRICTS OF
THE STATE OF MICHIGAN

By

Byron K. Love

Purpose of the Study

The public school systems of the state of Michigan are
being placed under increasing stress.each year. Collective
bargaining, increased inrollments, shortages of teachers,
higher costs, and demands for better programs are major con-
tributors to this stress. Boards of education and adminis-
trators have responded by attempting to obtain more resources
in the form of increased state aid and increased local
property taxes. The results are not encouraging. An in-
creasing number of districts are faced with the likelihood
of having sizable operating deficits at the end of this
fiscal year and with little hope of meeting the increased
demands for the coming year.

Legislators and others concerned with the problem of
providing needed resources for support of school programs

are demanding specific information which will establish the
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degree of cost-effectiveness of present school programs.

To make such information available the state and local
districts would have to implement a system of program ac-
counting which would identify each instructional program,

its objectives, what resources were committed to the program,
who was served and how well.

Many of the elements of such a system are now in exist-
ence. However, at least one important link is missing--
cost information which relates directly to each individual
instructional program. The financial accounting system in
use is based upon the Michigan Public School Accounting
Manual adopted in 1962. The basis for identifying costs is
object of expenditure. The objects are categorized accord-
ing to function and level of difficulty (special education,
elementary, secondary, custodial services, transportation,
etc.). It is not possible to determine easily and directly
the costs related to, for example, Algebra I, or the third
grade, or all English instruction in the high school.
Neither is it possible to analyze the costs related to an
individual pupil with a given schedule of classes and activi-
ties.

The model developed and reported herein represents an
attempt to provide a way of obtaining individualized program
costs, and to do so without replacing the present accounting

system. The model is also designed so that it can be used
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by large or small districts with or without computer based
data processing or sophisticated accounting systems. Once
the costs have been determined the whole picture involving
the instructional program, the personnel responsible for its
implementation, the pupils served, the facilities used, and
the costs (estimated or actual) related to that particular
program will be known. Cost-effectiveness and other types
of analysis important to planning and administrative
decision making regarding the future of the program can then
be performed. The results will provide a "data bank" over
the years that will help facilitate performance budgeting
and program change and will enabie the district to obtain
more "educational mileage" within the limitations of its

resources.

Procedure and Design

Current practices and studies which related directly
and indirectly to the study were reviewed. Interviews with
officials of the state of Michigan, Michigan Department of
Education, an accountant-author of the Accounting Manual For
Public Community Colleges of the state of Michigan, officials
charged with the instructional and finance sections of the
Midwestern States Educational Information Project for the
state of Michigan, and the senior analyst of the Integrated
Educational Information System for Oakland, Wayne, and Macomb

Counties were held.
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Visitations were made to the Michigan Department of Edu-
cation Data Processing Center, to the Oakland Data Processing
Center, and other school units employing some form of program
accounting. Books and publications from the United States
Office of Education, the Midwestern States Educational Infor-
mation Project, and other sources were reviewed to obtain
ideas and material relative to the structuring of the model
and developing a concept of program accounting.

The model was field tested in a school district with an
enrollment of approximately 5,200 pupils to determine whether

or not it worked as planned.

Major Findings and Conclusions

I. The model, based upon the field test conducted in a
third class district, represents a valid and workable
way to determine and report the costs of instructional

programs in K-12 districts of the state of Michigan.

II. Most of the information needed to implement the model
would be available from such routine sources as direc-
tories, payroll records, class schedules, contracts,

invoices, and blueprints.

III. The model seems to be one which can be easily adapted

to both large and small districts.

IV. The results of the field test indicated a wide varia-

tion in program costs and cost patterns.



V.

VI.
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The cost center data sheets which were designed to be
used to report program characteristics, costs, and cost
patterns represent a potentially good method of summar-
izing such information and communicating it to other
districts including the district of the state of

Michigan and the Michigan Department of Education.

The model does not require highly sophisticated tech-

niques or a high degree of mechanization.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

Statement of the Problem

The socialization of youth is the most important task
of any society. To help accomplish this task effectively
and efficiently societies organize and support schools and
charge the personnel employed therein with the responsi-
bility of developing and implementing "instructional
programs." Such programs may be defined as a cluster of
activities designed to achieve specific, immediate objec-
tives as a direct result of those activities when performed
over a designated period of time.

The curriculum specifies the instructional activities
and is the planned interaction of pupils with instructional
content, instructional resources, and instructional processes
for the attainment of predetermined educational objectives.
Instruction relates to the methods used to accomplish the
objectives outlined in the curriculum.

It is the responsibility of the administrators and
school boards of districts to assess the resources available
to the district, define in cooperation with staff and public

the extent and nature of the needs of those to be served,

1



establish the educational objectives, organize the resources
to achieve the objectives and schedule the interaction
between the pupils and the resources, content, and processes
of instruction.

The entire process can be visualized with the help of

the following diagram:?

IDENTIFIED NEEDS

EDUCATIONAL OBJECTIVES

L OET

II. Instructional Resources

Instructional Content

III. Instructional Processes

The administration by scheduling a class commits a
teacher, a teaching station, equipment, supplies and all
things necessary so that the teacher can interact with a

group of pupils (instruction) and achieve a specific set of

1U. s. Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Office of Education: Handbook VI, Standard Terminology For
Instruction In Local and State School Systems, Washington,
D. C.: United States Government Printing Office, May, 1967,
p. 4.




objectives (instructional content). The information avail-
able concerning the class is usually sufficient to identify
it as a cost center and to evaluate it educationally but not
sufficient to determine the cost of the instructional
RESOURCES expended. The decisions made regarding the class
might have been very different had this cost factor been
known, and possibly, at least, the program would have been
better as a result.

The challenge of meeting effectively all of the objec-
tives established in the curriculum is usually made difficult
by limited resources. The basic resource of a district is
money which can be converted into a wide variety of services
and things which are needed to implement programs. Each
time a class or activity is scheduled a financial commitment
is made. It is not logical or business-like to make such a
commitment without knowing what the cost is likely to be.

The plan for commitment of financial resources, the
budget, contains two subplans. The first is the revenue
plan specifying the sources and amounts of revenue to be
received. The second is the expenditure plan specifying
what is to be purchased and the anticipated cost. The rela-
tionship of the expenditure plan to the instructional program
may be structured in a wide variety of ways. The basis for
outlining the costs (actual or anticipated) is referred to
as a dimension. The grouping of costs along the dimension

is referred to as categorization. Unless the .costs are



outlined and categorized according to the curriculum there
is not likely to be any way whereby the financial commit-
ment made by scheduling and implementing a class or activity
can be determined.

Administrators and board members work hard to prescribe
a curriculum and administer the resulting program, but they
do little to budget for each program, class or activity as
an entity or to determine the cost for each once it is
completed. The cost information, not having been determined,
is not, therefore, available for planning and budgeting the
program, classes and activities of the next year. The loss
of this valuable and relevant information makes it less
likely that the pattern of commitment of the limited resources
of the district for the coming year will be as effective and
appropriate in meeting the declared objectives of the pro-
gram as it could and should be.

This is the nature of the problem. Those responsible
for the educational program should be able to set objectives,
plan to fulfill those objectives by means of a curriculum
and instruction based upon it, budget for what is planned and
account for what happens. There should be a complete set of
information for each program. If a physics class is con-
sidered to be a program of the district, then information
concerning the objectives of the course, who taught it, who
attended the class, the nature of the instruction, materials

used, location, time scheduled, amount of money budgeted



for it and the cost, and the objects of expenditure that
were involved should be available. With this set of infor-
mation the program can be meaningfully evaluated both edu-
cationally--in terms of how well it met the objectives--
and in terms of the resources needed to implement it.

When resources are limited the setting of priorities
is essential. Sets of information which all relate to the
same entity (program) help provide a sound basis for estab-
lishing such priorities. One program that might be very
effective educationally may, because of its high cost, tend
to defeat other programs. Looking at the problem from a
sense of fair play and from a desire to serve all students
according to their needs such programs may or may not be
defensible. With appropriate sets of information available
the administrator can quickly weigh the evidence for con-
tinuing the program or making a change.

One of the most difficult, and often the most
neglected processes in school system management, is
communication upward, downward, and laterally in the
organization with the central purpose of improving
quality. With "programs" identified, planned through
staff involvement, budgeted for with an understanding
of what is economically feasible, and accounted for in
terms of all resources committed to the objectives,
there is something to communicate about.?!

The problem is, in sum, that a complete set of informa-

tion for each instructional program defined in terms of

lvprogram Planning, Budgeting, and Accounting in School
System Operation," a position paper by Allan R. Lichtenberger,
Chief, Terminology Compatibility Branch, U. S. Office of
Education, September 20, 1967, p. 4.



subject-matter courses of instruction, grade levels, or
other activities is not possible at present in K-12 public
school programs of the state of Michigan. The missing

link is financial program accounting which relates the pro-

gram and its costs directly.

Purpose

The purpose of the study is to develop a suggested
model for costing K-12 instructional programs which is
adapted to the budgeting and accounting codes of the school
districts of the state of Michigan. The model will be de-
signed to serve as a guide for determining and reporting
the following information:

A. Program identification including the name and content
of the course or activity, who taught or directed
the class or activity, school year and term, organi-
zational unit, type of school, building, room, type
of program, sequential year, level of difficulty,
grade level, section, credit units, required or
elective, number of male pupils, number of female
pupils, type of pupil for whom class is oriented,
number of days course is taught per year, number of
minutes per week, percentage of laboratory time,

texts used, teaching method, materials and media.

B. Cost information per pupil, per class, per subject,

per grade, per building, or per any item used in the



program identification for each cost center (program)
per appropriation number based upon the Michigan
Public School Accounting Manual.

The information noted above will be summarized for each
program on a specially designed cost center data sheet. The
model will also be field tested in a medium-sized school
district in an effort to determine whether or not: (1) It
provides the cost data required of it, (2) It represents a
fast, efficient way of obtaining cost data and appears to be
adaptable to both large districts and small districts with
or without data processing and computer capability or sophis-
ticated accounting systems, and (3) What modifications of

the model are recommended.

Importance of the Study

The educational enterprise at present has one key over-
all problem--lack of sufficient resources. Those who control
the resources have shown great reluctance to increase the
level of support of school programs in proportion to the rate
of increasing costs and demands for service. A major court
test of the constitutionality of the present system of state
aid has been initiated by the school board of the city of
Detroit, Michigan. A prominent legislator has stated that
educators of the state by demanding more funds from the
legislature ". . . have cried 'wolf' once too often."

The problem has many facets one of which is that of

communicating cost information concerning specific programs



to the legislators, taxpayers, voters and others who help
determine the level of support. Without this information
the "cost picture" cannot be related to the quality of the
program and a case developed for increasing support which
is informed and specific.

Several factors which tend to aggravate the situation
include:

1. The inadequacy and inequity of the property tax as

a basis for additional funds for school programs.

2. Collective bargaining and increasing demands for

higher wages by school district employees.
3. Inflation.

4. The rapid escalation of costs for all educational

services, facilities, supplies, and equipment.

5. Increasing demands for more service, greater variety
of service, and better quality of service from
schools.

The study is, therefore, believed to be important for

the following reasons: (a) It fulfills an immediate need

for a method of obtaining data which is relevant and important
to the decision-making process. It is not logical or
business-like for a district to invest in instructional pro-
grams for which it has insufficient cost data. (2) 1t will
provide specific cost information for individual programs

defined by school district authorities in such formats that



it will help facilitate both Program Planning and Budgeting
Systems and studies in cost-effectiveness. (3) It will
provide a way to help legislators, voters, researchers and
others interested in the educational enterprise study the
relative costs of various school programs on a class, depart-
ment, school or school district scale. (4) It will provide
the implementing districts with a way of sharing data about

programs defined on a class or activity basis.

Assumptions

The study is based upon the following basic assump-

tions:

A. That the concept of program accounting has excellent
potential for providing administrators and other
decision-makers of the educational enterprise with
relevant data which will aid them in designing more

effective educational programs.

B. That the need for developing a financial subsystem
for costing educational programs is immediate and
recognized by authorities at both the state and
national level, thus increasing the likelihood that
a suitable model for cost analysis will be imple-

mented in districts of the state.

C. That a model for cost analysis can be developed
which can be adapted to all districts of the state

(including intermediate districts and the district
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of the state of Michigan) that will not require
sophisticated accounting processes or computerized
data processing but which will, nevertheless, be

facilitated by both.

D. That the Michigan Department of Education will not
make any major changes in the Accounting Code cur-

rently used within the next five years.

Scope and Delimitations of the Study

The concept of program accounting is very broad and

inclusive. It can be broken down into five major areas;

(a) pupils, (b) personnel, (c) finances, (d) facilities,

and (e) instructional programs. In a total information sys-
tem each of the subsystems represented by these areas would
be integrated and associated with information from each and
all of the other areas thus permitting summary and research
along any desired dimension.

The financial system currently used in the state is
integrated with and associated with facilities and debt
retirement and certain programs such as special education
and transportation, but only in a limited way for programs
that are defined on a subject-matter or grade level basis.
The latter programs constitute the most important part of
the total educational effort both educationally and

financially. The model will be an attempt to establish a
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relationship between costs and individual programs along a
subject-matter dimension.

A financial subsystem which would function within an
integrated total information system consisting of the five
areas noted above would involve both revenue and expendi-
ture sections for each of the several funds including the
general operating fund, building and site fund, and debt
retirement fund. Since the costs related to educational
programs are mainly concerned with the operation of schools
the model will likewise be mainly concerned with the accounts
of the general operating fund. Further, since costs relate
only to the expenditure section of the fund the model will
also be so restricted.

A total information system implemented on a state wide
basis would require strict adherence to a standard nomen-
clature and codification system. It is not within the scope
of this study to attempt to develop either a system of
standard nomenclature or a uniform codification system. The
model will rely on other systems that have been developed

as appropriate.

Definition of Terms

The following terms are used repeatedly in the study
and have rather specific definitions as they relate to the

study:



Categories

Cost Accounting

Cost Center

Dimension

Effectiveness

Efficiency

Program Accounting

Program of Instruction

12

A basis for clustering cost centers
along a chosen dimension. Each cost
center is placed in one cluster per
dimension.

A division of program accounting
specifically concerned with determin-
ing and recording for analysis the
costs of implementing a given program.

A subdivision of the total instruc-
tional program which for accounting
purposes is treated as an entity.
For example, Physics I could be so
treated.

A basis for classifying and codifying
cost centers. Examples could include
subject matter, level of instruction,
funding plan, function, clientele, or
longevity.

The amount or degree of progress made
toward stated objectives.

Achieving without waste of resources.

The process of classifying, recording,
and reporting revenue and expenditures
so that financial aspects of the in-
structional program can be properly
controlled, reported, and analyzed.

An activity or group of activities
designed to achieve specific, immedi-
ate objectives as a result of those
activities when performed over a desig-
nated period of time such as a semes-
ter, or school year.

The benefits of program accounting are not being realized-

by districts primarily because cost accounting, an essential

ingredient of program accounting, is not required by or

facilitated by the Michigan Public School Accounting Manual

and the system of accounting which is based upon it. Further

background regarding the nature of this problem is provided

in the next chapter on related literature and resources.



CHAPTER II

RELATED LITERATURE AND RESOURCES

The suggested instructional programs cost model which
is outlined in Chapter III was designed to serve a rather
specific purpose, namely, to provide a means of determining
and analyzing cost data related to instructional programs.
The term instructional program as used herein may refer to
any program or combination of programs ranging from the
entire public elementary-secondary school program of the
state of Michigan to the individual program of one pupil.

The cost data, once determined, should be useful in
planning and decision-making at all levels of the education-
al enterprise. Regarding planning and decision-making the
following statements and recommendations were included in
the special report to the Board of Education of the state of
Michigan which was prepared and submitted by Dr. J. Alan

Thomas of the University of Chicago in December, 1967.

Planning and Decision-Making

If educational opportunities in Michigan are to be
expanded at a reasonable cost, careful short and long
term planning is needed. This requires the improvement
of data~-gathering, storing, retrieving, and analyzing,
since decision-making for the present and planning for

13
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the future rest on the availability of information and
upon care projections of future requirements.

. « . The state, in its role as an educational
leader and coordinator of planning, also needs to im-
prove its abilities in these area.

Recommendation 1. The Michigan State Department of
Education should expand and strengthen the Bureau of
Research, Planning and Development. . . .

Recommendation 2. The Michigan State Department
of Education should be provided with the staff and the
computer facilities needed to gather and process infor-
mation. A central information system, in which the
interrelationships between programs, finance, and staff-
ing may be examined, should be the goal of this depart-
ment. Ongoing attempts should be made by school
districts and the state to devise standards and means
of assessing the effectiveness of educational programs.

Recommendation 3. 1In view of the increased useful-
ness of the computer as a tool in administration and
instruction, strategically located computation facili-
ties should eventually be provided throughout the state.
The pilot project designed to serve Oakland, Wayne, and
Macomb Counties is a possible prototype of these cen-
ters. State advice and encouragement in the location
and planning of these centers are essential.

Recommendation 4. The State Department of Educa-
tion should continue to evaluate and revise its data
collection procedures. Particular attention should be
paid to the need for consolidating the wide variety of
report forms. Attention should also be given to the
extent and usefulness of data which are gathered. Once
collected, information should be processed electronical-
ly, thus ensuring reporting and utilization.

Recommendation 5. The State Department of Educa-
tion should continue to make studies of the most appro-
priate ways to sample student population, in the hope
of determining whether there is a better method than
the fourth Friday membership statistic now used.

Recommendation 6. As part of the planning process,
attempts should be made to determine the unit costs of
educational programs. Efforts should be made, through
appropriate accounting and statistical techniques (for
example, program budgeting . . .), to determine the
factors which are associated with the costs of educa-
tional programs.
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An instructional programs cost model is clearly recom-
mended by Dr. Thomas although not necessarily the one
included in Chapter III.

Speaking more generally the major purposes of any
accounting system are: (A) To provide control over fiscal
resources and (B) To provide relevant information for
planning, decision-making, and evaluation of programs.

The present system of accounting, based upon the Michigan
Public School Accounting Manual, serves to provide the con-
trol noted in (A) above very well, but fails in its infor-
mation role rather badly. That this is a general problem
not specific to this state is obvious from the following.

Cost analysis in public education is superficial--
we pretend to have a cost analysis system when we are
able to compute the "total ADA per pupil cost." Too
often local district cost analyses are designed for
convenient comparisons with those of other districts
and do not provide information in an appropriate form
that can be utilized in local district management
decisions. How many accounting systems provide the
following data?

1. Cost per ADM for school district.

2. Cost per ADM by attendance centers.

3. Cost per ADM by grade or subject matter area.

4. Cost by attendance center and by grade or
subject matter area for:

A. Teachers' salaries.
B. Supplies.

C. Equipment.

D. Other.

Today educational literature strongly recommends
program and/or performance budgeting, but little atten-
tion is being given to changing the accounting system
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which must provide financial data to help evaluate

the "programs."1

It is the intent of this project to provide a means of
doing all that is noted above in detail. Further, a summary
system designed to facilitate reporting such information to
any of the several important "audiences" which need the
information including Federal Agencies, the State Legislature,
the Michigan State Department of Education, Intermediate
Boards of Education, the central administrative staff of the
district, board of education, building and teaching staffs,
citizen committees and others as appropriate will be included.

The model is a suggested subsystem of a general program
accounting system. It can be adapted to: (A) Either accrual
or cash basis financial accounting, (B) Serve as a basis for
performance budgeting, and (C) Depreciation accounting of
capital outlay expenditures.

Cost accounting, to be most effective, would serve as
one of many subsystems of a general program accounting sys-
tem. A general program accounting system is one possible
form of a total information system. The Midwestern States
Educational Information Project Financial Subsystem Sub-
committee cites the following reason for moving to program

accounting:

lGeorge A. Chambers and E. Gordon Richardson, "Criti-
cisms And Challenges to School District Financial Accounting
Practice," School Business Affairs, July, 1967, p. 173.
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Program accounting provides information and assists
school administrators in making choices, regarding
optimum allocation of resources among alternative pro-
grams or educational needs, based on an evaluation of
effectiveness of individual programs.

Program accounting describes desired accomplish-
ments, rather than merely the objects of expenditure.

Program accounting developes a cost-quality aware-
ness among school administrators, school boards, and
lay citizens.

Program accounting will enable fiscal administra-
tors to group all operational units or programs together
for individual or collective analysis according to
comparative standards defined by the professional edu-
cators.

Program accounting will enable more uniform and
accurate comparisons of both fiscal programs'--and edu-
cational programs'--effectiveness among the various
educational agencies.

Program accounting procedures will provide the type
and degree of data specifically needed for intelligent
predictions of future fiscal and educational programs
through the budget preparation.

Program accounting will help establish fiscal
responsibility and accountability, thereby safeguarding
the stewardship of public funds.2l
The ratio of output to input in a system is often called

cost-effectiveness. The struggle to determine degrees of
cost-effectiveness in regard to educational programs has
been, and is likely to continue to be, filled with headaches

just as it has been for business, industry, and government--

for many of the same reasons. Benson states,

lMidwestern States Educational Information Project,
P. L. 89-10, Title V, Section 505, "Accounting Manual For
Program Accounting," First Draft, December, 1967, p. 1.
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. o . Possibly there will come a day when produc-
tivity measures will exist in education, and we ought
thus to see what kind of data are required in order
that such a tool of research can be made available.

We will want to examine the process of weighing altern-
ative costs to accomplish given, specific ends.

. « o (also) . . . from the economists's point of view,
only as school systems go beyond the measurement of
productivity to study the contribution of specific in-
puts (various types of human services and various types
of physical goods) to educational ends, i.e., to ex-
plore the interrelations between inputs and outputs

can productivity advance in education be assured. . . .?

. « . While a strong case exists a priori for the
statement that advances in productivity in the indus-
trialized nations cannot continue unless a certain
(somewhat undefined) level of schooling is maintained,
it is exceedingly difficult to relate a given change in
expenditure on public education to a corresponding quan-
titative improvement in economic productivity.

(Further) it is sometimes held that education is handi-
capped by not being able to relate changes in dollar
value to inputs to some series of outputs. We do not
have any widely accepted index of productivity for the
education industry itself. It would be well if we could
measure the indirect contribution of education to pro-
ductivity, i.e., the effects of changes in quality of
schooling on changes in output in the private economy,
say. But it would also be well if we could measure the
direct contribution of change in expenditures to change
in outputs of the education industry itself.

The lack of these kinds of measurements does not
place education in any unique position. (1) The identi-
fication of the more basic kinds of causal relationships
in productivity is at present an insuperable problem.

In fact, the existing measures of productivity change

for the private economy--and even the measures for
particular industries (including those whose products

are tangible)--are known to have very serious defects
simply as descriptive instruments. (2) For broad

sectors of the economy (the whole public sector and, in
the private sector, trade and service activities general-
ly), not just in education, no accepted productivity
measures exist.?

lcharles S. Benson, The Economics of Public Education.
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1961), p. 336.

21bid., p. 338.
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There are many factors which are closely related to
changes in productivity. Mills suggests the following list
as being worthy of consideration in this regard.

The quantity or quality of capital equipment
used.

The quality of effort input (This may be a change
in intensity or a change in average degree of skill.

Such a change in average skill may result from a change
in the competence of individuals or groups or from a
shift in the composition of the work force.).

The ratio of effort input to productive instru-
ments used or to natural resources used (A change in
average productivity resulting from the play of
diminishing returns would be included in this category.).

The quality of natural resources or material used.

The quantity of materials or intermediate products
used to produce a standard unit of final product.

The amount of non-human power used or the manner
of its use.

The organization of productive units.
Working conditions.
The effectiveness of administration.?

The list is not as appropriate for education as for
business or industry, but it does point out that there is a
large number of factors involved and an even larger number
of possible combinations of factors.

The problem of cost-effectiveness is further complicated

by the fact that it involves more than just dollar value

1c. Wright Mills, quoted by Benson, ibid., p. 346.
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costs. It includes direct and indirect costs, fixed and

variable costs, foregone earnings of pupils, services by

public agencies, costs due to loss of tax base when school

districts buy property (imputed to be $51,210,000 in 1965-

66) ,

and costs related to misuse and idleness of facilities.

The problem is one of maximizing the flow of educational

services from a fixed amount of resources. The resources

involved have more than just dollar dimensions. Program

accounting, in its complete sense, would include performance

information, evaluation and testing permitting a more com-

plete appraisal of the resources and facilitating the

process of determining cost-effectiveness.

The plan for utilization of resources includes the

operating budget. Benson poses the problem of preparing

such a budget as follows:

To prepare an ideal educational budget is diffi-
cult, more difficult than the corresponding process
in a private business firm. The objectives of school
systems are multiple, and there is not absolute agree-
ment among parents, educators and taxpayers on the
importance--or relative weighting--of these different
objectives. More distressing, it is very hard to
measure closely the effects of given change in school
practice. It is thus, an imposing task to choose
rationally among alternative means to accomplish
stated ends.?

However, educators must choose. The public schools

will continue to operate in an economic system that has a

scarcity of resources for many years to come. The competi-

tion for those resources which are available will increase

l1Benson, ibid., p. 4.
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in intensity as long as they continue to have alternate
uses. The decisions ideally should be made to select the
minimum-cost mix of resources to achieve organizational
goals. Benson concludes, ". . . that a necessary condition
for sustained progress in education is the acéumulation of
information on the particular outcomes that result from
specific combinations of inputs."?

The chief advantage of program accounting is that it
relates a set of outcomes (progress toward stated and un-

stated objectives) and a specific set of inputs (and their

related costs) in such a manner that it makes cost-effective-

ness studies possible--if not easy. The two "sets" combine
to form the basis for an educational program.

Among the many reasons given for not wanting to imple-
ment program accounting complete with cost accounting are
these:

A. It is simply a device for increasing state and

federal control of education.

B. Even if the cost of English instruction (for example)
were known it would still be included in the cur-

riculum so why bother to cost it?

C. If program accounting is used prorating of cost will
become necessary and the data will become a bunch of

"guesses"--it won't be "clean" like that which is

11bid., p. 361.
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related to object of expenditure accounting.

D. The amount of effort, confusion and mechanization
required is too great considering the limited value
of the information obtained.

Regarding (A) this has been part of the rationale for
preserving local control of education for decades. Local
control has failed to solve the problems of education that
exist nation-wide. (B) can be expressed as, ". . . since it
will require use of a car anyway why not purchase a Rolls
Royce? . . ." It may be that the district cannot afford a
Rolls Royce and that the purchase of such a car would
jeopardize other programs by depriving them of needed re-
sources. In regard to (C) it is true, but there is much
more to the story that will be discussed in Chapter III.

(D) is also true to the extent that there is no reason why

a district should incur the trouble and expense of obtaining
information that is not perceived to be important and rele-
vant to the administration of the district.

In regard to the general problem of relating cost and
guality in education Clark states,

Economists are interested in getting whatever it
is society wants with less effort, or getting more of
whatever it is society wants with the same effort.
Surely no one in the field of education would object
seriously to getting more of whatever it wanted with
the effort that is now being made. . . . The problem
is further complicated in the schools by the widely
held view that the concept of efficiency does not apply

to education. Many persons are under the misapprehen-
sion that the effort to increase efficiency necessarily
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and ordinarily changes the goals of education. If it
could be explained that what is involved is to get a
greater output with the same input, it is difficult
to see how anyone could object.

There are two basic problems: One is to get a
reasonable amount of interest in and attention to the
problem of trying to increase the output of what each
of us wants from education with any given input. The
second part of the problem is to begin to get wide-
spread understanding that more people are going to
have a great deal more education, and that conse-
quently more efficient methods will have to be found
to provide the increased amount.?!

There is much experimentation and research currently
in education designed to find the best educational answers
to educational problems. Most of the research is designed
to test the educational effectiveness of various new ap-
proaches. Very little is aimed at ways of providing detailed
cost information on a program basis. The reason may, para-
doxically, be one of cost. 1Individual researchers may not
be able to do the job. Team approaches and bigger studies
are required. One such study which is very pertinent to
Michigan reports the following:

. . . as the body of reliable program cost/benefit
statistics accumulates, school administrators should be
able to configure with greater ease and reliability
alternative mixes of course offerings to fit budget
restraints. Along with this, the comparison of altern-
ative instructional methods (team teaching, programmed
learning, etc.) with similar programs, should provide

guides as to the optimal method. . . .

Efficiency in Education; Measuring Quality

Efficiency in this context means the ability to
"work smarter not harder" and does not necessarily

lHarold F Clark, Cost and Quality In Public Education.
New York: Syracuse University Press, 1963, p. 11.
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involve greater demands on individual teachers and
administrators. On the contrary, the individual
teacher stands to gain much from better measures of
quality of education . . . (such as):

. Curriculum
. Class size
. Qualification and allocation of teachers
. Space
. Instructional materials
As more familiarity is gained in measuring these
cost factors and with the widespread use of uniform
achievement testing in the State, it should be possible
to measure the relative importance of these cost factors.
The use of Multiple Regression Analysis in associating
variations in mean achievement test scores with such
variables as teacher experience, class size, age of
building and teacher salaries, has already been demon-
strated. The revised system should accumulate a re-
liable "data base" for such statistical analysis, the
benefits of which could be of great use.l
It would also be possible and helpful to provide each
teacher with a record of the itemized costs related to his
particular classes and activities. This type of record is
not now available and this fact negates a function of the
teacher which is often talked about, but seldom accomplished--
involving the teacher in the budgeting process and the plan-
ning process. If each teacher could review the costs of the
program(s) for which he was mainly responsible his responses
might include: (A) Helpful suggestions regarding priorities
involved in the program which, in turn, would help facilitate
a better budget, (B) An excellent opportunity for general

relevant communication between the teacher and the

lrybrand, Ross Bros. & Montgomery, School District
Financial Reporting For Resource Allocation, a report pre-
pared for inclusion in the study of Financing of Elementary
and Secondary Education in Michigan, November 15, 1967, pp.
34-35.
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administrator regarding the evaluation of the program, its
objectives, etc., (C) A better attitude toward costs and
their role in choosing alternatives, and (D) Less suspicion
of the Board and the Administration regarding their position
taken in collective bargaining.

Teachers simply do not understand the financial programs
and problems of school districts well enough to interpret
budgets and audits based upon such programs and problems.
Individual program cost analysis related to the item of ex-
penditure dimension of the Michigan Public School Accounting
Manual would provide each teacher with a cost summary for the
programs for which he is responsible. It would also be pos-
sible to codify each subject=matter based instructional
program of the district and require that each teacher or em-
ployee requisitioning goods or services record the code on
the requisition. This would help to insure that the correct
program was charged for the purchase if one were made thus
permitting an accounting of the cost of the purchase on the
final cost report. The "mystery" as to how much was spent
for what for which program in a high school, for example,
would be eliminated or at least reduced. This could have a
very positive effect on the morale of the staff in buildings
and systems where the budget and purchasing practices are kept
secret and used for purposes of control and favoratism.

Lybrand, Ross Bros. & Montgomery proposed a program

accounting and budgeting system with the following important
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characteristics and criteria for Michigan:

a. Programs as described herein encompass a wide range
of school activities including:

. Instructional Programs
.. Type of education (secondary)
.. Subject area (science)
.. Course of instruction (10th grade biology)
.. Grade level (4th grade)

. Service function (pupil transportation)
. Administration
. School plant

b. All costs, revenues and operating statistics directly
related to an instructional program, service or school
plant are reported on the same report.

c. Program costs include:

. Normal spending costs generally recorded in the
General Fund.

. Depreciation of special equipment or facilities
used exclusively or primarily in the program.

. Pension and social security costs (paid for by
the State) assignable on the basis of direct pay-
roll costs.

d. Service costs, such as pupil transportation, are
assigned to instructional programs or to individual
schools on the basis of the usage of the service.
No flat or arbitrary allocations are made.

e. Administrative and plant costs associated with each
school plant, or with the district as a whole, are
treated as a "program" and are not allocated to
instructional programs. . . .1

Items (d) and (e) above should be reversed. Service

costs such as transportation, food services, should NOT be

charged to the instructional program, and administrative and

11bid., p. 8.
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plant costs which must be incurred in any instructional pro-
gram SHOULD be charged to the instructional program.
Regarding transportation as an example of a service the
following statement, which is repeated later in the study
for emphasis, appears in the Thomas Report,

However, under present circumstances, transportation

services are not an ingredient in the provision of edu-

cation. . . . The purposes of transportation are;

(1) to make it possible for groups of students to be

brought to one place for instruction, and (2) to bring

about certain economies of scale.?l

It is true that the economies of scale noted above tend
to reduce the costs of instructional programs, the inclusion
of these costs in the instructional program would tend to
offset this reduction and, perhaps, more realistically repre-
sent the actual cost of the program. However, the relationship
is nebulous mathematically and should be disregarded.

In regard to administrative and plant costs it is diffi-
cult to conceive of an instructional program in English, for
example, conducted in a high school in Michigan that didn't
require a building or classroom, or no administrative,
custodial, or maintenance services. To omit such costs and
others such as depreciation of physical plant is to distort
the cost of the program.

Later in their report Lybrand, Ross Bros. & Montgomery

develop a case for depreciation accounting and discredit the

1alan J. Thomas, "Financing of Elementary and Secondary
Education in Michigan," Special Report to the Board of Educa-
tion of the State of Michigan, December, 1967, pp. 6-7.
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present system which does not employ it. They also object

to the position taken by the Association of School Business

Officials of the United States and Canada which does not

support depreciation accounting. They state:

. . . Background: Depreciation accounting allo-
cates the cost of facilities and equipment over their
useful lives. Historically, depreciation has not been
provided for in School District accounting since the
determination of income through the matching of costs
and revenues is not required. Under present accounting
procedures, school facility costs may be charged to
either the Building and Site Fund, the Capital Outlay
account in the General Fund or a separate construction
fund. At present, annual per pupil expenditure compu-
tation includes the cost of capital asset replacements
and ignores the cost of new or expended school facili-
ties. Both treatments distort the actual cost of educa-
tion.

The arguments against recognizing depreciation ex-
pense on school facilities are numerous and wide-ranging.
They include the belief that depreciation accounting is:

. Unnecessary since schools are not involved in
recovering costs such as is the case in busi-
ness and industry.

. Unnecessary for administrative decision-making.
. Would be difficult to establish and maintain.

In addition, . . . (the) . . . Association of
School Business Officials believes that depreciation on
a capital asset basis should be recorded on the books
only if the cash for replacement of those assets can
legally be set aside.

Need for Depreciation Accounting: The opponents of
depreciation accounting for schools ignore the fact that:

. The "using up" of facilities is a cost of edu-
cation.

. This element of cost can be expected to increase
by the compounding of an increasing rate of con-
struction and increasing unit costs of construc-
tion.
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. The facilities costs can vary widely by program.
Clearly, depreciation accounting is required if:

. An accurate cost of education is to be calcu-
lated by program areas on an annual basis.

. The resources expended are to be related
meaningfully to the services that are performed.1

Clearly too, administrative, custodial and maintenance
costs which result from designing, scheduling, implementing
and supporting instructional programs must be included if an
accurate cost per program is to become known.

Chambers and Richardson support the position taken by
Lybrand, Ross Bros. & Montgomery. They state:

. . . The important facts are that assets do de-
cline in value, must be replaced, and represent an
expense over a period of time. 1Isn't the depreciation
cost plus interest a more justifiable and realistic
cost, in many cases, than the outright purchase price
or principal and interest costs??

Chambers and Richardson also noted the position taken
by the Association of School Business Officials, but their
reaction to it was opposite to that taken by Lybrand, Ross
Bros. & Montgomery. The matter might be more clear if the

A.S.B.O. position were more clearly defined. The official

position statement appears below:

lLybrand, Ross Bros. & Montgomery, School District
Financial Reporting For Resource Allocation, a report pre-
pared for inclusion in the study of Financing of Elementary
and Secondary Education in Michigan, November 15, 1967, pp.
24-25. '

2George A. Chambers and E. Gordon Richardson, "Why Not
Depreciation?" School Business Affairs, August, 1967, pp.
208-209.
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Depreciation on the general fixed assets of a school
district should not be recorded in the accounts unless
cash replacements can legally be set aside. Depreciation
on such assets may be computed for unit cost purposes
even if cash for replacement cannot legally be set aside
providing these depreciation charges are used for memo-
randum purposes only and are not reflected in the
accounts.

A.S.B.O. further states in the Recommended School Account-
ing Principles and Procedures that:
A school district's accounting system must make it
possible to . . . reflect the financial condition and
financial operation of the district.2
Chambers and Richardson regarded the above statements as
reflecting good accounting procedures and asked, ". . . why,
then, are the majority of school districts reporting cost
data on a net operating basis and not reflecting a total edu-
cational cost including depreciation?"3

In sum, it is important to consider both cash and noncash
costs of education and educational programs.

Allan R. Lichtenberger, Chief, Terminology Compatibility
Branch, U. S. Office of Education states that a school dis-
trict which employs a system of program planning, budgeting

and accounting should expect the following:

Improved assessment of the efficiency of allocation
of educational resources.

ladopted by the 50th A.S.B.O. meeting in San Francisco,
California, October 21, 1964.

21pid.

3George A. Chambers and E. Gordon Richardson, “"Why Not
Depreciation?" School Business Affairs, August, 1967, p. 208.
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In plain words, this means that a better job
can be done of assigning staff, plant use, equipment,
supplies and funds to accomplish what is believed to
be worth accomplishing.

A more continuous and consistent consideration and
review of educational objectives.

The very fact of planning, budgeting, and ac-
counting for the comparatively small "units of
behavior" or "programs" geared to specific, expected
accomplishment virtually forces attention to objec-
tives.

Sharper and more consistent examination of essential
sequences of educational development.

Education is a highly sequential process. These
sequences both within and among "program" are much
more easily observed, studied, and managed when there
is a process of deliberate planning, budgeting for,
and accounting for each "program".

More effective communication through all levels of
management concerning processes and operations as
they relate to achievement of objectives.

One of the most difficult, and often the most
neglected processes in school system management, is
communication upward, downward, and laterally in the
organization with the central purpose of improving
quality. With "programs" identified, planned through
staff involvement, budgeted for with an understanding
of what is economically feasible, and accounted for
in terms of all resources committed to the objectives
there is something definite to communicate about.

Better understanding of how educational resources and
effort relate to accomplishment.

If more money and more effort do not result in
more effective education, the educational enterprise
is ironically unique. Still, education has seldom
shown clearly that more resources result in improved
accomplishment. With "programs" the opportunities to
clarify this relationship are at their best.

Disclosure of the kinds of educational development
foregone when resources are limited.

Entirely too often the statement, "We have a good
school system", implies that the school system is



32

meeting more needs than it really is. Frequently,
too, a school system is criticized for not providing
certain kinds of educational development when their
provision is not possible in terms of available
resources. When "programs" go through the process of
planning, budgeting, and accounting, the kinds of
educational development they make possible show with
clarity the kinds that are foregone. It is common
sense to make such exclusions evident.

. Better opportunity to set educational priorities.

Seldom does a school system have sufficient re-
sources to do all that needs to be done. Setting of
priorities is essential. "Programs" bring these into
focus, and the people who make decisions have a much
better basis for determining orders of importance in
view of resources available.?l

Program cost accounting is thus seen to be part of the
total process of program management. The advantages noted
above, however, will not be fully realized unless program
planning, program budgeting, and program accounting are all
implemented. Lichtenberger offers the following brief, but

adequate, definitions of these terms.

The determination of what is to be done to achieve
the objectives of a "program" is program planning.

The process of carefully estimating the cost of
doing what is to be done to achieve the objectives of a
"program" is program budgeting.

The recording of what is done in the operation of a
"program", of what is spent, and of what is accomplished
is program accounting.?®

lvprogram Planning, Budgeting, and Accounting in School
System Operation," a position paper by Allen R. Lichtenberger,
Chief, Terminology Compatibility Branch, U. S. Office of Edu-
cation, September 20, 1967, pp. 3-5.

2Ibido; po 20
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The model will provide a way of determining "what is
spent" for each program in each appropriation category.
This information can be used for planning and budgeting as
well as for cost analysis and evaluation. The model suggests
a way of identifying the "program" which includes information
about the nature of the program, who was effected, how many
equated full-time teacher efforts were required for its im-
plementation, what methods and facilities were used, what
objectives were involved and what progress was made toward
those objectives.

The model is intended to be consistent with the concept
of systems analysis. Systems analysis has been defined as:

. . . inquiry to aid a decisionmaker choose a
course of action by systematically investigating his
proper objectives, comparing quantitatively where pos-
sible the costs, effectiveness, and risks associated with
the alternative policies or strategies for achieving
them, and formulating additional alternatives if those
examined are found wanting. Systems analysis represents
an approach to, or way of looking at, complex problems
of choice under uncertainty, such as those associated
with national security. 1In such problems, objectives
are usually multiple, and possibly conflicting, and
analysis designed to assist the decisionmaker must
necessarily involve a large element of judgment.!

Systems analysis is primarily a managerial approach
to decisionmaking wherein over-all system effectiveness
analysis are two approaches to the task; other, more
specific tools and techniques can be supplied where
appropriate.?

lRichard A. Johnson, Fremont E. Kast, and James E.
Rosenzweig, The Theory and Management of Systems (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1967), p. 144.

21bid., p. 291.
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The model may be described as an example of one of the
"specific tools and techniques" noted above. It is mainly
concerned with obtaining cost data and relating that data
to the objectives, evaluation, and selected characteristics
of the programs. The resultant information "package" can
then be used as relevant data for planning, and decision-
making. The model is also concerned with analysis, the
breaking down and distribution of costs, as an important
prelude to synthesis of new and revised programs.

A Planning-Programming-Budgeting System (PPBS) is
another important set of tools and techniques for helping
management make better decisions in regard to allocation of
resources. The primary characteristics of PPBS are:

1. It identifies the fundamental objectives of the
school.

2. All activities, regardless of organizational place-
ment, are related to these objectives.

3. Implication of programs in future years are con-
sidered.

4. All related costs are considered.

5. Systematic analysis of alternatives is undertaken.!

Systems approaches tend to emphasize objectives, evalu-
ation and the study of alternative ways to progress toward

objectives, consideration of costs and use of resources, and

lunpublished paper by J. A. Jungherr, Assistant Superin-
tendent-Business, Pearl River School District, New York,
"Planning-Programming-Budgeting System For Public School
Districts," October 10, 1967, p. 2.
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planning for the future.

Stating the objectives for each program is a difficult
task. It is assumed that all instructional programs have
objectives and that they are not so obscure, mysterious, or
secret that they cannot be expressed in written form. Stat-
ing the objectives in behavioral terms may be the most
difficult of all, but it offers the important advantage of
producing something observable and testable. This tends to
make evaluation of progress made toward the objectives more
measurable and useful in terms of cost-effectiveness con-
siderations. 1Indeed, it would be almost impossible to
measure cost-effectiveness of programs for which the objec-
tives are expressed as to know, to enjoy, to believe, to
understand, to grasp the significance of, and so forth.
Mager has defined the problems related to stating objectives
in behavioral terms and concludes that:

1. A statement of instruction objectives is a collection
of words or symbols describing one of your education-
al intents.

2. An objective will communicate your intent to the
degree you described what the learner will be DOING
when demonstrating his achievement and how you will

know when he is doing it.

3. To describe terminal behavior (what the learner will
be DOING) .

a. Identify and name the over-all behavior act.

b. Define the important conditions under which the
behavior is to occur (givens or restrictions,
or both) .

c. Define the criterion of acceptable performance.
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4. Write a separate statement for each objective; the
more statements you have, the better chance you have
of making clear your intent.

5. If you give each learner a copy of your objectives,
you may not have to do much else.?

Regarding evaluation which is necessary to determine
whether or not objectives have been reached Mager states,

It is not always possible to specify a criterion
with as much detail as you would like, but this should
not prevent you from trying to communicate as fully as
possible with the learner and with each other. But
certainly you should be able to find some way to evalu-
ate anything you think important enough to spend a
significant amount of time teaching. 1If you find some-
thing you feel sure you cannot measure, the place to
put the effort is in trying to develop some way to
measure it.Z

Some examples of behavioral objectives appear below.
If we wish students to know and understand the
process of osmosis, then it must be made clear what is
to be accomplished as indicated by the behavior of the
students. . . .
The students should be able to:

1. Construct a definition of the word "osmosis".

2. Identify a situation involving the process of osmosis
from a list of written situations.

3. Describe in writing how the process of osmosis is
involved in a particular experiment.

4. Construct an apparatus illustrating the process of
osmosis when given the necessary equipment in the -
laboratory.

lRobert F. Mager, Preparing Educational Objectives
(Palo Alto: Fearon Publishers, 1962), p. 53.

21bid., p. S0.
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5. Construct a brief explanation of the process of

- osmosis in living systems and give an example from
the plant or animal world of osmosis as a process
in the nutrition of the organism.?!

If the objectives of a program or course were to be
defined in the manner illustrated above the result would be
a volume not a page or two. The process of evaluation re-
garding such a large number of objectives and reporting
results would also involve voluminous records. Obviously,
for the purposes of the model and for managerial decision-
making regarding all of the programs of a district a much
more simplified expression of the objectives and evaluation
must be used.

The "quality" of the program is simply an expression of
its effectiveness. The important question regarding whether
or not the class or activity is appropriate to the needs of
the pupils enrolled is involved only peripherally. The model
assumes that the objectives will be as appropriate as those
who select them know how to make them and that the task of
expressing them will force attention to this issue. The
problem is to express the objectives in summary form, evalu-
ate the progress made toward them by whatever means seems

best, and compare the results with the costs. Progress toward

inappropriate objectives may be of little educational value.

lEarl J. Montague, and David P. Butts, "Behavioral
Objectives," The Science Teacher, March 1968, pp. 33-34.
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However, that is the basis of another set of studies and is

outside the limits set for the model.

Interviews With Resource Persons

The interviews are reported below. The purposes of the
interviews were:
A. Determine whether or not cost accounting by program
was a necessary or desirable supplement to general
accounting for accountability and control in govern-

mental agencies especially schools.

B. Determine what efforts were being made at the state

level to design and implement program cost accounting.

C. Obtain information and ideas regarding the best ap-
proaches to cost accounting in school districts of

this state.

D. Obtain feedback regarding the parts of the model
which were completed and available for review at the
time of the interview.

Not all of the interviews are reported herein. Indeed,
perhaps the most important interviews will be held, if
possible, after the completion of the study. These will be
held for the purpose of introducing the model to a member of
the Michigan Department of Education, the State Superintendent
of Schools, or Dr. J. Allan Thomas with the hope that the
model will be given consideration as an "alternate method" for

costing educational programs of the state of Michigan.
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Interview #1: The first interview to be reported was
with Mr. James Wresinski, State Budget Director, Secretary
of State Department, state of Michigan. Mr. Wresinski made
the following points which are paraphrased and not direct
quotations:

The state does not have anything very sophisticated in
the way of performance budgeting at present. It does not
prorate costs since it takes time and to do a complete job
would require much more data processing capability and more
personnel than is now available. It is futility short of
this.

The state has four programs, each of which has compon-
ents. Each component, in turn, has several subprograms.
The main idea, were we to implement cost accounting, would be
to identify the cost centers and code the requisitions and
purchases according to the cost center(s) effected.

The state refuses to prorate administrators salaries.
Administration is considered to be a separate program.
This causes trouble, because it is isolated and not being
identified with the program--it is vulnerable.

Program budgeting does make people cost conscious.

Interview #2: The second interview was with Mr. Robert

McKerr, Head of the Bureau of Administrative Services,
Michigan Department of Education. Mr. McKerr made, among
others, the following significant comments:

The state will go to some type of restructuring along
instructional program lines within five years.

The whole trend of thinking is to make the accounting
information useful for planning both short and long-range.

The present system is simply not good enough. However,
we must keep the present dimension or one like it for control
of funds and accountability. We need an object of expendi-
ture code. I like the idea of more than one dimension.

Interview #3: The third interview to be reported was

with Mr. Casimir J. Wojcik, Auditor, Harris Reames & Ambrose,
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Certified Public Accountants, Lansing, Michigan. Mr. Wojcik
was the principle author of the Accounting Manual For Public
Community Colleges of the state of Michigan, published in
May, 1967. He reviewed the initial drafts of chapters II
and III of the study and in a two and one-half hour conversa-
tion at his home made the following suggestions among others:

"Cost collection centers" should be used to collect cost
information on the many items which, because of their nature,
require prorating.

The process of prorating should be approached with en-
thusiasm, not pessimism. The use of engineering manuals,
meter readings, use studies, and consultant help would help
to increase the accuracy of the results and the confidence
of those who use the data for planning and reporting.

Emphasis should be placed on the organization of the
cost centers. An organization plan relating the cost centers
must be carefully worked out and criteria established to
measure the performance of the cost centers.

The accounting practices used for the cost centers must
be uniform to avoid unfair comparisons between centers.

Instructional programs accounting is, in sum, a system
whereby what is to be done (objectives) are carefully formu-
lated, methods of evaluation defined, resources (personnel,
facilities, supplies and equipment) assigned according to a
plan and schedule, after which the program is implemented,
evaluations made, and costs determined. A new cycle, based
in part on the experiences with the last cycle, is then
planned for and implemented.

The implementation of the model will not fulfill all
of the many requirements of instructional programs account-

ing--it has not been designed to do so. It will, hopefully,
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serve to move a district closer to that goal. Districts

are presently performing many, perhaps most, of the acts
required to relate costs to programs. Implementation of

the model should help the district take the few remaining
steps toward that goal. The next chapter includes a descrip-
tion of the model and some suggestions concerning its

implementation.



CHAPTER III

DEVELOPING THE MODEL

The model is an assemblage of information, suggestions,
and formats which is intended to help facilitate the process
of cost accounting of instructional programs. It does not
represent the only way for costing programs. Although it
is adapted to the Michigan Public School Accounting System
the model can be easily applied to any school accounting
system which uses object of expenditure reporting.

Appraisal of the cost-effectiveness of programs is a
very worthwhile endeavor. However, it requires that the
objectives of the programs so treated are stated, evaluation
of progress made toward the objectives measured and reported,
and that the costs of the program are determined and reported.
The model treats costs, but assumes that the objectives and
evaluations are given.

To begin the presentation of the model and its develop-
ment several key terms which were introduced in Chapter I are
further defined and clarified. The first term to be so

treated is "cost center."

42
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Cost center: A cost center may be regarded as the

smallest segment of the total program for which separate
records, budgets, and accounts are kept. It is a "sub-
program," a part of the total program which, if it were
further divided, would lose its identity. An Algebra class
would gqualify in this regard, but not half an Algebra class
with half of the objectives, assignments, pupils, teachers,
or anything else usually associated with a complete set.
A class of third graders taught by Mrs. Jones or an extra-
curricular activity could also qualify since both represent
a "programmed" activity. However, many programs qualify
which, if considered cost centers, tend to complicate and
distort the instructional cost picture. Since it is the
responsibility of the administrators of the district to
define cost centers in such a manner so as to avoid this
distortion the following statements are offered as guides:
A. Define as many cost centers on the basis of curricu-
lar (classes) and extra-curricular activities as
possible. The basic role of the district is to
provide instruction based upon the curriculum
(objectives) of the district. Classes and extra-
curricular activities represent this instruction and
costs should, therefore, be related to those classes
and activities rather than such programs as transpor-
tation, or custodial services. There are many other

bases for defining cost centers within the overall
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realm of instruction. Examples include subject-
matter, grade levels or levels of instruction,

level of difficulty (retarded, honors, tracks, etc.),
among others. Classes and activities are recommended
above all others partly because they represent dis-
creet basic units of the total program and partly
because many of the advantages of the other bases

can be realized by use of appropriate dimensions and

categorizations which are discussed later.

If the cost center records are to be grouped and
categorized to represent larger programs within the
total program of the district such as the math pro-
gram of the high school or the fourth grade program
of the district in order to facilitate planning,
evaluation, or analysis each cost center record
should be complete with the following information:

1. Identification of teacher

2. School year

3. Term

4. School Organization Unit by Grade Level

S. Type of School

6. Building

7. Room or Teaching Station

8. Type of Program for Special Funding (is appro-
priate)

9. Course Title or Activity Title and Code
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10. Sequential Year

11. Level of Difficulty

12. Year or Grade Level

13. Class or Activity Section

14. Units or Credits

15. Required or Elective

16. Number of Male Pupils in Class

17. Number of Female Pupils in Class

18. Type of Pupil for Whom Class is Oriented

19. Number of Days

20. Total Minutes Per Week, Including Labs

21. Percentage of Total Time in Lab

22. One-Text, Multi-Text, No Text

23. Other Teaching Media Used

24. Extent to Which Teaching Media are Used.

25. Content Descriptors.

In addition to the items listed above a brief state-
ment of the objectives of the course, and a brief
statement of the methods of evaluation and results
if known should be prepared and attached to the cost
center data sheet. Items 1-25 listed above are
taken from the Manual For Reporting Instructional

Programs'--A Subsystem in the Midwestern States

1Midwestern States Educational Information Project,
P. L. 89-10, Title V, Section 505, Manual For Reporting In-
structional Programs, A Subsystem in the MSEIP Operational
System (State of Iowa, Department of Public Instruction,
October 24, 1967) .
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Educational Information Project which is a system

designed specifically for this task.

C. Avoid the temptation of identifying custodial serv-
ices, maintenance and administrative services
(including general administrative services) as cost
centers. It is true that they can qualify as cost
centers and often are used as such. However, the
reason for having such services is to design,
schedule, staff, facilitate, operate and maintain
the instructional program. These services support
the program. Their existence depends upon the pro-
gram and the costs which result from them should be
included in the cost centers of the instructional
program. To do otherwise would distort the cost

picture of the instructional programs.

D. There are exceptions to (C) above. Some services
and programs are neither curricular or directly
supportive. The most obvious example is that of
transportation. Others might include recreational
activities, various community services, adult edu-
cation, building programs, and some "management"
activities related to such programs or services.
These programs and services and others of the same
type should be treated as separate cost centers.

Dimension: The second term to be given expanded treat-

ment is dimension. It is the basis for classifying and
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codifying cost centers. It is also the basis for placing
the cost centers in "order" such that they can be grouped
by category. One of the many possible and useful dimensions
which can be used is that of subject-matter. This base is
excellent for several reasons. One is that as the instruc-
tional program tends toward specialization in the upper
grades it does so along subject-matter lines. The math pro-
gram becomes more specialized and departmentalized making it
easy and appropriate to establish cost centers within the
department. Another reason is that subject-matter areas
have different requirements, objectives and cost patterns.
Separating cost centers along a subject-matter dimension
helps to identify and clarify these differences and make
better planning and evaluation possible. Cost centers which
are repeated year after year will build a performance and
cost history which can be very helpful in planning.
Subject-matter has one important disadvantage as a
dimension. It does not work well in the elementary grades
where specialization has not reached the stage which results
in the assignment of a teaching station and a teacher per
subject. It would be very difficult to isolate the cost of
third grade social studies, for example, unless the exact
amount of time devoted to the subject as well as the supplies
and equipment involved were known. If such information were

available the problem could be solved by prorating.
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Another important dimension is that of grade level or
instructional level where no grades are designated. The
cost centers for a given grade level such as the third grade
could be grouped and summarized thus permitting the costing
of the entire third grade "program.” This would be appro-
priate in most elementary programs, but not, necessarily,
in secondary programs.

Categories: The third key concept, categories, refers

to bases for grouping cost centers along a dimension. Cate-
gories are used as measuring points along the dimension much
like street numbers or blocks of street numbers along a city
street. If instructional level was chosen as a dimension,
for example, appropriate categories might include; pre-school
program, kindergarten program, early elementary (grades one
through three) upper elementary program (grades four and
five), middle school program (grades six through eight), and
the high school program. It is possible to "over-categorize"
and atomize the program too much. However, since categori-
zation is a relatively simple process whenever a given set
of categories proves unsatisfactory changes can be made
quickly to remedy the problem.

Program: Reference to the key concept of program can
now be expanded by use of the concept of cost centers.
A program may be considered as any one or more cost centers
that are perceived to be "alike" in terms of any rational

basis for comparing them. Algebra I can simultaneously be
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part of the mathematics program of the entire school or
district and part of the ninth grade program, because it

has "likeness" to both mathematics and the ninth grade.

It would, however, appear ;s part of the mathematics program
on one dimension and as part of the ninth grade program on
another dimension.

Once the cost centers have been defined and codified
by name, number, or both the dimensions chosen and the cate-
gorizations specified a chart showing the assignment of
each cost center to a category per dimension can be prepared.
It is very important that each cost center be assigned to
one and only one category per dimension. If the cost centers
were treated as pages of a book, for example, the basis for
ordering the pages would be the dimension and the chapter
headings would serve as categories. If the pages could be
ordered in many different series each telling a different
but true story the basis for each new order would be the new
dimension and the categorizations (chapter headings) would
be those the "author" (administrator) thought most appropriate.
In every such "book" all of the pages or cost centers must
appear once, and only once.

Prorating: The last key concept to be expanded is that
of prorating. It is the basic tool for allocating costs to
cost centers when more than one cost center is involved per
cost item. Cost accounting is impossible without it. With-

out effort and planning it is improbable with it. The initial
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reaction to prorating is often negative primarily because

it involves "judgments" and ratios which do not have the
clear-cut exactness and accounting niceness that object of
expenditure cost have. To those used to thinking in account-
ing for costs "to the penny" the idea of doing anything less
exact is disturbing. It need not be. Especially if it
prevents the administration from getting relevant and valu-
able information about the costs of what is being done
program by program. Especially too, if it can be accom-
plished without replacing the object of expenditure type
accounting with all of its exactness, accountability, and
control. Information supplied by this type of accounting

is a necessary base for the prorating process.

Confidence in cost data that has been accumulated by
use of prorating wholly or in part will increase if some of
the precautions listed below are observed:

A. Choose the method of prorating that will produce
results which seem to best represent the "reality"
of the situation. The person in charge of the pro-
gram of the cost center is in a unique position to
give valuable assistance in structuring a concept of
reality. The inability to prorate with confidence
is usually an indication of lack of knowledge about

the operation of the cost centers within the program.

B. Don't keep the problem bottled up in the superinten-

dents' office or the business office. Inform the
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instructional staff and others as appropriate of
the nature of the instructional programs cost
accounting process and what it can mean to staff
members and their programs. They will be able to
provide very valuable information regarding the
objectives and evaluation of the programs as well
as information concerning methods, use of materials,

etc.

Solicite information from employees who commit dis-
trict funds regarding what cost centers and what
amounts are involved in each commitment. The
Director of Personnel, for example, can routinely
provide the prorated salaries and cost centers in-
volved for all newly hired, released, and reassigned
personnel. Maintenance personnel can keep logs on
meter, repairs, and ggher information which make

cost allocations easier and more accurate.

Establish procedures whereby all requisitions sub-
mitted include a breakdown of what items are to be
used in each cost center involved and for what school
year or term. This permits grouping requisitions in
a manner that may partially or totally eliminate the
need for prorating for some appropriation numbers.

It also provides important information that will

serve as a basis for prorating when such is required.
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Employ the expertise of auditors, architects, engi-
neers and others outside the system whenever special
problems arise. Prorating is not new. Business and
industry have built up a reservoir of information

and techniques which are known to the experts noted

above and can be applied in school districts.

Many items of information related to prorating such

as the floor area of teaching stations and buildings
can be used year after year with little or no re-
vision. Much of the work required the first year will

not have to be repeated.

There is no point in skimping on the time and effort
required by prorating. Like most tasks it requires
certain skills which, when mastered, serve to reduce
the time and effort required to do the job. The use
of prorating will yield results accurate enough for
planning and budgeting. The control and account-
ability of funds will not be effected by it. The
difference will be that cost accounting with prorating
may help produce better budgets and better programs
for the same funds and similar expenditures. The time
and energy saved in budgeting and planning from a
more detailed and appropriate base of information
provided, in part, by program cost accounting will

tend to offset the time spent in prorating.
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There are several methods for prorating.! The follow-
ing paragraphs are intended to identify some of the methods
and provide suggestions as to their employment in school
system instructional programs cost accounting.

Time method: This method is perhaps the easiest and

most important of all primarily because it can be used on
salaries. It consists of dividing an employees' contract

sum in the same proportion of his time commitment on the job.
If a teacher, for example, teaches two periods of Physics I
and three periods of Algebra I as his basic assignment for

a salary of $7,500 per year 20% or 1/5 of his salary ($1,500)
would be allocated to each physics cost center and a like
amount to each algebra cost center. If an administrator works
an average of 25% of his time in one activity, 60% in another,
and the remaining 15% in another his salary can be prorated
in like proportion to the cost centers represented by each
activity. 1If the depreciation costs of a movie projector are
$100 per year and the projector is shared equally in terms

of time by four classrooms in an elementary school the sum

of $25 can be prorated to each cost center.

Hour-consumption method: A combination of the time

method and the quantity consumed method of prorating the

1The methods reported herein are adapted or adopted from
those listed in the U. S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare Office of Education, State Educational Records and
Reports Series: Handbook II OE-22017, Financial Accounting
For Local and State School Systems, Standard Receipt and
Expenditure Accounts. Washington, D.C.: United States Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1957. A revised edition of this hand-
book is currently being written.
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hour-consumption method consists of charging a part of the
total expenditure for some item for which a unit hourly

cost is known according to the number of hours the item is
consumed in the use of the facility. The charge is made

to the cost center represented by the class or group using
the facility. This method is usually restricted to utilities
but can be applied to other items for which the hour rate is
known. It is not an especially significant method, but does
have advantages with respect to outside groups and situations
involving occasional use of facilities. If a group uses

the football field at night for example, meter readings or
wattage ratings multiplied by the cost per kilowatt-hour

will provide a reasonably accurate estimate of the total cost
or cost per hour for lights. Once a cost per hour figure is
determined it can be used for years unless the rate for each
kilowatt-hour is changed necessitating a like change in the
cost per hour figure. The total cost of replacing all of

the bulbs divided by the average life expectancy will yield
the appropriate rate for depreciation of the bulbs or wear
and tear. The operating costs per hour plus the depreciation
cost per hour can be combined into one cost per hour rate.
Once such rates have been determined for all of the items

of expense involved in the use of a facility they can be used
to calculatevthe appropriate charge for use of the facility.

Number served method: This method consists of dividing

the total cost of an object of expenditure by the total
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number of pupils benefited by the object of expenditure to
obtain a per pupil cost. The method may be referred to as

a per pupil method since those served are pupils of the
district. The per pupil cost can be multiplied by the number
of pupils in the cost center involved and the resulting
amount charged to the center. This method is complicated by
time factors and fluctuating enrollments. Both factors have
to be considered whenever this method is used. For example,
if the total allocation for salaries for the administrative
staff of a high school was $72,000 and the enrollment of

the school totaled 1,200 pupils the per pupil cost for this
service would be $60.00 per year. Assuming that the school
schedule included a six period day this would yield $10.00
per pupil per period per year or $5.00 per pupil per period
per semester. A cost center (class) with an average daily
membership of 25 pupils would be charged $250 per year or
$125 per semester for this item of expenditure. Once the
cost per pupil per year or semester is known it is a routine
task to determine the cost per cost center for each and all
cost centers of the high school.

Quantity consumed method: This method is based upon

the proportion of the given lot or supply of an item con-
sumed by use in a cost center. The cost assigned to the cost
center is in direct proportion to the total cost of the item
involved. 1If, for example, an activity used eighteen (18)

reams of paper out-of a total of 1,000 purchased in one lot
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and for which an expenditure of $2,200 was made the amount
charged to the cost center of the activity would be
18 x $2,200/1,000 or $39.60.

Floor area-Time method: This is an important method for

prorating most operational and some maintenance costs especial-
ly those related to utilities. It is based on the assumption
that these costs are in direct proportion to the floor area
of the center and the time that this area is used. School
districts are usually invoiced by utility companies on a per
building per period of time basis. The breakdown of these
costs by classroom and period can be accomplished by use of
appropriate unit costs such as a square-foot-period cost.
This unit can be calculated by dividing the appropriate cost
by the total square footage involved (which may or may not
be the total for the building) and by the number of periods
of the schedule. Other adjustments such as required for a
semester can be made as appropriate. The objective is to use
area and time data to develop a unit such as the square-foot-
period unit that can be multiplied by the area occupied by
the cost center to determine the amount of cost to be dis-
tributed to it.

There are two basic factors involved in the implementa-
tion of this method as suggested in the title--floor area
and time. The floor.area which is assigned to instruction
is the only area which should normally be used for prorating

by this method. The costs related to areas of the building
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which are for non-instructional use such as hallways, furnace
rooms, auditoriums, offices, libraries, etc., should be pro-
rated on a per pupil basis since they benefit the pupils
equally. To do otherwise will reduce the discriminating
power of the prorating process.l

To determine the fraction of the total cost which is to
be prorated by the floor area-time method and that which is
to be prorated by the per pupil method the instructional
square footage is divided by the total building square footage.
The resulting fraction is then multiplied by the total cost
which is to be distributed. The result represents the amount
to be distributed by the floor area-time method and the
remainder (total cost less the floor area-time amount) is to
be distributed by the number served or per pupil method.

Implementing the floor area-time method in secondary
schools is facilitated by use of the square foot-period unit
noted above. The unit may be expressed ft.Z-p where p repre-
sents the appropriate period of time--day, half day, team
teaching period, elective period, or regular period. This
unit, as the name implies, represents the costs related to
the assignment of one square foot of floor area for one
period. If a class meets in a room with a floor area of 850
ft.2 for one period it is assigned 850 ft.2-p for prorating

purposes. A program including 8 classes would be assigned

1A likely exception would be the elementary school where
classroom size and enrollment tend to be more uniform and the
costs can simply be divided by the number of classrooms to
produce a cost per classroom per year.
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the sum of the products of the square footage of the teaching
stations (rooms) and the number of periods used. The grand
total of the ft.z-p for the building will be the product of
the total square footage of the instructional program and

the number of periods in the schedulel--regardless of whether
or not all scheduled classes meet every day. For example, a
schedule which employs a five period day with a floating
sixth period and requires each student to enroll in a total
of six courses is considered to be a six period schedule.

The distribution ratio which is used for prorating by
the time-~floor area method is determined by dividing the
appropfiate fraction of the total cost which is to be pro-
rated by this method by the grand total of the square foot
periods for the instructional area of the building. The re-
sulting ratio will be small and should be expressed with at
least five significant digits. The product of the ratio and
the number of the square foot periods for the cost center will
equal the amount to be prorated to the cost center for a
given appropriation number by this method. The amount can be
added to the amounts prorated to the same appropriation number
by all other methods to determine the final sum.

If the floor area of a given cost center such as a pool

or a gymnasium does not fairly represent the fraction of cost

1An exception will result if some classrooms are vacant
during some periods. The total ft.2-p for these can be divid-
ed by the number of periods in the schedule to reconvert them
to ft.2 and the area added to the non-instructional area for
prorating on a per pupil basis.
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which should be assigned to it when compared to the total
instructional program area, the area of the cost center

may be increased by a factor which is believed to represent
a closer approximation to the realities of the situation.
This will produce an additional square footage for pro-
rating purposes which should be added to the total square
footage of the instructional area and the total square foot-
age of the building. Thus it is quite possible that the
total area used for prorating will exceed the actual floor
area of the building.

Care should be taken to include all of the area assigned
to a class. If a physics lab/classroom has an attached work-
storage room which is for use of physics and no other class
or activity the area of the physics cost center should in-
clude the area of the work-storage room. The areas used in
this type of prorating can be easily obtained from the blue-
prints of the building. A list of the teaching stations
and the area assigned to each can be prepared and used year
after year unless the building or pattern of use of the
building are changed. With this list and the sub-totals and
the grand total related to it one can quickly distribute the
costs for a given appropriation number by this method, or
estimate the costs based on a total estimate (new budget).

Mileage Method: This method consists of distributing

to each cost center effected a fraction of the yearly cost

of operation of the vehicles according to the number of trip
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miles the vehicles served the cost center program and the
cost per mile per appropriation number for each vehicle.
The total cost of operation for a given appropriation number
for a given period (usually a year) divided by the number
of trip miles yields the cost per mile for the vehicle.
This rate can be multiplied by the number of miles the
vehicle is used for each cost center to produce the required
amount to be distributed. Not all costs related to operation
of vehicles can be prorated in this manner. The major excep-
tion is salaries of drivers for field trips. However, items
such as fuel costs, maintenance, insurance, and depreciation
costs can be prorated by the mileage method.

The overall challenge, as stated previously, 1is to
approximate reality regarding costs. Whatever can be done
to relate requisitions, purchase orders, contracts, encum-
berances, payments and other cost records directly to the
individual cost centers thus obviating the need for prorating
should be given careful consideration. The nature of the
cost information which is available together with the situa-
tions involved determine the need for prorating or the lack
of it. The state of Michigan requires that school districts
account for expenditures on a report form entitled "The
Annual Financial Report." This report is submitted each
year approximately two months after the close of the fiscal
year involved. The appropriation numbers used in the report

and their associated titles are taken from the Michigan
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Public School Accounting Manual. The system which appears
below is designed to provide a suggested method and base
for distributing the costs related to each appropriation
area and title of the expenditure section of the Annual
Financial Report.

To simplify the communication problems related to this
task a system of codes is used to designate the suggested
method of prorating, if any, and the base to be used for
prorating for each appropriation number and title.

The first series of codes relate to the method suggested
for distributing costs. The codes designate the type of
ACTION suggested.

Method Codes:

T Refers to prorating according to the "Time"
method.

H Refers to prorating according to the "Hour-
consumption" method.

P Refers to prorating according to the "Number
of pupils served or Per Pupil" method.

Q Refers to prorating by the "Quantity consumed"
method.

A Refers to prorating costs by the "Floor area-
time" method.

M Refers to prorating according to the "Mileage"
method.

D Refers to "Direct assignment" of costs to cost
centers--no prorating involved.

The second series of codes refers to the total quantity

which is to serve as a base for determining the prorating



62

fraction or distribution ratio. The fraction or ratio
multiplied by the appropriate characteristic of the cost
center (number of pupils, feet squared--periods, etc.) will
equal the amount to be distributed to the individual cost
center.

Base Codes:

B Refers to the building which houses the cost
center. If, for example, the floor-time area
method is used the floor area assigned to
instruction within the building would be used
as the base or denominator. If the per pupil
method were used the denominator would be the
number of pupils (average daily attendance) of
the building would serve as the base.

S Refers to the entire school district or system.
If the salary of the superintendent is to be
prorated by use of the number served method the
number of pupils (ADA) of the entire system
would be used to determine the per pupil per
year amount. This would, in the case of the
high school, be further divided by the number
of periods in the schedule to produce a per
pupil per period per year amount. The latter,
when multiplied by the number of pupils in an
instrumental music class, would produce the
portion of the superintendents' salary to be
charged to the class.

C Refers to the total of the contract or purchase
order. If a teacher is to teach five sections
the time spent on any one of them would consti-
tute one-fifth of his assignment. This fraction
would be multiplied by the amount of his total
contract (base) to determine the amount to be
charged to the cost centers in which he works.

U Refers to the appropriate administrative unit
involved. This base is similar to B and S
except that it may involve any combination of
grades or buildings.

N Refers to no base or none. Whenever distributions
are made directly no base for prorating is re-
quired.
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M Refers to the total mileage of a vehicle or
fleet of vehicles. The trip mileage multiplied
y a cost per mile for the vehicle involved
ill produce the appropriate amount to be dis-
tributed.

The method code in combination with the base code tells
what action is recommended and upon what it is to be based.
Code TC refers to prorating according to the time method
based upon the appropriate contract. Code AB refers to pro-
rating by the floor-time area method based upon the total floor
area assigned to instruction or to the building, and to the
time schedule of the program which uses the area. Code QC
refers to prorating by the quantity-consumed method based
upon the total amount of the purchase order or total cost of
the item consumed. DN refers to distribution by direct
assignment. PS refers to prorating by the number of pupils
served method based upon the total enrollment of the system.

The combinationsreferred to above are used to suggest
the action and base for action in distributing the costs
identified by appropriation number and title. The Michigan
Public School Accounting Manual uses a four digit code. The
first two digits relate to function and the last two to the
area or object of expenditure. The function code appears
below:

10 Instruction:

11 Elementary

12:: Intermediate and Secondary
13__ Special Education
14 Summer School

15 Adult Education
19 Unclassified
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21 Administration

22__  Attendance

23__  Health Services

24 Pupil Transportation

25__  Operation of Plant

26__  Maintenance of Plant

27__  Fixed Charges

28__  Capital Outlay

29__  Community Services

30__  Student Services--Food Services
31__  Student Services--Book Store
32__  Student Services--Student-body Activities

The third and fourth digits of the code relate to the
nature of the object of expenditure. For example, 1141 refers
to 11___ (elementary instruction) and 41 (textbooks). 2554
refers to 25__ (operation) and __54 (custodial supplies).

The third and fourth digits, representing an object of expendi-
ture code, the method and base code referred to above, and the
expenditure title are listed below.

Expenditure Code Method-Base Code Expenditure Title

Salaries
0 PB or PU Principals
__oz2 PU Consultants & Supervisors
__03 TC Regular Teachers
04 TR Substitute Teachers

05 TC Librarians
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07

__08
12

13

14
15

16

18

19

21

22

23

28

_ 29

Contracted Service

31

34

35

Supplies

41
42
43
44

45

TC or

TC

TC

PS or

PS

PS or

PS or

PU

DN

PB or

65

TR

PU

PB

PU

PU

PB and AB

PB or

DN

PU

PU or

PU

DN

DN, PS, or PU

PB

PB

DN or

DN or

PB or

PB or

PB or

QC or PU
QC or PU
PU
PU

PU

Audio-Visual
Guidance
Psychological

Superintendent &
Assistants

Business Administration
Personnel Office
Central Research
Attendance
Transportation

Plant Engineers
Custodians

Maintenance

Food Service

Clerical

Other

Professional
Plant Operation

Plant Maintenance

Textbooks
Teaching Supplies
Library Books
Periodicals

Audio-visual
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48

51

52

53

54

55

56

__58
59

Other Expenses

61

62
__ 83
64

65

66

67

__ 69

Fixed Charges

83

83

__ 83
84

85

DN

DN

DN

AB

AB

PB

DN

PB

DN

DN

DN

PU

DN

DN

or

or

or

or

or

or

or

PB*or

DN

DN

PB

DC

PS

DN

PS

or

66

PU

PU

PU
PB
MU

MU

PU*or PS*

PS

or PS

or PS

Gas, 0il, and Grease

Tires, Tubes, and
Batteries

Transportation Supplies
Heating Fuel

Utilities (except fuel)
Custodial Supplies
Grounds Supplies

Food

Office Supplies

Miscellaneous

Travel and Mileage
Equipment Rental
Printing

Vehicle Replacement
Transportation Insurance
Equipment replacement
Food Service Expenses

Miscellaneous

Building Insurance
Employee Insurance
Fiedlity Bond

Rental of Land or
Buildings

Interest
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86 DN Other

__ 87 PU or PS Data Processing Equip-
ment

Capitalnbutlgy

_ 91 psS* Site Acquisition &
Improvement
__92 PS* or PU* Buildings and Additions
__93 psS* Remodeling
94 DN* Furniture and Equipment

Equipment replacement items and capital outlay items
should be placed on inventory and depreciated according to
any system which seems to represent the reality of the situ-
ation. If the equipment item is assigned to a cost center
the depreciation for thé particular year can be charged to
the center, but NOT the purchase price. Buildings can be
depreciated on a linear basis over a period of 50 years and
the amount divided by both floor-time area and per pupil
methods among the cost centers housed in the building.

Interest and maintenance charges on district debt can
be prorated on a per pupil basis for the whole district.

The combination of depreciation costs and interest and main-
tenance charges will fairly represent the cost of facilities
and equipment for the cost centers.

To implement the model it will be necessary to accom-

plish the following tasks although not necessarily in the

*Costs which are usually best distributed by deprecia-
tion schedules.
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order given:

A.

B.

Establish and codify cost centers.

Prepare a statement of the objectives, methods of
evaluation, and results of evaluation (if known)

for each cost center.

Supply all required information for each center on

a cost center data sheet (top section).

Choose the dimensions and categories for each which

are desired.

Prepare a chart of the cost centers distributed
along the dimensions noted in (C) according to the

chosen categories.

Distribute all costs, encumberances, or appropria-
tions as necessary to the cost centers depending
on the time of the fiscal year and the nature of

information available.

Record the cost information on the cost center data

sheets.

Prepare duplicate copies of the complete set of cost
center data sheets and statements of objectives and

evaluations.

Group the cost centers according to the categories
along each dimension. A COMPLETE SET of cost center

records will appear along each dimension.
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J. Prepare a cost center record SUMMARY for each group
of cost centers which are to be considered a larger
segment of the program than one class or course.

For example, all sections of History 10 can be

grouped and a cost center record summary sheet pre-
pared representing all sections. The amounts which
were distributed to each appropriation category for
each center can be added to produce one sum for each

category and the sums recorded on the summary sheet.

K. Assemble the sets of cost center records and summary
sheets into complete sets for each dimension.

The data is now in a form for study and comparisons.
The nature of the study that will take place is optional
with those who have the data. Studies in patterns of expendi-
ture, cost-effectiveness, maximum and minimum per pupil
costs, means, modes, relationships to revenue, comparisons
with other districts, and many other studies are possible.

The next chapter is a report on an actual field study
in a school district with an enrollment of approximately
5,200 pupils. The results of the study and the recommenda-

tions and conclusions appear in the last two chapters.



CHAPTER IV

FIELD TESTING THE MODEL

Description of the District

The model was field tested in a third class district
situated in a suburban community with above average wealth
and educational aspiration. The district had an enrollment
of 5,200 pupils in grades K-12 and was organized on a K-6,
7-8, and 9-12 basis. It had one high school, one junior
high school, and nine elementary schools.

The elementary program was ungraded through the seventh
year (comparable to the sixth grade). Consultants in instru-
mental and vocal music, art, foreign languages, physical
education, reading, and speech assisted the regular classroom
teachers. 1In addition, each school had at least one non-
certified librarian, and the larger schools also had one
instructional aide. Individualized instruction in reading
and mathematics, and various types of grouping were used.

The junior high school program combined team teaching
in English, science, mathematics, and social studies, with
an elective program in various other subjects. Each student

chose three electives.

70
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The senior high school program featured a five 70
minute period day with no study halls and a rotating sixth
period. All students were required to take six subjects.
Each class met four times per week for a total of 280
minutes. The curriculum emphasized a wide variety of course
offerings which were designed, in most cases, to serve the

needs of the college-bound student.

Implementation of the Test

The field test was begun March 18, and completed May 15,
1968. It included approximately 400 hours of effort to
collect data, process it, and record the results. The data
was obtained from a variety of sources including interviews
with school officials and clerical personnel, and printed
matter such as directories, payroll records, budgets, con-
tracts, insurance policies, class schedules, enrollment
reports, budget balance reports, and blueprints.

After the data had been collected the cost centers were
defined and a cost center data sheet prepared for each. The
cost centers consisted of individual courses (as contrasted
with individual classes) taught by each teacher in the high
school and junior high and each grade level per building in
the elementary. The elementary program was considered to be
ungraded. However, the official school directory listed the
grades for each school and there seemed to be no inconsistency

related to using grades per building as programs for cost
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centers. This was due to the recency of the ungrading process
in most schools and to the practice of grouping with grade
levels.

The cost center data sheets for each cost center were
prepared listing the name of the teacher, school year and
term, organizational unit, type of school, building, room
number if appropriate (not used in elementary) grade level,
credit units, whether required or elective, number of male
pupils, number of female pupils, type of program number of
days per year, and minutes per week. The remaining informa-
tion which the sheets call for was not available. This was
not considered to be a loss since the required information
for cost analysis and basic identification of the program
by name was available. The missing information would have
served mainly to increase the number of dimensions along
which the cost centers could have been organized and to
further identify the nature of the instruction in the center.

Teachers' salaries were prorated on a time method basis
using the base salary of the teacher (total contract less
additional salary for coaching, extra-curricular assignments,
being head of a department, etc.). An amount prorated on a
per pupil basis representing a portion of the sabbatical
leave program was added to the amount noted above.

The next task was to prepare a list of all of the dis-
tribution ratios and methods to be used for each school.

The ratios and methods were listed on a regular cost center
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data sheet except for those appropriation numbers which
required several ratios each. This phase of the process
was the most crucial of all. Care was taken to insure that
all of the costs which were related to any given cost center
were known and that they were distributed by the most appro-
priate method possible.

After the lists were complete the distribution was begun.
The task proved to be time-consuming but not especially dif-
ficult. There were several ways in which the work could be
accomplished. The best way seemed to be to place the dis-
tribution ratio in the machine, lock the keyboard, and calcu-
late the amounts by use of either the enrollment or the
square footage as appropriate for each cost center.

The calculation of the ratios involved several important
stages including:

A. Determining the total costs that were to be dis-

tributed.

B. Determining which cost centers were involved with

the totals of (A) above.

C. Deciding which method of distribution of costs best

represented the reality of the situation.

D. Calculating the ratios from the above data to at
least 5 digit accuracy.
The Michigan Public School Accounting Manual Accounting

Code tends to separate like appropriation items by function.
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For example, the secretarial distribution ratio for an
elementary school might well include appropriation number
1128 (Secretarial Personnel--Elementary), 2128 (Secretarial
Personnel--General Administration), and 2328 (Secretarial
Personnel--Health Services). The amount for the school for
1128 would be prorated on a per pupil basis using the full-
time equivalent enrollment of the school as a base, and the
2128 and 2328 amounts would be prorated on a per pupil basis
using the full-time equivalent enrollment of the entire
district as a base. The final distribution ratio would be
the simple arithmetic sum of the individual ratios.

There were several instances where this type of summing
ratios was involved. However, in some instances the indi-
vidual ratios differed in type and could not be summed.

This required the use of two or more ratios and summing the
resulting amounts to obtain the entry for the given appro=-
priation number on the cost center data sheet. An example
of this concerned appropriation number 2521 (Custodial
Salaries) for the high school. The total square footage of
the building was determined to be 151,720 for prorating
purposes. This amount included 7,255 ft .2 for general
administration offices, 79,299 ft.® in instructional spaces,
and 65,166 ft.? in other non-instructional spaces.

The total to be distributed for custodial salaries was
approximately $61,000. The portion of this to be distributed

for each category was calculated as follows:
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General administration--to be distributed throughout
the district on a per pupil basis.

7,255 ft.>2
151, 720 ft.2

X $61,000 =

High School non-instructional spaces.

65,166 ft.2
151,720 ft.=

X $61,000 =

High School instructional spaces.

79,299 ft.2
151,720 ft.=<

X $61,000 =

The general administration portion was then divided by
the full-time enrollment of the district to produce a per
pupil figure for all pupils in the district including the
high school. This figure was divided by six to convert it
to a per pupil per period ratio for the high school.

The high school non-instructional spaces portion was
divided by the total number of pupil-periods for the high
school (product of the total number of full-time equivalent
pupils enrolled and the number of periods for which they are
assigned classes) to convert it to a per pupil per period
distribution ratio for the high school. The two per pupil
per period ratios noted above were then summed to produce
the final ratio which was used to determine the amounts to
be distributed to the cost centers on a per pupil per period
basis.

The instructional space portion was divided by the
square footage‘of the instructional space and the number of

periods to convert it to a per square foot per period ratio.
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The product of this ratio and the area of the instructional
space occupied by the activity of the cost center and the
product of the combined per pupil per period ratio noted
above were added to produce the amount distributed for 2521
for each high school cost center.

To summarize and illustrate the process the calculations
for an imaginary cost center having an enrollment of 25

pupils and using 1,000 ft.2 would be as follows:

$3.4481/p x 25p = $83.20
$0.068024/ft.2 x 1,000 ft.2 = $68.02
$151.22

The junior high school posed a special problem because
of the combination of team teaching and electives in the
schedule. Each student attended classes taught by a team
of teachers 262.5 minutes per week per subject for a total
of four subjects. He also attended each of three elective
classes 210 minutes per week per elective. The total number
of minutes of instruction per week was 1.680. Each team-
taught subject was 0.15625 of the total and each elective
was 0.125 of the total. Whenever a per pupil amount (total
amount for the appropriation number divided by the enrollment
of 700 pupils) was used as a base it was multiplied by 0.15625
to determine the amount per pupil per period for team taught
subjects and 0.125 to determine the amount per pupil per
period for electives. This necessitated the preparation of

two sets of ratios, one to be used for team subjects and the
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other for electives. The two ratios for team-taught and
elective classes were also used to convert cost per square
foot ratios to cost per square foot per period ratios.

The school system employed department heads in the high
school and charged them with the responsibility of coordi-
nating the curriculum effort for their respective subject-
matter area in grades 7 through 12. The department heads
were given a 40% reduction in class load to provide them
with time for coordination and were also given an additional
stipend of 10% of their base salary. The prorated share of
their salaries was added to their stipends and the sum
distributed to all of the cost centers of the subject area
on a per pupil basis.

In addition to the department heads the system assigned
coordinators and charged them with the same type of responsi-
bility except that they were given no stipend and a 20%
reduction in class load. The prorated portion of their salary
was also distributed to all of the cost centers in their
respective subject area.

To effect the distributions noted above the total amount
to be distributed was determined for each subject area and
divided by the number of pupils from both the junior and
senior high enrolled in courses in that subject area. The
resulting distribution ratio was added to that which had been
calculated for the guidance counsellors and reading improve-

ment instructors (junior high only) to obtain a final
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distribution ratio for appropriation number 1202 (Salaries--
Consultants) for all cost centers in the particular subject
area. The product of this ratio and the enrollment in the
cost center equalled the amount that was distributed.

The task was similar to the above in the elementary
schools for the elementary consultants except that it was
more complex and involved more schools. The fact that like
ratios are additive tended to simplify the process by reduc-

ing the number of calculations needed for the final distribu-

tion.

The depreciation of buildings and built-in equipment
was calculated on a linear basis of two percent per year of
replacement value. The replacement values were calculated
by multiplying the appraisal value for insurance purposes by
a factor of 10/9 to correct for the practice of insuring a
building at 90% of replacement value. This value was
multiplied by the depreciation ratio of 2% and the result
divided by the full-time equivalent enrollment of the school
and by whatever other fraction was appropriate to convert
the per pupil amount to a per pupil per period amount if
required.

In regard to debt the total amount paid for interest
during the school year on various bond issues plus the
amount paid for maintenance charges related to the debt
accounts was divided by the total full-time enrollment of

the system. This per pupil distribution ratio was converted
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when necessary to a per pupil per period ratio. The combi-
nation of the depreciation of the buildings and built-in
equipment, and the interest and maintenance charges repre-
sented the costs related to having the facilities to use.
There was no suitable equipment inventory with which to
work so that item was not distributed. The alternative of
distributing 2894 (Capital Outlay) was taken and this was
distributed on a per pupil basis except for instrumental
music which was known to be $7,222.00.

A Friden Calculator and a ten key electric adding
machine were used for all calculations. Five digit or more
accuracy was maintained on all ratios. The ratios were
summarized on cost center data sheets or notebook paper.
When all of the ratios had been calculated the process of
distributing was begun. It took 12 to 18 minutes to process

"l  Approximately 50 calcu-

one cost center in the "cost mode.
lations were required producing approximately 35 cost
figures. In addition to these calculations the following
processes were accomplished in order:
A. Salaries, contracted services, supplies, other ex-
penses, fixed charges, capital outlay, and depreci-
ation and debt were subtotalled.

B. The subtotals of (A) were totalled providing a grand

total.

lMultiple use of the cost center data sheet by adapting
it to any one of three modes (cost mode, per pupil cost mode,
and percentage mode) was the result of evaluation in the
field test of the original format.
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C. The grand total for each cost center was divided
by the full-time equivalent enrollment for the cost

center to yield a total per pupil amount.?!

D. The individual cost center data sheets were combined
into a few sample combinations to illustrate the
flexibility of the model in this regard. A new
summary cost center data sheet was prepared to repre-
sent all of the cost centers included in the set.

If five cost centers were combined into one the five
amounts for each appropriation number were summed
and recorded on the new summary cost center data

sheet .2

E. A cost center data sheet was prepared in the
"percentage mode" for all summary cost centers and
another in the "per pupil cost mode" for the same

centers.>

F. Several sample appropriation numbers for different

lThis was changed in the final format of the cost center
data sheet so this total appears only if the per pupil cost
mode is reported.

2The cost center data sheet is designed to serve as a
record of one cost center in any one of three modes or as a
summary sheet for several other cost center data sheets. To
indicate that the sheet is being used to summarize others an
entry is made in the upper right hand corner that this is,
for example, _1 of _5 , or a summary of four other sheets.

3Both modes are calculated from the cost mode and are
reported in the same manner as the cost mode and on the same
type cost center data sheets.
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schools were totalled to determine whether or not
the total equalled the amount that was to have been

distributed.

G. The cost center data sheets were inspected to see
whether or not the differences in cost per pupil
were as great as expected and whether or not they

followed the expected pattern.

Problems Encounted in the Field Test

The problems that were encountered that served to compli-
cate the field test were of three basic types: (A) Those due
to the fact that the district was not prepared for this type
of cost analysis; (B) Unusual circumstances; and (C) The lack
of experience with this type of activity on the part of both
the experimentor and those from whom he attempted to obtain
information.

The first set of problems would confront any district
which attempted to use the model without prior preparation.
There was no system of cost centers and no accounting or
purchasing by cost center. There was no up-to-date equipment
inventory. There was no established system of depreciation
for buildings and equipment. There was no system of filing
purchase orders or other comparable records that would facili-
tate relating costs to cost centers. Dialogue with employees
was pleasant, but time-consuming in terms of collecting data.

There was a general lack of understanding of what was wanted
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and what was available that contained the information in some
form.

This made it impossible to assign many costs to cost
centers directly and forced the use of prorating where pro-
rating was inappropriate. The instructional supplies costs
illustrated this. 1In both the elementary and senior high
there was no way to assign the costs directly to the cost
centers. However, there was an accounting of the costs by
course and department for the junior high and this was used
for cost distribution. The differences were marked and the
discriminating ability of the direct assignment method was
evident.

In regard to unusual circumstances several problems were
encountered. The most serious were those resulting from the
systems' changing from an electro-mechanical to an electronic
data processing system. This caused stresses in the system
which delated posting, reduced the number of routine budget
balance reports to one dated March 31, 1968, and prevented
the business office staff from providing what would ordinarily
be routine information.

Another unusual circumstance related to the time of the
field test. The fiscal year of the district had three months
left when the data for which the test was run was reported.
This forced the experimenter to make several estimates as to
the probable expenditure for the entire year. Fortunately,

most of the expense for the year could either be estimated
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with a fair degree of certainty due to the experimenter's
familiarity with the system and the budget, or was encumbered
for the year and known with a high degree of certainty as a
result.

The entire junior high program was moved to a new loca-
tion during the period of the test. This disruption of Ea
program and the resulting stress on the administrative and ’
clerical personnel made cooperation difficult. However, in

all cases including the junior high the level of cooperation

p e B5T

L.

considering the circumstances was very high.

The lack of experience with this type of analysis caused
the experimenter several extra trips to ask one last question
that would clear up the answers to the many that had gone
before, or to make errors due to omissions of data, or to
choose a method of prorating only to discover that another
method was more suitable. There were some machine errors
due to a malfunctioning calculator, and others due to misuse
of the machine. One error resulted a whole series of faulty
ratios. This forced the experimenter to do the entire junior
high program a second time. Aside from learning the high
price of such an error .it was also learned that the task
could be done much more quickly when one was familiar with
the data and the program.

There were many other problems of a minor nature most
of which were related to the fact that experimenter was work-

ing from the outside of the district operation and did not
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have the freedom of access to people and data that someone

who was a member of the staff would enjoy.

i ar-in 1 gvaamnn



CHAPTER V
EVALUATION

Results of the Field Test %}u

Most of the costs determined in the field test were

recorded on 258 cost center data sheets and represented the EJ
same number of instructional cost centers. The centers were £
defined on a subject-matter dimension for secondary instruc-
tion and on a level of difficulty or grade level dimension
for elementary instruction.

Each cost center data sheet was as complete as avail-
able information would permit. This included all costs and
as much information concerning the characteristics of the
program as it was possible to obtain without involving
teachers or disrupting the program. The class/activity key
and content descriptors, information regarding materials and
teaching method, and percentage of laboratory time were not
available.

All costs related to the programs of the centers were
distributed including those related to administration, opera-
tion, maintenance, debt, and depreciation of facilities.

Transportation, food services, summer school, Federal programs,

85
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and others of like consequence not considered to be part of
the instructional program or directly supportive of same
were excluded.

There were approximately 36 costs, 7 sub-totals, one
grand total and one cost per pupil total for each cost center
data sheet. These totaled approximately 9,250 costs, 1,800
cost sub-totals, 258 grand totals, and 258 cost per pupil
totals. In addition a few programélwere summarized into
larger programs and summary cost center data sheets prepared
for each larger program in all three modes.

In sum there were over 11,000 cost, sub-totals, grand
totals, costs per pupil, and percentages which were made
available for analysis, cost-effectiveness studies, synthesis,
budget-making, decision-making, or other purposes as desired.
It would take many days and possibly weeks to obtain the full
value of the results. The number of possible combinations
that could be summed to provide information concerning larger
programs than those represented by the cost center data
sheets is not known, but is believed to be in the hundreds.
The summary of individual programs into larger programs is
best done prior to working out the costs, costs per pupil,
and percentages if the total program is the only one of
interest. If both the total program and the individual pro-
grams are of interest it matters not which is done first.

It would not be practical or desirable to list all of

the costs and possible combinations of costs in this paper.
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However, an attempt has been made as noted above to provide
a few sample summaries of data which were made possible by
the implementation of the model. These summaries appear in
the following pages as tables. Other summaries can be de-
signed and prepared at will. The limiting factors seem to be
imagination and time.

The basic format for summarizing the costs and other
information related to an individual program is the cost
center data sheet. A copy of the data sheets that were pre-
pared during the field test for each of the ten programs
selected for summary appear as the next thirty pages. There
are three sheets for each program. The first is expressed
in the total cost mode, the second in the cost per pupil
mode, and the last in the percentage of total mode. If the
codes which were used for the format of the sheets are known
the sheets can be quickly read and understood. If not,
these sheets will not be too helpful and it would be more
appropriate to turn to the summary of the programs which ap-

pears beginning with the introductory paragraphs on page 118.
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of dz&ﬂﬂﬁ £4. 1£g/|/ Program / of ,2
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of ﬁg/zémﬁg/d Program o2 of /2
School Program— Class/Activity Title—

CC* [No. |FTTE's|{-School - [|Org. |Type|Bldg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key  [Sq |LvlGrd |Sec-||Credit|{Req.
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Vo e ) B e ) [ B e e U

— Pupils Data Time Materials Content Do.scrip?ors
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Male | Female |Type|Days |[Per Wk.[ Time |Used |Meth [Med .

m#‘iHvlr:750 —— |_—_] I__] H

Total Cost Mode

T Cost/pupil Mode 2519 4 . Toml ¥ 58
__ %of Total Mode | 2521 34 33 2448 . Fixed Charges

Tories 2622 9.02 2449 w8 o
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_09 3 2 ./5~  Other Expenses Bldg. Jo.s58
21 ___ Total 7 .77 _6 /.Y  Equip. & 78
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2115 3.57 /43 SR/ 2465 e Maint, -
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of 42”&&&24{ Program F of /=2
School Program Class/Activity  Title— '
cct No.lFTTE‘s -School - | {Org. |Type(Bidg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key 53 |[LvlGrd |Sec-||Credit||Req.
Tchr Yr. Term ||[Unit |Sch CC Total |Prog Yr Dif| Lvl [tion ||Units |[Elec
[0 e ) A A L L L) (EEH I bk T 1He4 7
— Pupils Data Time Materials ‘ Content De.scripfors
No. | No. No. |Minutes | % Lab |Txt Tch Use " #2 13 44 #5 kg L
Male | Female |Type|Days |Per Wk .| Time |Used |Meth |Med .
el W Rl £ F] ]
Total Cost Mode ;
— 2519 . 47 Total J 43
Cost/pupil Mode _— N - — ° 2 43¢
X % of Total Mode | 2521 ___ #.752 2448 Fixed Charges
TaTories 2622 [ .24 2449 2781
/0 5.79% 28 3.872 245 2782
//02 /. /3 29 3 .5F7 2552 /. A3/ 2783 0.965
//03 S0 .4/ Total 73.893 2553 [ R 2784 .
//04 0. 65/ Contracted Services 2554 2.269 2785 0.32¢
//05 0.4/ _3 0.497 2555 2786 A
_06 2432 _58 2 250 2787 .
_ 07 2433 _ 59 Total / .539
_o8 2534 2.08/ Total 7.29/  Depreciation
_09 _35 0. 227 Other Expenses Bldg. #.232
21 Total /075 61 2./95  Eauip. /. s~
2112 2 ¢35  Supplies _62 2 002  Total S ST
213 2430 /4 2. 723 _63 g OF7  Debt
2114 0.433 /42 [ - F£F 2464 . Int.
2115 2. 28 /43 2. 72/ 2465 Maint.
2216 // 44 0 27F _69 2.35/ ol /0 - /24
2317 /l“s 2 Za? 3374 Program GRAND TOTAL
— o
2418 2346 3375 /00.00/6
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of Secon)p GAR40E  Program / _of s
School Progre : Class/Activity Title—
CC? |No. |FTTE's||-School - |[Org. |Type|Bldg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key  [5q |Lv§Grd |Sec-||Credit]|Req.
Tchr Yr. Term [[Unit [Sch CC Total [Prog . Yr Dif| Lvl [tion ||Units |[Elec
/o ldda ¢ g lldw AL E T TR+ L4 etz 4 flade] 12
— Pupils Data Time Materials Content De;criptors
No. | No. No. [Minutes % Lab [Txt \Tch (Use | #1 #2  #3 ¥4 #5 #4s 17
Male | Female |Type|Days |Per Wk.| Time |Used [Meth |Med
)
deblal 1Y e sk T L1
X _Total Cost Mode
2519 . 47 Total 2 090
Cost/pupil Mode - - —_— ° o0 76
% of Total Mode 2521 /e, 374. 23 2448 Fixed Charges
T Taries 2622 _4/5/2. 94 2449 2781
//01 &/fzag. 38 28 f227f 73 2451 . 2782
10?2 Bk £8 29 Yo 78 2552 447744 78 F4/¢ . /8
// 03 /ﬂ' 239 27  Total ;w K4 2553 Y4550 2784
//04 £ 027 /A Contracted Services 2554 Zil V4 785 4027 - 92
705 4p053.42 3 L300 4 2555 2786 287 28
06 2432 8 _g37 47 287
_07 2433 59 . Total 4/ 795" 3
__08 2534 222 - 4L Total 22 990. /& Depreciation
_09 - _35 60 .5F Other Expenses Bidg. /3 97¢. &7
21 A Total 3542.44 6 ésY. 15~ Eauip. _4éad ss”
212 Qo094 97 Supplies _62 4 53 Total (/5,578 &2
213 oS0 .72 MY 2362 30 63 285 68 Debt
214 Jof2g8 37 2 4 /93 33 2464 . Int. L
205 g v /143 Zocl. . SF¥ 2465 Maint.
2216 L 3¢8 /S 89 4154 . Y  Towal 33,4w0./8
2317 a5 4 30/ 27 3374 : Program GRAND TOTAL
JE Y Z - 7
2418 2346 3 L85 37
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of _SEcomd GRADE  Program L of _rs2
School Programe——— Class/Activity Title—

cc’ No.JFTTE's -School - |[Org. [Type[Bldg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Keyx  [Sq |Lv§Grd |Sec-||Credit{[Req.

Tchr: Yr. Temm [|Unit |Sch CC Total |Prog . Yr Dif] Lvl [tion |[|Units |[Elec

Y2 PN 2 ik S s aaam s A NAL 12 25 RS 2 E )

— Pupils Data Time Materials ———— Content Do;criptors
No. | No. No. |Minutes % Lab |Txt |Tch |Use h 12 13 #4 #5 Hs N7
Male | Female [Type|Days [Per Wk.| Time [Used [Meth [Med

25412/ sH/g,;w ‘_.:_LLIL_J U T

Total Cost Mode

X Cost/pupil Mode 2519 . _4& . Tokl ___ # 55
% of Total Mode | 2521 35740 2448 . Fixed Charges
Tolories 2622 9.8/ 2449 278 o
Zm— d{/ 28 2.9 2451 2782 o
//02 @4 29 25~ 74 2552 7.73 2783 7. 43
/703 7.4 " ol 579 ._di/ 2553 ?.¢6 2784 "
/104 #.4#/  Contracted Services 2554 2.02 285 2.37
// 05 2.22 3 S5.00 2555 . 2786 L2
_06 2432 - /. 82 2787 .
_07 2433 59 . Total /0. %42
08 . 253 . &/ Toml #9. 9  Depreciation
_09 35 2. 0F  Other Expenses Bldg. 30.3F
211 ___ Toml J.70 6 /. 40  Equip. /[0 .05
2112 4.55  Supplies 62 o/  Total K .43
213 4.52 /4 S . /5 63 42 Debt
2114 3.// /42 /3. ¥ 2464 It -
2115 3.57 /43 Y. 4G 2465 «___ Maint., -
2216 T 0 69 R.5/  Totwl J72.63
2317 . V4 <K _{é 3374 o Program GRAND TOTAL

2418 2346 . 3375 ) #7(21/, 75~
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of _ SEconp (GRLIE Program 3 of /o
School Program— Class/Activity  Title—
cct No.JFTTE's -School - | [Org. |Type|Bldg[Ft.2-P's  |Type Key. Sq |LviGrd [Sec-||Credit|[Req.
Tchr Yr. Term [ |Unit |Sch CC Total |Prog , Yr bif Lvl [tion |[{Units |[Elec
- » '
/b vl ésl | 21144 7] | T HU ekl 1 4 1
— Pupils Data Time Materials Content Do‘scriptors
No. | No No. |Minutes % Lab [Txt |Tch (Use fy #2413 #4 45 Hg 17
Male | Female |Type|Days [Per Wk.| Time |Used [Meth |Med
Akl 5 H RY 5 e 1 |_j —
Total Cost Mode
- 2519 47 Total 6 ¥
Cost/pupil Mode - - I ° o
X % of Total Mode 2521 5.5/ 2448 Fixed Charges
I P 2622 /.39 2449 2781
/101 5% 28 3.787 2451 2782 .
//02 5.69/ _29 F.453 2552 /.38 2783 /-05Y
/103 5. 047 Total 73 . 4f 2553 / .32/ 2784
/104 0 62,  Contracted Services 2554 2.257 2785 2.33¢
# 05 0.325 3 2.709 2555 : 2786 o 059
_06 2432 _ 58 0 254 2787 .
_07 2433 _ 59 . Total [ -SL79
] 2534 Q0. o587 Total 7. 092 Depreciation
_09 _35 L. 296  Other Expenses Bldg. .31/
21 Total /. 093 6 0. /99  Eauip. / 2
2112 17 _é% Supplies _62 0. .020  Total S . 737
2113 0 4¥2 N 0.73/ 63 Qo @78 Debt
2114 d 4y 1142 / /0 2464 Int.
2115 Q0 507 /143 D637 2465 . Maint.
e M ou¥ & p35€ Toml _ [0.30%
2317 1/ 45 a ‘/0/ 3374 Program GRAND TOTAL
2418 2346 3375 )00, 002
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of 5£ X7 éﬁi OF Program / of s/
School Program Class/Activity Title— '
CC* [No. |FTTE's|[-School - | [Org. [Type|Bldg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key Sq [Lv|Grd [Sec-{|Credit|[Req.
Tchr Yr. Term ||Unit [Sch CC Total |Prog e [Dif] Lvl [tion [[Units |[Elec
T T '
/ 15 V137 Zflﬁ //I_Zl []—rjr‘{ ;H U o|c ] o|1[
— Pupils Data Time Materials Content De;cripfors
No. | No. No. |Minutes | % Lab |Txt Use 1 42 13 4 5 He 7
Male | Female |Type|Days [Per Wk [ Time [Used |Meth [Med
zwzooldv 2|/ 5] T
—X— Total Cost Mode 2519 e Total 593 3
ota
Cost/pupil Mode — - - L2ET I
% of Total Mode | 2921  _/[3590-47 2448 Fixed Charges
Taries 2622 3s57.30 2449 78 L
//01 m /2 _ 28 24SL - 4/ 2451 ; 2782 .
//02 ZZ%Q!- g4 29 f473. #2552 2 34Y O 2783 2,239 7/
W03 jof Z2¢ 3/ Towl 2oy 757.05 2553 Z4de. 67 2784 )
fi04 _/’ 4_3:’.» 33 Contracted Services 2554 :{:if. £ 2785 é/ﬁé{
//05 Zsc.07 3 _475/. 74/ 2555 4 2786 Y5 . 00
_06 2432 58 LrL L3 2787
o7 2433 59 Totl  3470.38
__08 2534 ZZ'Z 35 Tatal /Z A Zﬁ Depreciation
_09 35 /L /) Other Expenses Bldg. 4 2o /9
2111 ‘ Tol _2.0/7 /8 _6l S 52 Eaip o257 04
2112 4594 32  Supplies 62 £ 98 Totl o8/ F R85~
2113 45{{. P /) £522.928 __63 27 53 Debt
24 Lp87.70 N2 Y504 50 2464 Int
2115 4 250 - 58 /743 (L7313 2465 Maint,
26 MM 208 of 89 __J0 33 Towl  25dd) 43
2317 445 ZE E E:! 3374 - Progrom GRAND TOTAL
2418 2346 3375 . A74 952. of
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Sommary of  S/X7H  GesoE Pogam 2 of  J/
School Progrom— Class/Activity Title—
cCf |No. |FTTE's| |-School - | [Org. |Type|Bldg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key. 53 |Lv||Grd |Sec-{|Credit|[Req
Tchrs| Yr. Term | |Unit |Sch CC Total |Prog Yr [Dif| Lvl [tion [[Units |[Elec
] T T T T
Asiia el |glsle) | A UL TP A4l | ede] 1
— Pupils Data Time Materials Content De.scripfors
No. | No. No. |Minutes|% Lab [Txt Tch |Use f1 #2173 t4 A5 Hs o #7
Male | Female |Type|Days [Per Wk.| Time |Used |Meth |Med
e 2le |o| Y /bl /st T |
Total Cost Mode
- 2519 . 47 Total 4 55
X _ Cost/pupil Mode — - - e
% of Toral Mode | 2521 ____32. 05~ 2448 __ Fixed Charges
1 P 2622 0.3/ 2449 2781 .
y/il 7 o) 44 28 27. /7 245 : 2782 :
2102 78. 74 29 24. 92 2552 742 2783 7.59
/03 258 . 4/ Total 602 . ZZ 2553 .90 2784 .
/104 z 70 Contracted Services 2554 / &C 2785 2 .3
/105 2-/7 _3 s5.03 2555 : 2786 2
_06 . 2432 _ 58 / 27 2787 .
07 2433 _ 59 . Total /O .55
__ 08 2534 .7/ Total i AWr 4 Depreciation
_09 _35 £ 35 Other Expenses Bldg. ,ZZ _ZZ
2111 Total g o5 61 /. ¥/  Eaquip. /2. 24
2112 4 58  Supplies _62 o/  Total 42 0/
213 4£.55 /4 #.38 63 43  Debt
2114 CR {3 /)42 /3. /2 2464 Int.
2115 3. 52 //43 f 74 2465 Maint,
2216 B /44 A/ B 2 .50 Total 73.7/
2317 445 Z ) z‘?’ 3374 Program GRAND TOTAL
2418 2346 3375 J7¢. 07
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of S/ x7TH gg 4 p£ _ Program 3 of 7/
School Program—— Class/Activity  Title— '
CC¥ [No. |FTTE's||-School - [|Org . |Type|Bidg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key. q |Lvl|Grd |Sec-||Credit][Req.
Tchr Yr. Term [{Unit [Sch CC Total |Prog r [Dif] Lvl [tion [|Units ||Elec
T T 1
/|15 ?/ék’_l{ﬁlé’j Mt 4 plo I/]
— Pupils Data Time Materials Content De;criptors
No. | No. No. |Minutes |% Lab |Txt |Tch [Use 4] #2. 13 4 #5 #g #7
Male | Female |Type|Days |Per Wk | Time |Used [Meth [Med
op|R| O |0 H /k.? /15 |og T L U
Total Cost Mod
—— OO ROt 1 519 : 47 Total s ST
Cost/pupil Mode — -
X% of Total Mode | 2521 L. 9¥ 2448 Fixed Charges
Talories 2622 _ /.3/ 2449 2781 .
/7/01 5 24% 28 2 Sy 2451 2782 o
//02 9.97 29 3./( 2552 / 22 2783 2-9
/103 45 3¢ Total 7L .29 2553 / .25 2784 .
1/04 0 59  Contracted Services 2554 0 .;g 2785 0 - 30
//05 2.28 3 0. L 2555 2786 o 0o
_06 2432 58 o 25 87
_07 2433 _ 59 Total / -3 f
__08 2534 L 09 Tatal £ / Depreciation
_09 L _35 g 30 Other Expenses Bldg. 3. 72
2m ____ Tomal / 03 6l 2 /5 Equip /55
2112 J 5%  Supplies 62 g 20  Totl S 32
213 0 -sX 75 Q.SS' __63 g o/ _Debt
2114 2 p /42 / £ 2464 . Int
2115 C.¥s 43 Q. ¢/ 2465 . Maint
26 ___ opyM ____pof & o 32 Tl ___ 9 .25
2317 L _/_/_45 ) §§ 3374 Program GRAND TOTAL
2418 2346 . 3375 _ /00 [){/}Z
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of JuSTRumen/TPY Aus/c Program / of 9
School Progame—— — Class/Activity Title—
CC* [No. |FTTE's|{-School - [|Org. |Type|Bldg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key. iq Lvl|Grd |Sec-||Credit|[Req.
Tchr Yr. Term ||Unit [Sch CC Total |Prog r [Dif] Lvl {tion [|Units |[Elec
Al et 2]k |2 ] 1A Jelvtse [T T A2l [ Jedo| H
— Pupils Data Time Materials ———— Content De'scriptors
No. | No. No. |Minutes % Lab |Txt |Tch Use fy 2 13 H4 A5 Hs 7
Male | Female [Type|Days [Per Wk [ Time |Used |[Meth [Med
X Total Cost Mode
2519 . 47 Total /6 /2
Cost/pupil Mode e — - —
% of Total Mode | 2521 __998.42 2448 Fixed Charges
Taries 2622 . 2449 2781
/201 o 95 o0 _ 28 (LEC .79 2451 ) 2782 .
7202 (54 _29 S/0 22 2552 (/0T 5%~ 2783 (Y. ST
/203 (2142 2y Total /g, 95/- 04 2553 324 - 43 2784
/204 7/ 55 Contracted Services 2554 Lo - 9/ 2785 56 .5
/205 25 ¢/ _3 /Sf . £F 2555 : 2786 /4. .89
__06 2432 . _ 58 (/L 3/ 2787 .
_07 2433 _ 59 2L 42 Total A5¢ . 00
__ 08 2534 5 .£3 Tatal 276 5" ¢£s~  Depreciation
0 35 /o 42  Other Expenses Bldg.  728.03
21 . Toral /75 42  _6l /6 30 Equip. /54 . 0F
2112 /18 55 Supplies 62 / Z({ Total FEL5 . //
2113 /105 £ /24 344 .43 _ 63 /5 0OF Debt
2114 75 2&' /;242 zzz L7 2464 Int
2115 F5.5¢ /243 SL 19 2465 : Maint,
2216 /a4l 22 3/ _69 (27 95 Totel /743 72,
2418 2346 . 3375 A2 375 5€




98

COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of Z;&Mafgffl &'ﬂzc' Program o2 of ¢
School Programe————nor Class/Activity Title—
CCf |No. |FTTE's|[-School - |[Org. |Type|Bidg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key. 5q [Lv|Grd |Sec-||Credit||Req.
Tchrs] Yr. Term ||Unit |Sch CC Total |Prog e IDif| Lyl [tion |[Units ||Elec
' ' mENE
crl |2lbixl| el 1Bl [ L E 2] ] lidde] 1
— Pupils Data Time Materials Content De‘scriptors
No. | No No. |Minutes % Lab |[Txt Tch |Use fy 12 13 H4 5 Hs A7
Male | Female |Type|Days |Per Wk | Time |Used [Meth |Med
3K 161/ H /] Q; 2vp| T 57 ]
Total Cost Mod
——— O RO 1 as19 47 Total £3
X Cost/pupil Mode B - — —
% of Total Mode 2521 s./ 2448 Fixed Charges
e 2622 . 2449 2781 ,
/201 5. 00 _ 28 l./2 2451 2782 .
/202 3.379 _2 2. 4£ 2552 57 2783 774
/203 2. 9/ Total F7. 3 2553 [ £ 2784 .
/204 __ZZ Contracted Services 2554 .32 2785 E'Z
/205 /3 3 J5 2555 2786 o8
06 2432 58 sg 287 _ )
_07 2433 _ 59 /S~ Total /.33
__o8 2534 23 Total // 22 Depreciation
_09 . _35 ‘3 Other Expenses Bldg. 3. Z Z
21 Tl /S o/ 6 .08 Equip .0/
2112 57 Supplies _62 474 Total S 57
2113 .57 /a4 [. 79  _63 0F  Debt
2114 37 /242 5.0y 2464 . Int
2115 A /243 . Z,f 2465 , Maint
216 Jas _ f2 89 gL Tl 7. /3,
2317 /245 Ez 3374 Program GRAND TOTAL
2418 2346 3375 : 7 /)5 . 9t
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of Tysreymengal AusiC _ Program 3 of_9
School Program Class/Activity Title—
CC* [No. |FTTE's|[-School - | |Org. |Type|Bldg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key 53 [LviGrd |Sec|Credit]|[Req.
Tchrs] Yr. Term ||Unit [Sch CC Total |Prog . Yr Dif] Lvl [tion |JUnits |[Elec
o el g Ak il Leld e [TTT0H A T TbHe| H
— Pupils Data Time Materials Content Do'scriptors
No. | No. No. [Minutes % Lab |Txt (Tch |Use h #2 13 4 #5 s N7
Male | Female [Type|Days [Per Wk | Time |Used |[Meth [Med
3Rl |61/ H VY Rv|R|/ |0 G [
Total Cost Mod
— o e ede 1 2519 . 47 Total 0 20
Cost/pupil Mode _— -
X % of Total Mode | 2521 4. 442 2448 Fixed Charges
STories 2022 . 2449 I 74:) L
ol #.3/% _28 5277 2450 . 2782 .
02 2.924 _29 2.280 2552 O .S 2783 Q. 525
_ 03 ﬁgﬁ] Total 75. 76 2553 [ - 459 2784
04 Q. 4y  Contracted Services 2554 p.272 2785 0.253
_05 2. LY 3 D447 2555 : 2786 QO 067
_ 06 2432 . _ 58 O .5/ 2787 .
_07 2433 . _ 59 Q. /27 Towl /14
Y 2534 002 Total 2 . é:y Depreciation
__09 35 0 /729 Other Expenses Bldg. 3 .25
21 _ Total 0 - JR 6l Q. p73  Equip. 0. 693
2112 QL A  Supplies _62 p 00f  Total 3 .747
2113 Q-4 _4 / .5¥%p _63 QO 67  Debt
2114 0 .33 _# o 374 2464 Int.
2115 &’ﬂ _ 43 V4 . 255" 2465 . Maint.
2216 _ 44 O (00 _ & L. 572 Total 7 - 582
2317 45 0 ﬂ) 3374 ’ Progmm GRAND TOTAL
2418 2346 3375 /00.00%
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of ChorR [ﬂ) Program /  of &
School Programe——— Class/Activity Title—
CcC’|No. |FTTE's|[-School - | |Org. |Type|Bldg[Ft.2-P's  |Type Key S |LvllGrd |Sec-|[Credit]|Req.
Tchrs] Yr. Temm ||Unit [Sch CC Total [Prog Yr Dif| Lvl [tion ||Units }|Elec
ols] Ylod el |s1izis)| ] [dgsl | UL TLTILE (78] [ e Ll
— Pupils Data Time Materials Content Do;criptors
No. | No. No. [Minutes % Lab |Txt (Tch |Use f1 12 43 M4 H5 Hs A7
Male [ Female [Type|Days [Per Wk | Time [Used [Meth |Med
/|7 /70]"/0.’2/0* N 1 l
X _ Total Cost Mode
2519 . 47 Total
Cost/pupil Mode —_— - - ° 237 €0
% of Total Mode 2521 3‘22 . 7¢ 2448 Fixed Charges
Taries 2622 . 2449 8 .
_0 7 4% o0 8 [755.5F 245 . 2782 .
__02 2252_5_" _29 758 7.2 2552 /32 33 2783 2L 45
_03 /49 S0 Total / ZQZ #5 2553 32Y. £y 2784 .
_ 04 /3 14 Contracted Services 2554 73.2¢ 2785 F¥ of
05 38.09 31 __5.43 2555 : 2786 22 /4
_06 2432 58 /9 9F 2787 .
07 2433 59 L2 .28 Total 350 . 62
__08 2534 L ¢f Total 2Z9¢ . A4 Depreciation
_09 L _ 35 éé . éé Other Expenses Bldg. IJ’Z {z
211 Total 224 fz _6l ZZ .,?2 Equip. KXR30. <43
212 7z ﬁ Supplies __62 <. &7 Total (/17 - Y4
203 J£z.33 4 _5/2.99 63 2.2 443 Debt
204 _ /2 /3 42 Lozl FP 2464 Int.
2115 /3/ .70 43 /RF. JF 2465 . Maint.
2216 _ 44 33 (7 _69 /20 2L Total 3224 - 9f.
2418 2346 3375 4,,75, 370 32




101

COST CENTER DATA SHEET summary of k0 /R (TH#) Program 2 of
School Program Class/Activity Title—

CC’ |No. |FTTE's||-School - | [Org. |Type|Bldg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key. 53 |Lv|Grd |Sec-||Credit][Req.
Tchrs| Yr. Term [[Unit [Sch CC Total |Prog Yr Dif| Lvl |tion ||Units |[Elec
a1 el el e Tbdskt T 1L 7] | Aol |2

— Pupils Data Time Materials Content De;cripfors

No. | No. No. |Minutes (% Lab |[Txt Tch |Use f1 #2 13 4 #5 K 17

Male | Female |Type|Days |Per Wk | Time |[Used [Meth |Med

— o
yI'n/17 P H /RAA| /|0 I_J L.] |__| I
Total Cost Mod
— 0RO o519 47 : Total 53
X__ Cost/pupil Mode B - — -
% of Total Mode 2521 ___L_Zi'- 2448 Fixed Charges

7 P 2622 2449 : 2781 ‘

/2 T S5 pop 28 &./2 @ 2451 82 .

/20 3.39 1 ____Ré4 B2 ¥ U8 A

203 __ 38 £5 ool __S52.75 558 __ /. 38 2784 —

204 47  Controcted Services 2554 .AL 2785 29

/205 /3 3 .5 2555 2786 of

_06 2432 A _ 58 59 2787 :

o7 2433 59 /S~ Toml /. 33

_08 SR R .03 Towl 7 49  Depreciotion

_09 35 A3 Other Expenses Bldg. 3.09

2111 Total /. o/ 6l .OF  Equip. F2

2112 S7  Supplies 62 .0/  Total 3.9/

2113 57 a4 /.79 _63 pf  Debt

2114 39 242 3.757 2464 . Int.

215 L /243 ST 2465 . Maint.

2216 . /244 /269 A Total F./¢

2418 2346 3375 o S 0
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of Cxorr W) Program 3 of §/
School Programe—=— Class/Activity Title—

cct No.JFTTE's -School - | |Org. [Type|Bldg[Ft.2-P's  |Type Key q |Lvl|Grd |Sec-{|Credit|[Req.

Tchr Yr. Term ||Unit [Sch CC Total [Prog . r Dif] Lvl {tion ||Units |[Elec

ANV 2 Bl A A A7zt 1 (104 el [ PEe

— Pupils Data Time Materials —— Content De'scripfors
No. | No. No. |Minutes % Lab [Txt |Tch (Use | 1 #2  #3 #4 45 4o #7
Male | Female |Type|Days |[Per Wk.{ Time |Used |[Meth |Med

/7bu/o.z/o;T|_-,_|LJ []

Total Cost Mode

2519 . 47 . Total
Cost/pupil Mode _ . . ol O N/
X __ % of Total Mode 2521 /- 279 2448 . Fixed Charges
Taries 2622 . 2449 . 2781
/21 S 6587 2 £ 92/ 2450 : 2782

4202 3. 03 29 2.2/ 2552 g S22 2783 /- O82
/203 4£3.947  Total £7.593 2553 /- 5S¢ 2784 .

/204 o 53] Contracted Services 2554 Q- ,_2@9 2785 LY
/205 2./50 _3 OB 255 278 0087
/206 2432 . _s8 L.eZp 2787 o
_o07 2433 59 O 47 Torl / .50/
_08 . 2534 0.234 Toral (0. 627  Depreciation

09 35 O Ry  Other Expenses Bldg. 3. 57
21 ___ Toral [/ ./ 6 2.076  Equip. o 207
2112 O L4e  Supplies _62 0.0y  Torl AL A
2n3 o LLY 28 2 .22 _63 O OFf  Debt

2114 O Y42 242 o 25" 2464 S T2 .
2115 0.5/9 /a3 [ . 505" 2465 . Maint. .
216 M g [3/ 9 Q2.0 Tonl __[3.704
2317 jass ) 525 3374 . [Program GRAND TOTAL

2418 2346 . 35 . @a_aﬂ%'
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of _ S&¢ 1a¢ Srzeares (Tf)Program [/ _of _ 7
School Program— Class/Activity  Title—
CC¥[No. |FTTE's||-School - [ [Org. [Type|Bldg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key. LvliGrd |Sec-||Credit]|Req.
Tchr Yr. Term |[{Unit |Sch CC Total |Prog Yr [Dif] Lvl |tion ||Units |[Elec
3 ¥ &) e Al el T T T el o4 1
— Pupils Data Time Materials Content Do;criptors
No. | No No. |Minutes % Lab [Txt |Tch (Use LATI f4 t5 He H7
Male | Female [Type[Days |Per Wk | Time |Used |Meth |Med
L1315 )/ EJ 2|c13 [+ ] [ ] l__
¥ Total Cost Mode .
2519 . 47 Total 5
Cost/pupil Mode > e — - - ° _dii —’Z
% of Total Mode | 2521 379/ .5¢ 2448 Fixed Charges
Tore: 2622 . 2449 2781 L
R0V e as 8 5024 Y4 2451 7782 .
202 325 /9 29 ,/7/ 0F 2552 433 .53 2783 785 32%
/203 L7 75¢ 47 Total 7EA5F. 47 B53 L9457 - 2784 _
/204 289 ﬂ Contracted Services 2554 2785 X¥0.4/.
/205 /53 .28 3 LrL.- s 2555 2786 43 .43
_0s 2432 58 &g Lp 2787 o
07 2433 59 __20p. 98 Toml LOF9 .2
_ 08 - 2534 XY Ll Total .5; ?¢Z _22 Depreciation
_09 L _35 /(85 0¥ Other Expenses Bldg. .7, Zoé .72
2111 ol 234 3/ 6 £9.34 ‘e 457 35
2112 /70 59 Supplies 62 7 44 Tonl 3,544 .67
M3 g L0 /24 L6 .50 63 LY /&  Debt
24 3 f5 L2 /¥ 67 2464 Int o
2005 374 . &5 /243 345.97 2465 . Maint.
2216 /244 7457 9 _SHKL L Tl 7504 .94
2317 /&45 378/ 30 3374 Pr;ram GRAND TOTAL
2418 2346 3375 L 8 078 .29
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of _SPcras  STUDIES (zg) Program ) of 9

School Programe————— Class/Activity Title—
cct No.lFTTE's -School - [ [Org. |Type|Bldg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key. 59 |Lv|Grd | Sec-{|Credit|[Req.
Tchr Yr. Term ||Unit [Sch CC Total |Prog : IYr [Dif| Lvl [tion ||Units ||Elec

0 eF A T e JUTTTTIUE lel 1 kel 14

— Pupils Data Time Materials — Content De;criptors
No. | No. No. |Minutes % Lab |Txt |Tch Use f1 42 13 f#4 45 Ho {7
Male | Female |Type|Days [Per Wk | Time |Used |Meth |Med

30L35/Jg]/ ale 3| T;.

Total Cost Mode

ICost/pupN Moge | 2"° 4 . Totl / oY
% of Total Mode | 2521 L-05 2448 . Fixed Charges

Solaries 2622 2449 78 o

/E_ L 25 28 7. 65~ 2451 . ws2 .

/202 49/ 29 3.30 2552 45~ 2783 /20

/203 £7.2/ " Total R5. S4L 2553 (.97 2784 o

/204 Q 5%  Contracted Services 2554 . 2785 .37

/205  p.23 31 2y 2555 . 2786 /0.

_06 2432 __ _s58 7y 2787 o

_o07 2433 59 32 Totl /67

_08 . 2534 .04 Total 7 7C  Depreciation

_09 35 29  Other Expenses Bldg. “ 2

21 ol LA  _6 . //  Equip. /.00

2112 Z2  Supplies _ 62 o/ Tol 5. 42

2113 7 24 2. 23 __63 7/ Debt

2114 A7 e [ &5 2464 . L

215 57 /383 SZ 2465 . Maint. L

2216 R 1Y & K3  Total /- 42

2317 - /345 S 3374 L Program GRAND TOTAL
2418 2346 335 . /55. 9§
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of SPr/8¢ StpsEs @4[ Program 3 of 9
School Programe——— Class/Activity Title—
CC’[No. |FTTE's|[-School - | [Org. |Type|Bldg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key Sq |Lv|Grd |Sec-||Credit|[Req.
Tchr Yr. Term |{Unit |Sch CC Total |Prog Yr [Dif] Lvl [tion ||Units |JElec
- T
¢} | e [l Tl dA I T LT TTUUE A T o] T4
— Pupils Data Time Materials Content Descriptors
No. | No. No. [Minutes % Lob |Txt \Tch |Use fh 42 #3 #4 t5 e #7
Male | Female |Type|Days [Per Wk | Time [Used |Meth [Med
oklals /] eekzlels] 1 L L] L l
Total Cost Mode 2519 47 Total 2 097
o
Cost/pupil Mode — - - — & L7
X % of Total Mode | 252! ¥ o70 2448 Fixed Charges
SoTares 2622 2449 : 2781
/201 ¥.487% 28 5./R3 245 2782 :
/202 3.38% 29 2.2 2552 2 47 2783 2. £/
/203 58 &5¢  Total 79. 99/ 2553 /.379 2784 .
/204 L 377 Contracted Services 2554 . 2785 ﬂ.JZf
/205 0.5 3 O .29 2555 2786 0 05
_06 2432 . _58 0 49, 2787
_07 2433 . _ 59 O 2/3 Total i
08 2534 2 LR35 Total 4 0¢yY  Depreciation
_09 - 35 2./923 Other Expenses Bldg. 2 262
21 ___ Toral O &7  _6 L 87/ Equip. O 73
2112 L 450  Supplies _62 @ ooy  Total 3 43S
2113 e-¥77 /f24 [ .5 63 QO 4~  Debt
2114 O, 327 /242 [/ 238 2464 Int.
2115 0.3 183 037/ 2465 Maint.
2216 N /244 _2 077 _69 O 565  Total 7. 652
2418 2346 3375 /00. ol
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of /¢,f7" m} Program / of S
School Program Class/Activity Title—
CC?|No. |FTTE's||-School - | [Org. [Type|Bldg|Ft.2-P's  [Type Key q [LviGrd |Sec-{|Credit||Req.
Tchrs Yr. Term [ [Unit |Sch CC Total |Prog , r Dif] Lvl [tion ||Units |[Elec
2| Udlieirl 2] ) wlddsizel | 1L ol 1] [ lidde]
— Pupils Dato Time Materials Content Delscriptors
No. | No. No. |Minutes % Lab [Txt |Tch |Use f1 #2 13 H4 #5 He 7
Male | Female |Type[Days |Per Wk | Time [Used [Meth [Med
24 1715 H 2z I__I ]_J |_I
X __ Total Cost Mode
2519 . 47 Total
Cost/pupil Mode - - — ° LY A
% of Total Mode 2521 /,3 é Z . &Z 2448 Fixed Chorges
Sc|cries# 2622 . 2449 2781
/201 Z%& _28 (033 - 9¢ 2451 . 2782
/202 573 32 _29 44 - 77 2552 /(45 £4 2783 Lt L2
/203 & 227 43 Total _/é 904 - /& 2553 #4253/ 2784 .
/204 0 /7 Contracted Services 2554 _ g£p.73 285 49.5/
/205 A2. 43 3 f2L. 85~ 2555 . 2786 /3 .05
_06 . 2432 _ 58 (08 09 2787
_07 2433 _59 24 90 Total 224 18
__08 2534 S ./ Total 4/ g20. 7.2 Depreciation
__09 35 Er Y/ Other Expenses Bldg. ZZZ L2
21 Total /70 K6 6 /¥.27 Equip. /35 80
2112 Zz Zz Supplies __62 /. 52 Total Z //3.¢2
2113 7t /9 /241 30/. 78 __63 /3 2/ Debt
2114 . 43 142 LK &7 2464 Int.
2115 77.35 /343 75 .4f 2465 Maint.

2216 _ /244 (7 5 _¢9 [/2-43  Towl [ SSS 37
2317 /245 Zf ¢Z 3374 Program GRAND TOTAL
—— — —_— y
2418 2346 3375 ,&f o2/ 2/
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of /#f &7#) Program 2 of 5~
School Program——n Class/Activity Title—
CC¥ |No. |FTTE's||-School - |[Org. [Type|Bidg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key 53 [Lvl|Grd |Sec-{|Credit 'Req.
Tchr Ye. Term ||Unit [Sch CC Total |Prog . Ivr Pif] Lyl [tion ||Units |[Elec
LI TR AA e AL A AT AL T T T [Ae [ T T | B
— Pupils Data Time Materials Content Do;criptors

No. | No. No. [Minutes | % Lab |Txt (Tch |Use #) #2  #3 4 #5 ¥ 17
Male | Female |Type[Days |Per Wk.| Time |Used [Meth [Med

79? 7] H poL2l/0] ] L] L
Total Cost Mode

I Cost/pupil Mode 2519 . 47 . Totwl £3
% of Total Mode 2521 Z _ﬁ_ 2448 . Fixed Charges

Tolories 2622 2449 8l o
/31__ # S .00 _28 6. /R 2451 782 o
/202 3.39 _2 R.LY¥ 2552 L 2783 9L
/203 g /19 " Toral ///- 857 2553 2. .58 2784 .
/204 47 Contracted Services 2554 P 2785 27
/205 /3 3 57 2555 . 2786 of
_06 2432 . _58 57 87 W
_07 2433 59 /S Total /.23
__08 o 2534 D3 Total f!éz Depreciation

_09 I A3 Other Expenses Bldg. s$.77
21 _ Toml /o) 8 OF  Equip. 7
2112 ,_f,z Supplies _62 .8/  Total ,. 59
2113 57 24 (77 _63 2f  Debt

2114 37 /a4 3.90 2464 __lnt. L
2115 AL 1243 Y57 2465 . Maint, L
216 R4 42 69 4L Torl 2./¢,
2317 VYT A 374 . [Frosram gRAND TOTAL
2418 2346 _337s L )42/




1

08

COST CENTER DATA SHEET summary of A7 (%) Program 3 of S5
School Program Class/Activity Title—
CC* [No. |FTTE's|[-School - [|Org. | Type|Bldg[Ft.2-P's  |Type Key  [Sq |Lv]|Grd |Sec-|[Credit|[Req.
Tchrs] Yr. Term ||Unit [Sch CC Total |Prog Yr [Dif] Lvl [tion f|Units |[Elec
ol | 441 ||l idsldidslAd T I T TILB el | lage] 4
— Pupils Data Time Materials : Content Dchriptors
No. | No. No. [Minutes % Lab |Txt |Tch |Use f1 2 3 #4 #5 He #7
Male | Female |Type[Days |Per Wk | Time [Used [Meth | Med
7157 H /o2l o l_l I__| |_I
tal
— Zm /;:'l :j«:ee 2519 4 _ Tenl g 537
X %ofTotal Mode | 2521 ____ 5.578 2448 Fixed Charges
Tories 2622 2449 7/} L
/201 3.52% 4. 304 245 2 L
/202 2.387 _» /. F%0 2552 o go7 2783 Q473
/203 59 23/ Totl 78704 2553 /. 8/2 2784 —
/204 Qg 334  Contracted Services 2554 (. 33L 2785 0206
/205 £.043 3 _J.528 2555 . 2786 o o5¥
_06 2432 58 O 4/7 287 ._
_07 2433 59 O - fof Total 0 433
_ 08 2534 p-p2f Totl 7.997 Depreciation
09 3 0. /62  Other Expenses Bldg. < oy
2m ____ Toral -3/ ) £ 057 Eaquip. YAl
2112 2 43  Supplies _ 62 Q. .007 ot A 43¢
23 g oo /24 /. 25¢ _63 g 055  Debt
2114 0 215 /242 2 743 2464 . L
2115 o .323 /243 O. 3/ 2465 __ Maint, -
216 fua 2 ox/ 89 O L Total L -£27
2317 /245 0 327 374 __ [Progrom GRAND TOTAL
2418 234 3375 . 0.c0%
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of Sec/e Screwce Depr-  Program 7/ __of _2¢
School Program— Class/Activity Title—

cct No.SLFTTE's -School - [|Org. {Type|Bldg[Ft.2-P's  |Type Key g |Lv|Grd |Sec-||Credit|[Req.

Tchr Yr. Term [|Unit |Sch CC Total [Prog . r [Dif| Lvl [tion |[Units ||Elec

AR T T AT Helee Rl T (T 0 e[ TR T4

— Pupils Data Time Materials ——  Content De‘scriptors
No. | No No. |Minutes % Lab [Txt |Tch |Use 1 #2 43 #4 H5 He 47
Male | Female |Type|Days [Per Wk | Time [Used |[Meth |Med

/|2k13 b bz)k‘l L] 1 '_] LJ I_I

X Total Cost Mode

"~ Cost/pupil Mode 2519 - _ 47 .__ Total (572 o0
% of Total Mode | 2521 _Z 378 &/ 2448 : Fixed Charges
Slories 2622 3,/77 .20 @ 2449 8 o
200 _Sge& 7/ 28 58P .26 2450 2782 o
202 _7p3/ .38 29 2Z//6 ./ 2552 :Z 5_/5_ 2783 052.67
/203 £5° 348 03  Totl 423 Zp7 79 2553 _35YL. &5 2784 o
/204 [ 76/ ﬁ’ Contracted Services 2554 _5335.43 2785 SP¥ . 00
205 _27/2.50 _3 _4/33.3/ 2555 2786 /30 OF
_06 432 . 58 ZJp &5 2787 .
07 2433 59 _ Tol  feeg .75
_ 08 2% __4g.i7 Towl 43 ,/4 99 Depreciation
09 35 “Aps~ /7  Other Expenses Bldg. _§£27.53
21 . Toml gepZ /2 _8 /o 3/  Equip. 29¢5 9T
212 __ Ju ¥ 57  Supplies 62 27 50 Towl 41572 52
2113 9¢5 -37 /R4 Lo F5T 63 y3/ 5  Debt
2004 457 gL /242 337/ ¢b 2464 It .
215 _ 772 .43 1243 L 055 .¢f 2465 ___ Maint. .
216 /24 _22p 03 6 L23F ¢s Toal /5 R72.057
2317 s L35 0L 3374 _ Progiam GRAND TOTAL

2418 2346 3375 o ﬂ/g‘fﬁs‘z .27
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of &‘/AL &/fwe Oé‘p'?{ Program 2 of 2f
School Program— Class/Activity Title— '
cct No.lFTTE's -School - | |Org. [Type[Bldg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key. E(q Lvl|Grd |Sec-||Credit}[Req.
Tchr Yr. Term [|Unit [Sch CC Totul |Prog , r [Dif] Lvl [tion [[Units |[Elec
Aaldobl| 451 12|\ dAL s Mol T T LTTTTTIH kel 1 TvElo] V]
— Pupils Data Time Materials Content DeScriptors

No. | No. No. [Minutes % Lab |Txt |Tch |Use #1 #2 K3 #4 #5  #g t7
Male | Female |Type|Days |Per Wk | Time [Used [Meth [Med

bbse) b Vbplalelel 1 I -

Total Cost Mode

"X Cost/pupil Mode 2519 . 4 . Tl _ s, o2/
_ %ofTotal Mode | 2521 ___5.F7 2448 . Fixed Charges

TTarics 2622 (.74 2449 . 2781 o
/7201 i & ¢y 28 . e 2451 2782 e
/2 02 S$Tgs 29 /.¢F 2552 / &8 2783 A
/203 iy.-c9 " Total 28 ¢3 2553 2.3 2784

/204 / 57  Contracted Services 2554 .43 2785 .32
/205 2./¢ 31 .70 2555 2786 ‘s
_06 2432 . _58 s/ 2787 o
_07 2433 59 - Tol /- 33
_08 2534 05 Total /0. 44  Depreciation

o 3 32 Other Expenses Bidg. e
21 _ Tewl AL & g Equip. 2. .35
2112 77 Supplies _62 /0 Totl .23
213 77 224 .2y 63 /0 Debt

2114 52 /242 2 ¢/ 2464 N L
2115 €2 /243 By 2465 ___ Maint _
26 psM 4y 8 P9 Tl /R.27.
2317 _ jass S5/ 374 __ [Program GRAND TOTAL
2418 2346 . 3375 L ‘# / 34 &7
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET summary of ey Srence L, Program 3 of 2cC
School Program——— Class/Activity Title—
CC* [No. |FTTE's||-School - |[Org. |Type|Bldg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key  [Sq [Lvl|Grd |Sec-|[Credit{|Req.
Tchr Yr. Term |[Unit |Sch CC Tofal |Prog Yr Dif| Lvl [tion |{Units |JElec
rlodlele| el JldsWdelel T TTTIUA Vel | bl 14
— Pupils Data Time Materials Content De;criptors

No. | No. No. |Minutes|% Lab |Txt Tch |Use 1 42 #3 4 5 K 17
Male | Female |Type|Days |Per Wk | Time [Used [Meth |Med

ot W bplalslol 11 L |

Total Cost Mode

____ Cost/pupil Mode LA A — A 54
_X__ % of Total Mode 2521 #«.38 2448 . Fixed Charges

Salories 2622 /.27 2449 . 278 L
20 3 4% 28 3.47 2451 782 __ L
7202 o172 [ 2L 2552 / 25~ 2783 Q-63

/203 S50 63 Total 73 .39 2553 2 /0 2784 .
/204 [ L& Contracted Services 2554 0 32 2785 i ‘gf

/205 /. ¢/ 3 0.47 2555 . 2786 2. of

06 o 2432 - _s8 g ¥ 787

o7 2433 59 . Toml 2.99

8 . 2534 ___ p.pf Towl 7. .74  Depreciation

0 3 2%  Other Expenses Bldg. S .42

21 . Toml 035 6l 2.0/  Equip. /. 725"
2112 Q0 87  Supplies _62 Q. of  Total ¢ £7

2113 [.58 /24 p.LL 63 & 28  Debt

2114 O 39 /242 /.G 2464 ot .

2115 2. /243 £.43 2465 . Maint. L

216 _ y244 g /3. _69 2. .73 ol 9./3,

2317 _sass O 38 s __ [Progrom GRAND TOTAL

2418 L 2346 A 3375 } /00000
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of _ Zpesicht ZI § I Program / of 7
School Programe——m—— Class/Activity Title—
ccf No.lFTTE's -School - |{Org. |Type|Bldg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key. 59 |Lv)|Grd |Sec-||Credit||Req.
Tchr Yr. Term [|Unit |Sch CC Total |Prog Yr Dif| Lvl [tion |{Units [[Elec
3| adiglrl l2llelal 2 ds] 1/ V]d T ] leldekleld| Y 1=l | lpe] 12
— Pupils Data Time Materials Content Degcriptors
No. | No. No. [Minutes % Lab [Txt |Tch Use f1 1213 #4 45 Mo #7
Male | Female |Type|Days [Per Wk .| Time |Used |Meth [Med
WhAre) W viplalsiol | 1] L
X __Total Cost Mode
2519 . 47 Total
Cost/pupil Mode -_— - E— /33 72
% of Total Mode 2521 Lt 3 - &8 2448 Fixed Charges
STores 2622 /Gy .5/ 2449 2781
/201 s5/5. 7/ _28 S/d o/ 2451 2782 .
/202 4/ R0 29 Jfi poF 2552 /77 29 2783 25" 94
1203 7732 18 Towl g sap ff 2553 329.,0 2784 )
/204 /72 40  Contracted Services 2554 “ .35 2785 3 3¢
/205 2345 .ﬁ _ 31 (Ll - 85 2555 . 2786 /. #3
06 : 2432 58 sEL pr 787
_07 2433 _ 59 ‘ Total /50 - zs’
_08 2534 é .2 Z Total 4 ﬂ)‘ y42) Deerecioﬁon
_09 _ 35 357 92 Other Expenses Bldg. 5C3. i{
21 . Total /5327 _6l /.39 Equip R5F. 0/
2112 T4 5/ Supplies _ 62 -7 Total /242 5S¢
213 g5 34 124 2744  _63 // S5¢  Debt
2114 5':2 Zé /£42 2£Z éz 2464 Int.
2115 &7.-9/ /243 G2 . F4T 2465 ; Maint.
2216 . /244 2 ZZ _ 69 /(09 51 Total /349 ffZ
2317 @45 2£Z 6‘; 3374 ) Progrc:; GRAND TOTAL
2418 2346 3375 ) /5, /2/. 23




113

COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of mcﬂ ﬂ g7 Program 2 of 7
School Program Class/Activity Title—
cct No.lFTTE's -School - | [Org. {Type|Bldg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key. Sq JLviiGrd |Sec-|[Credit||Req.
Tchr Yr. Temm [[Unit |Sch CC Total |Prog Yr IDif] Lvl [tion ||Units |[Elec
3] Wobllels! s ke lA]/] 8 [ ] lokdolebll[ [ Lzl | | &
— Pupils Data Time Materials Content De'scriptors
No. | No. No. |Minutes|% Lab |Txt |Tch (Use | #1 #2  #3 #4 #5 Ho 17
Male | Female |Type|Doys [Per Wk | Time |Used [Meth |Med
A Werd)| [ lsdalrlol | ][] L]
Total Cost Mode
. 2519 47 Total /. 20
X __ Cost/pupil Mode - - B I
% of Total Mode | 2521 5.9¢ 2448 Fixed Charges
Talories 2622 /.73 2449 . 2781 .
/201 ¥ ¢4 _28 4.3 245 , 2782 .
/202 5.57 _ 29 / - ¢f 2552 / 6 2783 W4
/203 69 4L Total o - 25 2553 2.9¢ 2784 :
7204 /55 Contracted Services 2554 ﬁ 2785 .32
/205 R./45 3 /.00 @ 2555 , 2786 . /O
_06 . 2432 _ 58 o9 2787 :
07 ‘ 2433 59 : Total /.36
__ 08 : 2534 A Total /0 27 Depreciation
_09 _ 35 .32 Other Expenses Bldg. 7 - 2¥
211 _ Total / 38 61 0/ Equip. 2.33
2112 - 7C Supplies _62 /0 Total 2 .57
nas - JZ 24 L7 _63 /(0 Debt
2114 52 /242 2 .59 2464 ) Int.
2115 L/ /243 IEZ 2465 Maint.
2216 . /244 2y _69 .79 Total /R /5
2317 a45 ) 32 3374 ) Progrom GRAND TOTAL
2418 2346 3375 : /3£ 22
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of £ty i Z ¥ 7F  Program S o 7
School Program——o Class/Activity  Title—
cct No.JFTTE's -School - [[Org. [Type|Bidg|Ft.2-P's |Type Key  [Sq |Lv|Grd [Sec-||Credit|[Req.
Tchr Yr. Term ||Unit [Sch CC Total |Prog Y1 Dif] Lyl tion [|Units |Elec
3] A lele! eIl JldsT BAL I T 1 bbIeBRE I | L2l T 1l Ado]
— Pupils Data Time Materials . ———— Content De'scriptors
No. | No. No. |Minutes % Lab |Txt |Tch |Use fr 12 43 #4 5 Hs N7
Male | Female |Type|Days [Per Wk [ Time [Used [Meth [Med
///(ﬁ?lgl/bga UUU |
Total Cost
e /;p”%:'z 519 . 47 _ Tenl o g8y
X% of Total Mode | 252! 439 2448 Fixed Charges
Slories 2622 /.2l 2449 278 -
4201 2. 4y% 28 3.399 2451 782 o
/202 o pg¥ 29 [ .23/ 2552 / /7.2 2783 Q435
/203 57 _/i;’. Total 73.573 2553 R /7L 2784 .
/204 /[ /4  Contracted Services 2554 0 - 32, 2785 o7
/205 /-577 _3 _O.73¥ 2555 . 2786 /A
_06 2432 58 0 357 U8 .
_07 2433 59 ___ Total &.997
_08 2534 2. .p47  Total 7. 5_52 Depreciation
_ 09 35 Q0 -A3f  Other Expenses Bldg.  5.3/¢
21m Tl /oo 8 __L.coy  Eavie /&
2112 Q0 5¢/  Supplies _62 p L7y Toral 7.029
2113 Q.56 /241 D442 63 0 074 Debt
2114 0 357 /242 [/ Fp2 2464 _Int. _
2115 O. A 1243 O.4ry 2465 . Maint. _
216 1284 O oue 89 Q. 724 Total 5. 99y
2317 /245 0 a8 3374 [ Program GRAND TOTAL
2418 2346 _33s o /060.05%




COST CENTER DATA SHEET

115

Summary of /’zkj/( 4L EQucAT7U/ Program / of P

School Programe— Class/Activity  Title—
CC* [No. |FTTE's| |-School - ||Org.|Type|Bldg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key. Lvl|Grd [Sec-|[Credit][Req.
Tchrs Yr. Term ||Unit [Sch CC Total [Prog Dif| Ll {tion |[Units |Elec
¢l ldlelA |z |lell wishBlizsd | JLLLLLLILE il | el g
— Pupils Data Time Materials Content Déscripfors
No. | No No. |Minutes % Lab |Txt Tch |Use e f2. fs 15 s 7
Male | Female |Type|Days |Per Wk | Time |Used [Meth [Med
S5 415 IL' / V5| X510 (_vl I l I_[ |
X _Total Cost Mode
2519 . 47 Total 3
Cost/pupil Mode D — - — ° M _Z
% of Total Mode 2521 4; gl - 327 2448 Fixed Charges
Salaries 2622 (739 42 2449 2781
/201 _4gf3. 27 B HLp7 7S 2450 . 2782 .
/202 S5c/3 - 7 _29 4eFT e/ 2552 3758 92 2783 43423
/203 ﬁz ¢2% 79 Total w 22 2553 g ep2 &7 2784
7204 ;& 4 3 Contracted Services 2554 ‘ Zs[ ﬁ 2785 373 . 7f
7205 L5 62 3 _[oop- #5255 : 2786 _/p3 .79
_06 . 2432 . __ 58 ZZ / QZ 2787 .
_ 07 2433 59 Total 4 /32. 50
_ 08 2534 /27 - 74 Total /Z 132. 22 Depreciation
_0 _ 35 (9.3 - /0 Other Expenses Bldg. 7 [A 4= /4
2111 _ Tol 4 £32 3/  _6 /(2. 40 Eavie 2.762.07
2112 7% 14 Supplies _ 62 0/ 2/ Total /£, 995 2
2113 77¢- 98 /24 £73./5 63 /p5 3 Debt
2114 525 L 242 g ¢/7 43 2464 Int. /2 2F2 04
2115 ¢/t 72 7243 f43. /7 2465 . Maint. _
2216 _ j244 900 25 69 794 96 Towl /247 .0F
2317 /245 3 Ip A 3374 Program GRAND TOTAL
2418 2346 3375 /%, 937. /7
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of Z&M Coucarzon/ _ Program 2 of T

School Program— Class/Activity  Title—
CCf |No. |FTTE's|[-School - [|Org. [Type|Bidg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key 5q [Lv|Grd |Sec-||Credit||Req.
Tchr Yr. Term [{Unit |Sch CC Total |Prog e Dif| Lvl [tion ||Units |[Elec
¢l dalers! [glelell, ldst s bi [TTTTHH R V.|

— Pupils Data Time Materials ——— Content De.scripfors

No. | No. No. [Minutes % Lab |Txt Tch [Use #1 #2 #3 H4 45 # f7
Male | Female |Type|Days |Per Wk | Time |Used [Meth |Med

A T T

— Toml CostMode | o019 : 47 : Total / 20
__X_ Cost/pupil Mode -_ =
_ %ofToral Mode | 252V ___ /2. 7/ 2448 . Fixed Charges

Tories 2622 /.73 2449 741 o
/201 4 Y g5~ 28 H.e3 2451 782 -
/202 5.57 29 / - £4f 2552 =2 73 2783 63
/203 47 245 " Total o 58 2553 (.35 2784
/204 / 55  Contracted Services 2554 .75 2785 .39
/205 2./5 _3 /. 2555 2786 L0
_06 . 2432 . 58 ¢ 2287 o
_07 2433 59 __ Toml /. /2
__08 o 2534 /2 Total /7 /0 Depreciation
_09 3 &9 Other Expenses Bldg. 7.5
21 ___ Total /48 6 oy Equip 2 33
2112 L ¥  Supplies _62 /0 Total /7 .90
213 079 f241 Y 63 /0  Debt
2114 L 52/ r282 <57 2464 o nt. -
2115 L.L/2 /343 LY 2465 ___ Maint. .
216 oy FF & 99 ol /2. /E.

2317 /245 zi 3374 ) Program GRAND TOTAL

2418 2346 3375 : /29 T
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COST CENTER DATA SHEET Summary of /Zugal Susaram/  Progam 3 of
School Program—— Class/Activity Title—
CC* |No. |FTTE's||-School - |[Org. [Type|Bldg|Ft.2-P's  |Type Key. g |LvliGrd |Sec-|[Credit||Req.
Tchr Yr. Term [[Unit [Sch CC Totfal |Prog r [Dif] Lvl {tion |JUnits ||Elec
A Hddlds| lelldelldldsddspaded LT TTTIY Il 1 Tblo
— Pupils Data Time Materials Content De'scriptors
No. |, No. No. [Minutes ;1% Lab |Txt jTch |Use #1 #2 . #3 #4 45 L7 #7
Male | Female |Type|Days [Per Wk [ Time |Used |Meth |Med
A5 |4 ]_/J /W12 51 ¢ : l [ U
Total Cost Mode
B 2519 . 47 Total 09
Cost/pupil Mode - - — — 2727
X % of Total Mode 2521 7. 72{ 2448 Fixed Charges
Talaries 2622 /. 328 2449 2781
/201 3.577% _ 28 3 .55 2451 _ 2782 .
7202 .22 _29 / - 290 2552 257/ 2783 O-L25
/203 34 372  Total 45 Jp7 2553 4.20 2784
/204 /  /9{  Contracted Services 2554 a.732 2785 0. 30/
/205 /- 454 3 0.770 2555 2786 0277
- 06 . 2432 _ 58 p 375~ 2787
_ 07 2433 : _ 59 Total 2.568"
_ 08 2534 2.093  Totl /3. /¢7  Depreciation
_o _35 £ 527  Other Expenses Bldg. 7365
21 Total /- 373 &l O.0/0  Equip. /. 79¢
2112 f 588  Supplies 62 O 075  Total 7. /¢/
213 0 592 R4l 0 £74 63 O 05D  Debt
2114 & Yo/ 1242 [ 995 2464 Int. 7 380
2115 Q. %7/ /243 O.Lff 2465 Maint.
26 . /244 O é._{[ _69 O .760 Total 7 .380
2317 /245 2 22[ 3374 Progrom GRAND TOTAL
2418 2346 3375 /00 OC’Z




118

The cost summary sheets which appear above are summar-
ized, in part, in the table below. The table is intended
to demonstrate how the costs of selected programs can be
summarized in such a manner that total costs, costs per
pupil, and percentage of total figures can be easily compared.
When the data is arranged in this form a given item can be
compared for ten programs in any appropriate mode in a matter
of seconds. Choosing the appropriate mode is not difficult.
The programs vary in the percentage of the total program of
a pupil that they represent and in the number of pupils en-
rolled in the program. Kindergarten, for instance, is a half
day program. However, for reporting purposes it is treated
as a full day program in the sense that full-time equivalent
pupils are used for the calculations. The second and sixth
grade programs are full day programs and reported as such.
It is appropriate, therefore, to compare these programs in
either the cost per pupil or the percentage modes. The junior
high program has both required and elective courses. The re-
quired courses represent 15.625% of the pupil's program and
the electives 12.5% of the pupils program. The percentage
mode is most appropriate for comparisons of electives and
required courses and both cost per pupil and percentage modes
for either required or electives when compared to the same
type. The senior high courses represent 16.667% of the total
program of an individual pupil and all courses can be compared

one to another. All courses and programs can be compared in
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the percentage or in an "extended mode" where all programs
are shown extended to full-time equivalent programs.

The table appears on the next page. A sample comparison
may prove helpful in getting started. To compare the costs
per pupil and percentage of total costs for the three ele-
mentary programs regarding Consultants and Supervisors one
simply follows the line across to the right noting the amounts
beneath the appropriate program. There are three lines across
for each appropriation number. The top line lists the total
cost mode, the second the cost per pupil mode, and the third
the percentage of total cost mode. The total costs are
$2,032.74 for kindergarten, $18,449.88 for 2nd grade, and
$27,401.84 for 6th grade. The costs per pupil are $8.18 for
kindergarten, $40.11 for 2nd grade, and $78.74 for 6th grade.
The percentages of total are 1.13% for kindergarten, 5.691%
for 2nd grade and 9.97% for 6th grade.

A more comprehensive, but less detailed summary of the
programs costed during the field test appears in Table 2.

The cost per pupil is given for each program and extended to
a full-time program equivalent where necessary. The full-
time equivalent tends to place all programs on the same time

basis and makes comparisons more meaningful.
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TABLE 2

TOTAL COS8T PER PUPIL PER PROGRAM--EXTENDED

Cost/pupil

Program _Enrollment Total Cost Cost/pupil Extended
Elementary

Kindergarten 248.5* $179,523.62 $722.43 $722.43
First Grade 467 327,910.85  702.16 702.16
Second Grade 460 324,185.37 704.75 704.75
Third Grade 387 284,752.73 735.80 735.80
Fourth Grade 346 266,801.27 771 .10 771 .10
Fifth Grade 341 253,462.78 743.29 743.29
Sixth Grade 460 274,952.08 790.09 790.09

Junior High (Required --15.625% of pupil's total program each)

English 657 89,526.67 136.27 872.13
Mathematics 657 86,018.93 130.93 857.95
Science 657 88,398.89 134 .54 861.06
Social Studies 657 98,098.29 155.98 998.27
Math-Science & 100 20,809.23 208.09 1,331.78
‘English Social

Studies?

Junior High (Electives--12.5 of pupil's total program each)

Adventures in 74 8,092.11 109.35 874.80
Appreciation
Art 169 24,021.21 142 .14 1,137.12
French 145 18,419.69 120.70 965.60
Homemaking 169 20,444.19 120.97 967.76
Industrial Arts 217 27,903.02 128.59 1,030.72
Music (Instru- 193 22,375.66 115.74 927.52
mental)
Music (Vocal) 287 25,370.32 88.40 707.20
Physical Educa- 700 69,623.58 99.46 795.68
tion
Speech 125 15,945.58 127 .56 1,020.48
continued

1A special program for the slower pupils. The enrollment for
each period was 25 pupils. The total equivalent enrollment
for the four subjects taken as a block was, therefore, 100.
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Cost/pupil

Cost/pupil Extended

Program Enrollment Total Cost

High School

Art Department:

Art 288 37,593.31

Commercial Department:

Bookkeeping and 71 10,836.33
Shorthand

Typing 234. 32,580.23

English Department:

Debate/Drama 15 3,018.85

English 1,488.5 206,442.22

Reading Improvement 70 14,830.65

Speech 227 25,916.28

Home Economics Department:

Home Economics 83 14,946.38

Industrial Arts Department:

Mechanical Drawing 101 13,059.81

Shop 104 16,674.35

Language Department:

French 203 30,185.61

German 124 20,251.41

Latin 42 7,021.53

Spanish 228 32,726.55

Mathematics Department:

Algebra 527 73,445.24

Business Arithmetic 40 4,695.77

General Mathematics 75 10,090.53

Geometry 335 48,624.75

Senior Mathematics 68 7,694.76

Senior Math(honors) 68 10,919.93

130.53

152.62
133.80

201.26
138.69
211.86
114 .17

180.08

129.31
160.33

148.70
163.32
167.18
143.54

139.26
117.39
134.60
145.15
113.16
160.58

785.18

915.72
802.80

1,207.56
832.14
1,271.16
685.02

1,080.48

775.86
961.98

892.20
979.92
1,003.08
861.24

836.16
704 .34
807.60
870.90
678.96
963.48

continued
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Cost7pupil

Program Enrollment Total Cost Cost/pupil Extended

Music Department:

Instrumental Music 182 28,052.60 154.14 924 .84

Vocal Music 200 24,329.42 121.65 729.90

Physical Education Department:

Physical 1,008 130,937.17 129.90 779.40
Education

Science Department:

Biology 279 42,257 .47 151 .46 908.76
Chemistry 189 28,008.10 148.19 889.14
General Science 40 7,142.63 178.56 1,071.36
Physical Science 152 22,087.32 145.31 871.86
Physics 106 14,785.06 139.48 836.88
Social Studies Department:

Social Sciences 1,253.5 168,559.29 134 .47 806.82

The two tables (Table 1 and Table 2) which appear above
tend to reveal and, paradoxically, to conceal important data
at the same time. The cause of the concealment is very
important and is one of the main roots from which the study
grew. It is the act of combining large segments of the pro-
gram and using this conglomerate to determine one cost per
pupil figure. In most cases in most districts of the state
there was only one such figure calculated for the entire
program of the district once each year. The mean cost was
determined, but the variations regarding support levels and
support patterns for the many subprograms within the total

program were never considered. Thus, in effect, for every



131

program that was over-budgeted and supported there was a
comparable program equally under-budgeted and lacking in
support. Since neither variation from the mean was known
with any precision nothing was done in too many cases.

To illustrate this variance or range of per pupil costs
within a program a few examples are outlined in Table 3
on the following page.

Variability among the various programs of a district
is to be expected. Much of it can be explained by the dif-
ferences in teachers salaries, and class enrollments. Other
important factors are present a few of which relate to
operating costs of various sized schools. Table 4 which
appears on page 133 is a testimonial to the high per pupil
costs of smaller schools. The data is relevant to decision-
making regarding staffing and operational support for
programs.

Table 4 shows that if School M (a medium size elementary
school) were supported at the same expenditure level as
School C (the smallest elementary school) it would require
approximately $36,300 more per year for these items alone.
Conversely, if School C were supported comparably to School M
in regard to these items it would involve a reduction of
approximately $12,850. It is also interesting to compare the
high school and junior high costs. To bring the level of
support to the high school regarding these items up to the

level of the junior high would require approximately $68,000
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TABLE 3

COST PER PUPIL AMOUNTS FOR SAMPLE AREAS OF PROGRAM

Cost/pupil
Programs & Subprograms . Enrollment Cost/pupil Extended

Third Grade:

School B 48 $811.47 $811.47
School C 27 641.93 641.93
School D 26 855.86 855.86
School G 27 678.89 678.89
School M 82 623.03 623.03
School P 56 618.75 618.75
School RC 39 939.18 939.18
School 8V 47 741 .27 741 .27
School WH 35 791.91 791.91

Instrumental Music--Junior High

Strings 17 183.76 1,470.08
Strings 20 141.96 1,135.68
Activity Band 67 133.69 1,069.52
Beginning Band 32 104.51 836.08
"C" Band 57 91.39 731 .12

French--High School

French I 83 140.96 845.76
French II 120 154.05 924 .30
French III 51 121.25 727 .50
French III 17 215.11 1,290.66
French IV 43 122 .80 740.80

Home Economics--High School

Home Economics I 58 148.41 890.46
Home Economics II 15 221 .14 1,326.84
Home Economics III 10 302.16 1,812.96
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more per year. This is roughly equivalent to two addition-
al assistant principals, four additional custodians and
four secretarial and clerical personnel.

Continuing with the school comparisons a table of the
schools placed in rank order according to enrollment and a
comparison of this rank with that of a reverse rank of the
costs appears on the following page. The correlation was
not calculated statistically but is obviously high. Eight
out of eleven schools ranked within one posifionibf being
the same for both enrollment and cost. A sample question
that might well be asked concerning this data is how reason-
able is it to have the most complex and involved school
program of the district supported at a level second from
the lowest level of support of the entire district?

One of the many difficult tasks of administration is to
schedule consultants (special teachers in this case) for the
various schools and programs of the district. Table 6, on
page 136, outlines the costs for elementary consultants on
a cost per pupil basis for two of the schools of the district.
This data further emphasizes the difference in support levels
of the small versus the large schools of the system.

The differences in expenditures for consultive services
noted in Table 6 range up to $46.81 per pupil at the sixth
grade level. This is approximately three times the total
money spent in the system for textbooks, instructional supplies,

stockroom supplies, library books, library periodicals and
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TABLE 5

RANK ORDER OF SCHOOLS AND COMPARISON WITH SELECTED COSTS

— e a—— e

Rank Order Rank Order
Small to Large Total Costs Large to Small
School Enrollments From Table 5 Costs Per Pupil
C 1 $165.35 1
D 2 158.80 3
G 3 159.14 2
RC 4 152.84 )
WH S 150.10 6
sv 6 127.17 8
B 7 134.99 7
P 8 109.87 9
M 9 97.77 11
JH 10 157.47 4
SH 11 109.06 10

audio-visual supplies combined. Again the difference favors
the smaller school.

The basic question of how much support should be given
to each program on a per pupil basis and in regard to what
line items was not answered by the results of the field test
but it was further clarified. The answer to the question
cannot be made on the basis of cost data alone. It requires
a combination of cost data, evaluation of objectives and
progress made toward those objectives. The program which,
on the basis of cost data alone, appears to be the most ex-

pensive may appear within the total information package to
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TABLE 6

PRORATED COSTS PER PUPIL FOR SELECTED ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS
FOR CONSULTANTS (SPECIAL TEACHERS)

Subject/Service Grades
' K 1 2-4 5 6

School C (196 pupils)

Art - $8.943 $8.943 $8.943 $8.943

French - 0.00 0.00 0.00 32.977

Music - 0.00 0.00 33.1526 33.1526
(Instrumental)

Music - 13.5471 13.5471 13.5471 13.5471
(Vocal)

Physical Education - 18.3304 18.3304 18.3304 18.3304

Remedial Reading - 3.0327 3.0327 3.0327

Speech 4.0923 4.0923 4.0923 4.0923 4.0923

E. I. P. 4 .0550 4.0550 4.0550 4.0550 4.0550

Totals 8.1473 48.9678 52.0005 85.1531118.1301

School M (554 pupils)

Art - 8.9430 8.943 8.943 8.943

French 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.364

Music - 16.3726 16.3726
(Instrumental)

Music - 15.835 15.835
(Vocal)

Physical Education - 13.048 13.048 135.048 13.048

Remedial Reading - 3.0327 3.0327 3.0327

Speech 4.0923 4.0923 4.0923 4.0923 4.0923

E. I. P. 4.0550 4.0550 4.0550 4.0550 4.0550

Totals 8.1473 29.6253 32.6580 64.8656 71.2296
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be the "best buy" of all. This makes the study of cost-

effectiveness more interesting and worthy of more effort.

Correlation of Results and Expectations

It was expected that the results would reinforce
"beliefs and intuitions" concerning the inequities of re-
source allocation for various programs within the district.
These were shared by the Board of Education, administration,
many teachers, and many citizens. Some were supported and
some were not. It was not shop, instrumental music, physical
education, laboratory science, or art that proved to be the
most expensive programs. The expensive programs were those
which combined low pupil-teacher ratios, highly paid teachers,
large instructional space and a high demand for supplies and
equipment.

The impact of computer scheduling was evident. The high
school class enrollments were uniform within subject areas
although there was variation among subject areas. The vari-
ations had a marked effect on cost patterns. Usually a pro-
gram which would be expected to be very high in cost was
accompanied by large enrollment per class and the net result
was a very average per pupil cost. This was especially true
in physical education and vocal music.

The large number of calculations and the variety of ways
that can be used to implement the system were surprising.

Approximately 20,000 calculations were made although some of
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them were results of simple errors which forced recalcula-
tions. The failure of the per pupil or number served method
of prorating costs to discriminate between programs was, at
first, disappointing. However, the fact that many costs
should be rather uniformly distributed on a per pupil basis
makes this method valuable. It is also very easy to imple-
ment and can be used both for costing and estimating costs
such as required in budget making.

A list of the distribution ratios and total amounts to
be distributed for a school or program is as valuable in many
respects as the completed cost distribution for the individual
subprograms which result from it. It comprises much of the
relevant data needed for comparisons and budgeting without
demanding the labor, time and expense required to complete
the cost center data sheets. The cost center data sheets were
excellent forms for summarizing the distribution ratios and
other information which was used in the actual distribution.

The last expectation to be noted herein was that the
availability of this type of data which was generated in the
process of field testing the model would tend to place some
of the problems and concerns of the district during the last
five years in a different and better perspective. The dif-
ferent perspective was attained in detail. However, as to
whether or not the perspective was better a word of caution
should be observed. Costs alone are not enough. Objectives

alone are not enough nor are evaluations alone sufficient.
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It is the combination that represents the strong base for
decision-making. The model provides a way to distribute the
costs thus providing a missing link in the combination.

All things considered, the model passed the test.
A summary of the problem which gave impetus to the study
of program accounting and the development of the model, some
conclusions, and some recommendations are reviewed in the

next and final chapter of the study.



CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The competition for resources among governmental units
within our society is such that it is very unlikely that
most public school system will be able to fulfill their
objectives without careful attention to planning. Good plan-
ning necessitates the availability of relevant data. The
breakdown of costs (cost analysis) for each program or sub-
program constitutes one important area of relevant data.

This data in combination with the objectives and evaluation
of each program provides a logical and useful information
"package."

The model which was developed and reported herein repre-
sents one way of providing one part of such a package--the
cost analysis. It also provides a method of reporting the
basic characteristics of the program which can be used as
dimensions along which the cost centers can be ordered.

The cost analysis can be expressed in three different
modeémeach having its own set of advantages and disadvantages.
All three have the same format and use the same form. This

form can also be used to summarize several cost centers.

140
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The identification of the cost centers for which costs
are accumulated and reported is determined by the authorities
of the district. Once identified it is important that those
costs which relate to the cost center and the program it
represents and no others be charged directly to the cost
center or prorated to it in some manner if this is not possible.
For cost centers which continue from year to year a "cost
history" can be developed in the form of accumulated cost
center data sheets for the years involved.

The ultimate aim is to obtain an indication of the cost-
effectiveness of each program. The model is an attempt to
provide a way to bring together the appropriate cost infor-
mation which will help to make possible such an evaluation,
and to suggest that the districts make a concerted effort to
define the objectives and methods of evaluation of their pro-
grams so that a meaningful cost-effectiveness evaluation is
possible.

The value of the system of cost analysis is increased
by sharing.the results with other districts. Many school
districts in the state do this sort of thing presently on a
voluntary basis, and other comparisons are being made pos-
sible by the reports of the Michigan Association of School
Boards, the Michigan Department of Education, and other
agencies. Cost center data sheet summaries would add a new

and important dimension to this process of exchange.
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Conclusions and Recommendations:

A.

The model worked and worked very well. It supplied

the cost analysis data required of it for each cost

.center whether large or small with approximately 35

cost items and has the potential for providing many

more

The prorata methods of the model can be used indi-
vidually or in combination providing they are of the
same type without difficulty and represent several
potentially good ways to distribute costs when it is
not possible to assign costs directly. The mileage
and quantity-consumed methods were not tested due to
the unusual circumstances in which the test was con-

ducted.

Most of the information needed to conduct the test
was available from regularly prepared reports or
other routine printed information such as that con-
tained in class schedules, directories, contracts,
insurance policies, or blueprints. This information
made it possible to distribute over 95% of the costs
related to the cost centers although almost all of

the costs had to be prorated.

The problem of translating the information noted in
(C) into the formulaes of the model was time-

consuming and at times confusing. The task was not
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especially difficult, however, and most of the dif-
ficulties could be easily overcome by the implemen-

tation of a program of cost analysis.

Due to some of the problems noted in Chapter IV the
discriminating power of the test was reduced. 1In
several instances prorating was used as a substitute
for the more desirable direct distribution of the
costs. Whenever there is high variability in cosgts
for a given appropriation number prorating is not

recommended except as a last resort.

The original format of the cost center data sheets
was not adequate in several respects and needed
revisions. The new suggested format appears in
Chapter V. The major changes included:

1. Deletion of reference to teacher or social
security number. If the teacher's social
security is recorded on each cost center data
sheet it creates a problem when several sheets
are summarized into one. There is reason to
doubt the need for listing the identification
of the teacher(s) unless the information was to
be used in an automated system which would per-
form the prorating. Seemingly, a more logical
method would be to cite the number of complete
assignments or fractions thereof which were in-

volved in the program. If one teacher taught
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the class two periods out of five the entry

0.40 could be made indicating 2/5 of one
teachers total effort. If several teachers were
involved the grand total could be listed such

as 3.50 or 9.33. The actual identification of
the teachers could be obtained from a class
schedule if desired. Further, it would not be
obvious who taught the course if each teacher

were represented by his social security number.

The floor area assigned to the program and the
number of periods it is occupied are valuable
items of information for prorating. The orig-
inal format called for listing the room number.
This not only failed to indicate the desired
information, but created problems whenever two
or more rooms were involved or whenever several
cost center data sheets were summarized. The
expression square foot-periods overcomes the ob-
jections noted above and provides the required
information in capsule form. The following
example illustrates the use of the expression.
If a given program was assigned 1,000 ft.2 for
each of three periods the total square foot-
periods would be 3,000. This factor multiplied

by the amount per square foot per period for a
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given appropriation number would produce the

cost.1

3. The course descriptors did not apply to the
elementary programs and there was no way to
designate the type of program (graded or un-
graded), the grouping, whether it is experimental,
or other relevant information. This will require

further development of the code.

4. Other changes appeared necessary/desirable in the
cost report section of the format. Most of these
were minor except for the deletion of the capital
outlay section. This was done to encourage the
practice of depreciating capital assets to

determine costs.

G. The process of analysis of the costs of the programs
representing the cost centers would be improved if
the breakdown could be expressed in more than one way.
Once the cost breakdown is available it is a simple
task to convert it to a cost per pupil or percentage
representation. This can be done by dividing all of
the costs by full-time equivalent enrollment to pro-

duce the cost per pupil representation, and by

1The items mentioned in (1) and (2) would require approxi-
mately 15 digits. Nine are available from the teacher's
social security block, four from the room number block and two
more can be taken from the building block reducing the number
of digits available in that block to two.
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dividing the costs by the grand total cost to produce
the percentage of total representation. The three
ways of representing the data may be referred to as
modes. The cost center data sheet has been rede-
signed to be used for any one of the three modes,
that is, the "cost" mode, the "per pupil cost" mode,

and the "percentage of total cost" mode.

The use of too many cost centers tends to create more
work and generate more reports than necessary or
desirable. Too few makes analysis difficult and re-
duces the usefulness of the data for planning and
budgeting. A balance between these two extremes is
recommended. One set of cost center data sheets per
subject or grade level per building should be a
reasonable point of beginning. These may be grouped
and summarized into larger centers and reports as

required.

The completed cost center data sheets should be very
useful in program planning and budgeting systems.

The accumulation of data sheets over a period of
years will provide a cost history which can be ex-
tended and modified for budgeting and planning
purposes. Experience with the preparation of the
data sheets, with their interpretation and distribu-
tion along various dimensions should provide valuable

background for budgeting. It should also provide
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relevant data as to the probable costs of new pro-

grams which the district may wish to consider.

The completed cost center data sheets with accompany-
ing statements of program objectives and reports of
evaluation represent a very compact summary of the

class or activity reported.

The value of the information represented on the cost
center data sheets would be increased if it were
shared with other districts especially those offering
similar programs. The compactness of the report
would make it easy to transmit to other districts and
the use of a uniform fdrmat and code would make it
easy to interpret the information contained in the

report.

It is recommended that the Michigan Department of
Education initiate a pilot program whereby selected
districts of the state implement the cost analysis
program suggested herein modified as appropriate for
data processing purposes and provide an amount per
pupil to offset the costs of the program. The amount
would not have to be large, perhaps $0.80 per pupil
for those submitting the data on the cost analysis
sheets and $1.20 per pupil for those districts sub-
mitting the data on punched cards. The information

could be used by the Department as a base for reports,
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summaries, further analyses, research, and under-
standing the many variations in need among school
districts resulting from different curricular and
instructional programs, local conditions, and other
factors. It could well serve as one important
source of data for studies of state support of pro-
grams intended to equalize educational opportunity

in the state.

The model should be easily adaptable to both large
and small districts. The basic difference between
its implementation in a large versus small district
is the volume of the work involved and not its
nature. Larger systems will have a greater variety
of programs and will have larger cost centers, but
the techniques used to determine the costs and
translate them to the cost per pupil and percentage

modes will be the same.
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