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Table 3. Academic program costs per pupil ranked by school (high to 
low) 

Rank 4th reading 4th math 8th math 

1 Mpls. - $674 Brack - $502 Mpls. - $499 
2 Sp.L. - 604 Mpls. - 384 Edina - 351 
3 Nfld. - 554 Sp.L. - 349 Sp.L. - 253 
4 Edina - 354 Edina - 304 Nfld. - 216 
5 Brack - 330 Nfld. - 232 Breck - 154 

Table 4. Academic program costs per classroom ranked by school (high 
to low) 

Rank 4th reading 4th math 8th math 

1 Mpls. - $18,040 Breck - $10,540 Mpls. - $13,121 
2 Nfld. - 14,781 Mpls. - 10,268 Edina - 10,010 
3 Sp.L. - 12,390 Edina - 8,637 Sp.L. - 6,186 
4 Edina - 10,048 Sp.L. — 7,161 Nfld. - 6,034 
5 Brack - 6,927 Nfld. - 6,176 Breck - 3,127 

Table 5. Academic program costs per square foot by school (high to 
low) 

Rank 4th reading 4th math 8th math 

1 Sp.L. - $35 Breck - $46 Mpls. - $44 
2 Mpls. - 34 Mpls. - 26 Edina - 43 
3 Nfld. - 29 Edina - 24 Sp.L. - 38 
4 Edina - 26 Nfld. - 25 Nfld. - 19 
5 Breck - 22 Sp.L. - 23 Breck - 13 
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Each academic program is also ranked separately within the cost 

categories. Minneapolis clearly ranks as the school organization 

spending the most money on these programs. Minneapolis is number one 

in five of the nine categories and number two in the other four. Breck 

is the number one spending school organization in fourth grade math 

for all categories. However, Breck spends the least of the school 

organizations in reading and eighth grade math. Spirit Lake, Northfield 

and Edina generally interchange in the two, three and four ranking 

positions. It is not clear which school organization is the most 

efficient, although Northfield has the lowest total ranking when 

averaged. 

Uniform Academic Programs 

Initially, it was believed that a uniform set of academic programs 

was necessary in the development of a costing model. It was not 

difficult' to determine this uniform group. Some of the vocational 

areas had to be grouped together for Minneapolis, which had more 

offerings than the smaller schools. However, as procedures were 

developed, such a uniform set of academic programs was not a require­

ment in the process. Nevertheless, the uniform list was developed and 

is presented in Table 6. If a school wished to cost all of its programs, 

such a list would be necessary. 

Sources of Costs 

Costs to operate schools, and thus provide academic programs, are 

derived from a few basic sources. A total school organization budget 
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Table 6. Academic programs 

Kindergarten 
Art 
Reading/Language 
Foreign Language 
Physical Education 
Math 
Music 
Science 

Driver Education 
Social Science 
Vocational Education 
Business Education 
Home Economics 
Industrial Arts 
Special Education 

is one of the major and most visible sources. This source lists all of 

the current operating expenses. All of the fixed assets of a school 

organization represent a second source. Costs of these assets, as well 

as the square foot space that the building portion of these assets 

provide for academic programs, must be accounted for in a costing 

procedure. The third, and most critical source, is time. 

Categories of expenditures 

The first task of the costing process is the assignment of all 

school expenditures to one of the four major categories of fixed assets, 

organization-wide costs, building support costs or direct program costs. 

This was accomplished by labeling data from budget documents accordingly. 

These data were totaled and are listed in Table 7. Referring to Table 7, 

the costs of fixed assets are greater for the smaller schools, especially 

when newer buildings are involved. Of the other three categories, two 

percentages are noteworthy. Minneapolis, having many of the higher 

costs, spends more on organization-wide costs than the other four 

schools. However, Minneapolis spends less than the other schools on 



Table 7. Costs by expenditure category 

Category Minneapolis Edlna Northfield Spirit Lake Brack 

Building sq. ft. 8,242,389 1,416,700 537,601 206,801 233,152 

Fixed assets $315,307,820 $80,257,046 $32,264,967 $10,852,466 $18,822,629 

Depreclation/sq. ft. .72 .94 1.20 1.07 1.45 

Organization-wide 52,729,902 6,606,643 2,430,687 1,065,332 1,683,357 

Percent of total 37% 31% 31% 32% 29% 

Building support 35,007,509 5,377,769 .1,533,671 744,905 NÂ  

Percent of total 25% 25% 20% 22% NÂ  

Direct program 53,151,033 9,263,843 3,803,505 1,570,481 NÂ  

Percent of total 38% 44% 49% 46% NÂ  

N̂ot available. 
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direct program costs. It is necessary to break these costs down 

further if more insight is desired. 

Time requirements 

One of the key factors in determining the allocation of resources 

needed for an academic program is the amount of time devoted to the 

program. The times used in the calculations for this study are in 

Table 8. Averages are used because information from surveys of both 

teachers and administrators varied for a particular class or grade 

level. Time data were from two sources. Direct input from contact 

personnel at each of the school organizations was one source. This 

was recorded on data sheets from interviews (see Appendix A). Data 

from surveys administered by SIM co-director, Shirley Stow, were 

extracted as the other source. Survey question numbers 10 and 11 on 

the administration survey and 6 and 7 on the teacher survey were 

specifically included for this study (see Appendix C). 

Time is presented as a number of minutes per day. The number of 

days per year are fairly similar for the school organizations in this 

study. The lengths of the school year for these school organizations 

vary no more than six days from a 180-day school year. The greater 

percentages of class time compared to total school time result in more 

of the school's resources being applied to that program. Minneapolis' 

average of about 26 percent, followed closely with Northfield's 24 

percent, begin to explain their higher cost of teaching fourth grade 

reading. Percentages of time spent in eighth grade math seem to follow 

the same pattern but are not quite as definitive. However, Breck spends 



Table 8. Allocation of time by school averages in minutes per day 

Activity 
Minneapolis Edina Northfield Spirit Lake Breck 

Activity No. % No, % No. % No. % • , No. % 

4th grade teacher • 

In school 461 480 480 465 480 
In class 396 86 368 77 305 64 318 68 400 83 

8th grade teacher 
In school 468 480 480 463 480 
In class 358 76 358 75 328 68 293 63 390 81 

4th grade student 
In school 357 360 387 405 405 
In class 297 83 280 78 321 83 330 81 320 79 
In reading 77 26 58 21 64 20 79 24 50 16 
In math 58 20 57 20 48 15 47 14 37 12 

8th grade student 
In school 366 400 403 412 405 
In class 323 88 334 84 302 75 358 87 320 79 
In math 50 15 46 14 48 16 43 12 40 13 
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the lowest percentage of time in fourth grade math but has the highest 

cost per pupil. This indicates that there are other factors that 

contribute to the costs of the programs. 

Building Level Costs 

In order to analyze the costs further, a breakdown of these costs 

by building is helpful. It is not the intent of this study to compare 

and contrast factors building by building. However, a school organiza­

tion that is interested in the reasons why the costs are as they are, 

would want to do just that. Tables 9 and 10 do contain figures that 

can aid in understanding why certain programs cost more than others. 

Tables 9 and 10 provide the same types of data for each attendance 

center that were presented for the school organizations, as a whole, in 

Tables 2 and 7. One variation is that Table 9 presents costs as per 

square foot instead of as raw totals. Since different sized attendance 

centers were listed, the per square foot reporting allows for more 

meaningful comparisons. It was noted earlier that some factor, other 

than time, influenced the high cost of teaching fourth grade math in 

the Breck school. Table 9 registers a direct program cost of $37.25 

per square foot for math, which is one of the higher rates in that 

category. This, in conjunction with a $1.45 per square foot fixed 

asset cost, is evidence of the higher math cost. The high costs 

associated with Minneapolis relate to the $10.64 organization-wide 

cost in Table 9. This includes central office staffs and unused 

buildings. Table 9 also lists the lower costs of the schools in the 

Northfield and Edina organizations. 
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Table 9. Costs per square foot by building by expenditure category 

Fixed Organization- Building Direct costs* 
School assetŝ  wide* support̂  Reading Math 

Minneapolis Elem. 
Andersen $ .92 $10 .64 $ 2.70 $10 .07 $10 .10 
Bancroft .45 10 .64 5.03 22 .57 10 .48 
Barton .41 10 .64 5.41 23 .97 10 .18 
Burroughs .52 10 .64 6.19 26 .85 10 .23 
Field .62 10 .64 4.84 26 .89 10 .23 
Fulton .55 10 .64 5.91 31 .86 16 .22 
Hall .57 10 .64 6.04 19 .67 10 .12 
Holland .51 10 .64 6.06 28 .81 10 .25 
Jefferson .49 10 .64 3.66 27 .21 13 .71 
Kenwood .73 10 .64 5.31 16 .34 7 .18 
Lincoln .49 10 .64 4.06 30 .71 11 .47 
Lyndale .80 10 .64 5.37 38 .78 10 .26 
Olson .65 10 .64 4.84 17 .96 10 .06 
Putnam .54 10 .64 5.33 26 .72 10 .77 
Seward .59 10 .64 12.53 26 .61 10 .14 
Tuttle .80 10 .64 4.54 26 .99 10 .14 
Waite Park .56 10 ,64 5.61 37, .90 11 .33 
Webster .80 10, .64 4.84 23 .47 10, .11 
Wilder .77 10 .64 2.90 47, .77 10, .35 

Minneapolis Jr. Hi. 
Andersen .92 10. ,64 1.57 12, ,17 
Anthony .63 10. ,64 6.50 33. ,18 
Anwatin .79 10. ,64 6.83 25. ,75 
Barton .41 10. ,64 5.41 15. 38 
Folwell .62 10. 64 5.65 27. 17 
Franklin .84 10. 64 6.89 25. 29 
Hall .57 10. 64 6.04 12. 11 
Northeast .65 10. 64 5.46 29. 29 
Sanford .49 10. 64 5.52 24. 53 
Webster .80 10. 64 4.84 12. 23 

Edina Elem. .90 6. 30 6.05 13. 00 10. 77 
Concord .91 6. 30 4.96 15. 22 12. 10 
Cornelia .76 6. 30 8.06 12. 91 10. 63 
Countryside .89 6. 30 5.88 11. 25 10. 62 
Creek Valley 1 .01 6. 30 5.53 13. 21 10. 35 

Edina Jr. Hi. 2 .50 6. 30 13.12 21. 18 
South View 2 .71 6. 30 14.26 20. 26 
Vallev View 2 .35 6. 30 11.02 22. 10 

T̂he calculations for these figures are explained in the previous 
discussions on categories of costs. 



Table 9. Continued 

School 
Fixed 
assets 

Organization-
wide 

Building 
support 

Direct 
Reading 

program 
Math 

Northfield Elem. 
Sibley $1.34 $ 7.37 $ 2.61 $17.54 $13.32 

Northfield Jr. Hi. 
Middle School 1.24 7.37 2.48 7.67 

Spirit Lake Elem. 1.11 6.81 5.33 21.84 9.54 

Spirit Lake Jr. Hi. 1.56 6.81 10.82 18.52 

Breck Lower 1.45 N.A. 7.22 13.49 37.25 

Breck Middle 1.45 N.A. 7.22 3.84 
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Table 10. Total program costs by attendance center 

Cost per Cost per Cost per 
pupil class square foot 

School Reading Math Reading Math Reading Math 

Minneapolis Elem. 674 384 18 ,040 10 ,268 34 .39 26 .33 
Andersen 666 387 19 ,647 11 ,411 31 .58 24 .35 
Bancroft 909 439 24 ,245 11 ,707 31 .75 26 .48 
Barton 738 441 17 ,351 10 ,371 33 .46 26 .55 
Burroughs 728 433 24 ,009 14 ,295 34 .73 27 .45 
Field 699 417 20 ,271 12 ,099 33 .51 26 .55 
Fulton 570 429 16 ,152 12 ,149 36 .98 27 .10 
Hall 843 520 34 ,579 21 ,338 33 .34 27 .32 
Holland 730 435 17 ,891 10 ,662 34 .50 27 .30 
Jefferson 752 319 19 ,559 8 ,302 32 .27 25 .68 
Kenwood 881 440 24 ,378 12 ,187 28 .80 23 .82 
Lincoln 529 321 19 ,220 11 ,677 35 .75 26 .53 
Lyndale 618 350 18 ,532 10 ,507 35 .74 26 .90 
Olson 694 376 18 ,924 10 ,240 36 .50 26 .22 
Putnam 727 526 19 ,327 13 ,982 34 .51 27 .24 
Seward 751 451 22 ,037 13, ,223 42. .50 33 .86 
Tuttle 630 359 17: ,849 10: ,184 34. .42 26 .07 
Waite Park 474 297 13. ,937 8, ,739 41. .35 28 .06 
.Webster 672 391 17: ,693 10. ,297 34. .12 26 .36 
Wilder 610 311 18, ,694 9, ,531 36. ,05 24. .40 

Minneapolis Jr. Hi. 499 13, ,121 44, .31 
Andersen 297 8, .175 26, ,41 
Anthony 548 16, ,910 48. ,55 
Anwatin 445 10, ,632 46, .25 
Barton 478 8, ,845 28. ,57 
Folwell 429 11, ,696 44. ,07 
Franklin 550 12, ,675 46. ,06 
Hall 698 9, 077 29. ,32 
Northeast 547 14, 247 46. 02 
Sanford 493 12, ,744 41. ,16 
Webster 440 8, ,790 28. ,39 

Edina Elem. 354 304 10, 048 8, 637 26. 33 24. 16 
Concord 218 134 11, 433 6, 998 27. 67 24. 26 
Cornelia 456 421 11, 708 10, 795 28. 03 25. 75 
Countryside 438 • 428 9, 521 9, 299 24. 31 23. 63 
Creek Valley 385 335 8, 462 7, 379 26. 04 23. 19 

Edina Jr. Hi. 351 10, 010 42. 65 
South View 396 11, 172 43. 53 
Valley View 313 8, 383 41. 77 
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Table 10. Continued 

Cost per Cost per Cost per 
pupil class square foot 

School Reading Math Reading Math Reading Math 

Northfield Elem. 
Sibley 554 232 14,781 6,176 28 .87 24.65 

Northfield Jr. Hi. 
Middle School 216 6,034 18.76 

Spirit Lake Elem. 604 349 12,390 7,161 35 .31 23.02 

Spirit Lake Jr. Hi. 253 6,186 37.94 

Breck Elem. 330 502 6,927 10,540 22. .17 45.89 

Breck Jr. Hi. 154 3,127 12.51 
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Table 10 lists the same information found in Table 2 but does so 

for each attendance center within each school organization. These data 

were generated by the model and taken directly from the computer opera­

tions in Appendix B. Costs in different attendance centers from the 

same school organizations can vary greatly. An example is the reading 

cost per square foot of $28.80 at the Kenwood school as compared to the 

$42.50 cost at Seward in Minneapolis. Using Table 9 to analyze this 

difference, the categories of building support and direct program costs 

are much less for Kenwood than they are for Seward. As these examples 

indicate, this costing model generates a wealth of information with 

which to analyze program costs. 

Computer Costing Model 

As described in the discussion on methodology, it was discovered 

that a simple spreadsheet program applied to a microcomputer could be 

used to handle the data. The printout for Spirit Lake's elementary 

school is presented here to illustrate the computer model. The print­

outs for each school and each attendance center can be found in 

Appendix B. 

The spreadsheet is divided into columns labeled A, B, C...BK, 

and rows labeled 1, 2, 3...254. Each cell that is created with 

combinations of these columns and rows can be identified as Al, B6, 

D20, etc., depending on its location. Data are entered in these cells 

as either labels, numbers or formulae whose results are numbers. These 

data are then manipulated and calculated to achieve desired results. 

The fourth grade reading calculations, column D, has been expanded to 



Table 11. Spirit Lake computer printout 

1 
2 Total Enrollment 1249 
3 Total Building Sq' 206801 
4 Organization-wide Build.Sq' 48150 
5 Total Building Cost 9269120 
6 Organization-wide Build.Cost 1067437 
7 Total Equipment Cost 1583346 
8 Organization-wide Equip.Cost 38639 
9 Total Budget 3380718 
10 Organization-wide Budget 1065332 
11 
12 Elementary 
13 
14 Building 
15 
16 Enrollment 643 
17 % Total Dist.Enrollment .51 
18 Building Cost 2917014 
19 Equipment Cost 317242 
20 General Area Sq.Feet 16687 
21 Program Area Sq.Feet 35313 
22 Sq.Feet (Total) 52000 
23 % Student Time 330 
24 % Teacher Time 318 
25 Building Depr. Cst/Yr/Sq' .70 
26 Org.-wide Build.Depr.Cst/Sq' .28 
27 Equipment Depr.Cst/Yr/Sq' .41 
28 Org.-wide Equip.Depr.Cst/Sq' .05 
29 Organization-wide Cst/Sq' 6.71 
30 Support Cst/Sq' 5.33 
31 Direct Program Cost 
32 Reg.Teacher Ave.Cost 19292 

D 

4 th 
Reading 

82(Value) 
.07(D16/C2) 

450(C20xD21/C21) 
953((4x950xD23+(169/5) ) 
1403(D20+D21) 
.24(80/C23) 
.25(80/024) 
984(C25xD22) 
389(C26xD22) 
571(C27xD22) 
75(C28xD22) 

9424(C29xD22) 
7477(C30xD22) 
11235(56174x.2) 
19403(C32x4xD24) 



Table 12. Continued 

33 
34 Total 
35 
36 Cost/Pupil 
37 Cost/Classroom 
38 Cost/Sq.' 

49558(Sum D25...D32) 

604(034/016) 
12390(034/4) 
35.31(D34/D22) 

Ln Ui 
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show how the figures refer to other data entered. Each cell is identified 

by row and column and, if the entered value is the result of a formula, 

the formula is in parentheses. 

Table 12 shows that the use of average teacher salaries, rather 

than actual salaries, has little effect on the final cost of the program. 

Average salaries were used, with the exception of Breck school, which 

supplied the actual salaries. Spirit Lake's average salaries were 

based on each building, rather than the total organization. 

Table 12. Comparison of costs using Spirit Lake's actual salaries versus 
average salaries 

4th reading 
Costs using 

actual salaries 
Costs using 

average salaries 

Cost per pupil 
Cost per class 
Cost per sq. ft. 

$ 635 
13,007 

$ 644 
13,209 

37.07 37.65 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Summary 

The difficulties that schools experience in the financing of 

their organizations have realistically been shown to be a major problem. 

Increasing numbers of social institutions are competing for limited 

amounts of financial resources. Contrary to the 1950s and 1960s, when 

enrollments were Increasing and schools were growing, the public and 

private patrons are demanding strict accountability for their financial 

investment. Since schools, in general, have not been accustomed to 

financial scrutiny, cost-benefit analysis has not been a popular 

practice. Further, what activity that has occurred in this area has 

been seriously lacking in the costing process. This raised serious 

questions concerning the possibilities of determining the costs of 

academic programs. Could they be determined? Could a specific set 

of uniform academic programs be established? Could all expenditures 

be attributed to academic programs? Could fixed assets be prorated to 

academic programs? These are questions that this study has addressed. 

As the literature was reviewed, these questions became more and 

more critical. A small amount of interest in the cost of education 

was discovered during the "scientific management" era of school 

administration in the early 1900s. Research by Bobbitt (3) and Harris 

(21) characterized this interest. However, they were limited by the 

difficulty of handling large amounts of data. With the computerized 

model developed in this study, the limits are greatly expanded and the 

data become more precise. Then, little was done until the late 1950s, 
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when Schultz (37, 38), among other economists, related costs to 

benefits, from an economist's point of view. More recently, educators 

have adopted a real interest in analyzing costs and benefits of educa­

tion. Haggart (19), Deputy (12)*, Thompson (44) and Snyder and Hagan (39) 

are examples of such researchers. However, the void of a good, compre­

hensive costing model became more evident. The costing model presented 

in this study fills that void. 

With the immediate need to provide this type of data for the 

important School Improvement Model being developed by co-directors, 

Dick Manatt and Shirley Stow, this study became an integral part of 

the Northwest Area Foundation Project involving the Minneapolis, Edina, 

Northfield, Spirit Lake and Breck schools. Committed to applying all 

expenditures and assets to the purposes of education, the academic 

programs, all entries of the budgets were assigned to programs. 

Methods of prorating indirect costs were determined and applied. With 

the aid of an Apple lie microcomputer and The Spreadsheet (17), methods 

were applied and adjustments were made. The result was a step-by-step 

set of instructions for determining the cost of teaching fourth grade 

reading and fourth and eighth grade math for the five schools in the 

study. 

It has clearly been shown that specific costs of academic programs 

can be determined. The costs for the schools in this study have been 

presented in the three units of cost per pupil, cost per classroom 

and cost per square foot. A uniform set of academic programs has also 

been established. Following one of the major premises of this costing 
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model, all expenditures have been attributed to the academic programs 

identified. In addition, the property values have likewise been pro­

rated to academic programs. The costs of the programs have also been 

broken down by building as a basis for a more detailed analysis, if 

that is desired. Finally, an explanation of the role the microcomputer 

played in this model was presented for further insight into the work­

ings of the model. 

Specific Conclusions 

The costing model developed in this study answers those questions 

referred to in the previous discussion in the affirmative and opens the 

door to a more precise cost and benefit analysis. Through the success­

ful application of this model to the fourth grade reading and fourth 

and eighth grade math programs of the five schools in this study, it 

has been shown that specific costs of individual academic programs can 

be determined. In the process, a set of academic programs uniform 

to the five schools was established. As a critical element of this 

model, budgeted expenditures and values of fixed assets were prorated 

to the academic programs. 

The necessity of establishing a uniform set of academic programs 

was found to be unnecessary. The original plan was to assign all 

expenditures to this set of academic programs. Since most of the 

proration of indirect costs were applied to a factor of square feet 

necessary for a specific program, this would Involve assigning all . 

parts of the buildings to academic programs. However, it was soon 

discovered that this only needed to be done for the academic programs 
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in question. The balance of the building space, and thus indirect 

costs, would automatically belong to the balance of the academic 

programs. The set of those programs that are in that balance is 

unimportant, unless all programs are to be costed. This condition 

makes this model so much more practical. It can be used to determine 

the cost of just one program, of all programs or of each program from 

a variety of total sets of programs. Thus, the model is universal in 

its application. 

Contributing to this model's universality is its flexibility. 

Several sub-costs in the model may be calculated on a slightly 

different basis, if so desired by a particular school. As in the 

example referred to earlier, if a school wants to use the salaries 

of those actually teaching in the program being costed, rather than 

a function of the average teacher salary, it can be accomplished with 

little extra effort. A different figure or formula is simply inserted 

in the direct cost cell of the microcomputer spreadsheet for salaries. 

In the case of Spirit Lake, both actual and average salaries were 

inserted, with only a small variance resulting. The cost per pupil 

varied by $9, the cost per class varied by $202 and the cost per square 

foot varied by $.58 (see Table 12). For most purposes, the average 

teacher salary approach would be preferred, since it would generate a 

cost that would generally be applicable for several years and in many 

situations. However, if a school desires to carefully consider the 

current situation, with the possibility of immediate changes in staff, 

the actual teacher salary approach should be used. The other obvious 
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places to alter input are when time in class is detennined and when 

square feet of space required for the program is determined. Again, 

the choice is in using averages or actual amounts. Each may be the 

preferred approach, depending upon the nature of the results desired. 

Once the time and space allocations are determined, the remainder 

of the indirect cost prorations are much less flexible. Organization-

wide and building level costs, as well as values of fixed assets, are 

expressed as costs per square foot. Therefore, their contribution to 

the total cost of a program is governed by the number of square feet 

required for the program. 

Other discoveries made possible by this model relate to the many 

manipulations of the costing data supplied. With or without the aid 

of the microcomputer, the data are available. In addition to a simple 

listing of costs of the academic programs for the schools, the data 

were presented in other forms. Each unit cost of the programs studied 

was listed, by school, in rank order, from high to low. Each expendi­

ture category that helped to determine the program costs was also 

listed by school. Another important cost determiner, the amount of 

time spent in school and in class, was listed by school. Finally, 

most of the data referred to previously were listed by individual 

attendance center as well. 

Limitations 

In the attempt to accurately include all costs in this model, the 

investments in the fixed assets of the school organizations were included. 

However, the method of determining the actual costs of these investments 
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is debatable. The method chosen for this model uses the yearly 

depreciation amount of the replacement value of the fixed assets, 

with life expectancies of 80 years for buildings and 15 years for 

contents. Another approach considered was using the actual costs of 

buildings and contents, divided by the number of years that they were 

in existence. There does not appear to be any exacting method of 

accounting for fixed asset costs. 

The inability to obtain the actual budget document for Breck 

School limits the accuracy of their final program costs, when compared 

to the other schools in the study. The organization-wide and building 

support costs were calculated from an indirect cost factor supplied 

by the school and may or may not coincide with those figures that 

would have been generated by the model. This indirect cost factor is 

a cost per square foot figure that includes organizatiou-wide and 

building support costs. 

Two other limitations relate to the accuracy and availability of 

data on time spent in programs and space allocated to programs. Time 

was ôbtained from the three sources: central office staff, building 

principals and teachers. These data varied in some instances and 

averages were used. This situation raises some question as to the 

exact amount of time required for the program. Similarly, some data 

on classroom sizes were quite exact while other were less exact. 

These two factors of time and space are critical to the costing model. 

The accuracy of the output is directly related to the accuracy of the 

input. However, these inconsistencies of" time and space do not limit 
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the integrity of this model, since the input is assumed to be accurate. 

They only limit the analysis of the results when compared with other 

schools, which is not a part of this study. 

Discussion 

The applications for the model developed in this study are both 

basic and far-reaching. They are basic because the model uses data 

that are readily available and generates cost figures of those programs 

for which schools are organized. They are extremely versatile when 

computerized because of the seemingly unlimited number of ways the 

data can be analyzed. These analyses can be the basis for decisions 

on building programs, teacher salaries, collective bargaining, budget­

ing, student scheduling, the length of the school day and year, teacher 

assignments and size of supervisory staffs, just to name a few. 

As findings were presented in the previous chapter, costs among 

school organizations and costs among attendance centers within school 

organizations varied. In some cases, the costs varied greatly. This 

raises questions relating to reasons for these variances. In analyzing 

the sources of costs and the procedures used for this costing model, 

many reasons become apparent. It appears that the high costs associated 

with the Minneapolis schools are a result of a large central office 

staff and many unused school facilities. These are sources of costs 

in the organization-wide cost category, which are higher than those 

of the other schools. The high cost of teaching fourth grade math at 

Breck relates to a high teacher cost due to small classes. Breck also 

supports large, new facilities in comparison to the other schools. 
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Edina, even though supporting large, new facilities, seems to counter­

act this with an efficient central office and a record of disposing 

of unused facilities. Northfield and Spirit Lake also are efficient 

in their use of facilities and central office personnel to aid in 

their lower costs. 

A most critical factor in explaining cost variances is time. 

The schools that devote more time in an academic area will generally 

reflect higher costs. This is because time in class determines the 

amount of teacher salaries required for a program. Teacher salaries 

consume the largest single budget item in most school organizations. 

Continuous use of this model, with changes made in certain input 

data, can provide valuable projections. For example, if a school 

knows the amount of time devoted to reading and leams its cost from 

the application of this model, it can be rerun with a lesser amount 

of time entered. This may project a savings of a certain sum of money. 

If, by increasing teaching efficiency it is determined that student 

achievement will not decline with the lesser amount of time, the school 

has realized a savings. On the other hand, if it is determined that 

student achievement will gain with the addition of a number of minutes, 

the school can determine the amount of investment necessary for that 

gain. 

Many schools face the problem of buildings vacated by declining 

enrollment. This model can provide data to help decide whether to 

sell, demolish or maintain these buildings. If the costs of all 

programs are calculated through this model, they can be recalculated 
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with the amount of these unused fixed assets deleted. That will 

determine how much money will be saved to continue with the same 

programs, minus unused buildings. Decisions to close a building can 

be aided in a similar manner. 

The size of central office and support staff can also be analyzed 

with cost data from this model. If a school is concerned with the 

high cost of a certain program, specific amounts for support staff 

related to the program can be deleted from the input and costs can 

be recalculated. 

An application for the very small school organization relates to 

decisions to consolidate with other schools. Present programs can 

be costed separately and then recalculated with the elimination of 

all of the duplication in a simulated consolidation. A much more 

accurate budget projection results, which could convince the communities 

to reorganize. Likewise, a much broader program of studies could be 

simulated, with the assurance that it could be financed with consolida­

tion. 

The above examples are some of the practical applications with 

which many schools have had concerns. However, applications of this 

model extend further into future experimentation and research. As 

research studies substantiate the importance of such positive concepts 

as academically assigned time, time on task, staff evaluation, staff 

development and school climate, their implementation can be accomplished 

through manipulations of this costing model. Many combinations of 

implementation costs, efficiencies derived from implementations and 
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increased student learner outcomes can be entered in the model. The 

result can be a workable plan for school improvement. 

Recommendations 

The completion of this study creates many new opportunities to 

apply these procedures and to analyze the results. Several follow-up 

activities can enhance the effectiveness of this model and further 

research can solidify its strength. 

Practical applications 

This model for determining the costs of academic programs has 

successfully been applied to the five project schools. The results 

have been presented and discussed. In order to impact decision making 

in the schools, the model needs to be disseminated to many more schools 

and applied by different personnel for different purposes. As others 

become familiar with the model, variations and improvements may be 

developed. 

The more important practices that need to occur are related to 

the data that are input and generated with the model. The effects of 

the categories of the budget such as organization-wide, building support 

and direct costs need to be determined. The effects of the critical 

factors of time and space, relative to specific programs, must be 

learned. The nature of the fixed asset costs of buildings and contents 

also needs to be understood to a greater extent. These analyzing 

opportunities are much more inviting and much more meaningful than 

the final program costs. 
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In order to really analyze the components of the model, schools 

will want to study the data at the attendance center level. At that 

level, the input can he more exact and any recommendations for change 

resulting from the analysis can be more appropriately implemented. 

Central office staff of larger school organizations can also achieve 

more benefits by analyzing attendance center data. They can better 

understand the total picture by seeing its individual parts. 

The dissemination of this model would be accelerated if the 

procedures were programmed into a computer program and made available 

through a software outlet. However, the process is easily applied 

to any number of spreadsheet programs for the individual who has a 

limited amount of experience with a microcomputer. The process can 

be done manually to obtain the program costs, but a computer is 

recommended because of the ease with which the process can be repli­

cated, using alternative input. Schools that choose to use this model 

will gain valuable information about their operations that will provide 

a solid foundation on which to base decisions. 

Further research 

The development and application of this model provide the oppor­

tunity for some interesting and meaningful research. This is related 

to the analyses of the components of the model. Questions arise as 

to the effect the various data have on the costs to teach academic 

programs. For example, in comparing the costs of various programs 

within a school, the relative importance of the key data can be 

determined. How important a factor is the amount of time spent in 
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class in the calculation of its cost? Is the amount of space that is 

required more critical? 

A more valuable area for research is in the relationship between 

the factors that determine program costs and those program outcomes. 

Would the addition of one reading consultant result in a measurable 

gain in student achievement? Would a certain amount of staff develop­

ment provide significant gains in student achievement? Would higher 

teacher salaries improve the teacher quality and, thus, student achieve­

ment? Would more or better facilities produce student gains? How 

much more time on task does it take to raise reading scores a specified 

amount? 

With the knowledge of the costs necessary to Implement interven­

tions such as those above, the research opportunities expand to further 

questions. If staff development activity A costs X dollars and activity 

B costs Y dollars, which activity results in the greater student gains? 

What type of consultant will result in more achievement test score 

gains? What staff evaluation criteria increase student scores more 

on a school climate survey? 

As has been shown, the development of this model to determine 

costs of academic programs was an achievement that was sorely needed. 

It now becomes the basis for more valuable and more applicable research 

in effective teaching and increased learner outcomes. Convincing 

answers to the previous questions will provide what is needed for true 

school improvement. 
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APPENDIX A. 

DATA COLLECTION GUIDES 
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74 
D A T A  

for 
Reading, and, Math Costs 

I. Categorize Expenditures 

1982-83 Detailed Working Budget 

II. Determine Property Values 

Original Costs of Buildings and Grounds 

Acquisition Date of Property 

' ' Equipment Inventory (By Building) 

III. Prorate Indirect Costs 

Building Maps 

Square footage of all Buildings 

Square footage of individual Buildings 

IV. Determine Teacher Costs 

Total Teacher Salaries and Benefits 

Total Number of Teachers 

Length of Teacher Day (In Minutes) 

Teacher Time in Class 

Teacher Time Out of Class 

Length of Student Day (In Minutes) 

Student Time in Class 

Student Time Out of Class 

Time Spent Teaching 4th & 8th Math arid 4th Reading (In Minutes/Day) 

Length of Student Year and Teacher Contract Year (In Days) 
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COSTING ACADEMIC PROGRAMS 

MeChodology 

I. Categorize all parts of the Budget 

Â. Buildings, Grounds and Equipment Values 
B. District Wide Costs 
C. Building Level Support Costs 
D. Direct Program Costs 

II. Identify program List 

Â. Art 
B. Reading-Language Arts-English 
•C; Foreign Language 
D. Physical Education 
E. Math 
F. Music 
G. Science 
H. Driver Education 
I. Social Science 
J. Agri-Business 
K. Business Education 
L. Home Economics 
M. Industrial Arts 
N. Special Education 

III. Determine school day length 

A. Student Time 
1. Class 
2. Non-class 

B. Teacher Time 
1. Class 
2. Non-class 

IV. Determine Costs 

A. Build.(Grounds & Equip.- Total cost f Life Exp. = Depr. cost/yr. 
Depr. cost f Total Sq.' = Cost/sp.'/yr. 

1. Categorize building use 
a. General areas 
b. Program areas 

2. Prorate general costs among program areas 
3. Combine prorated general with actual program area costs 
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DATA COLLECTION SHEET 

S C H O O L .  O R G A N I Z A T I O N  

A T T E N D A N C E  C E N T E R  

BUILDINGS 

Actual Cash Value (ACV) 

ACV District-Wide (DW) 

Square Footage (Sq.') 

Square Footage (DW) 

Floor Plan 

Number of Classrooms 

Square Footage: 

Classrooms Gym 

Halls Multipurpose 

Restrooms Lunchrooms 

Storeage Offices 

Music Art 

EQUIPMENT (ACV) 

TIME 

Student: Teacher: 

Year (Days) Year (Days) 

Day (Min. ) Day (Min. ) 

In Class ' In Class 

Out Class Out Class 

Reading Math 
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DIRECT COSTS 

Total Teacher Salaries and Benefits 

Total Number of Teachers 

Reading Materials and Supplies 

Math Materials and Supplies 

INDIRECT COSTS 

Restricted Indirect Cost Factor 

Unrestricted Indirect Cost Factor 
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APPENDIX B. 

PRINTOUTS BY SCHOOL 
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Minneapolis 
Total Enrollment 
Total Building Sq" 
Org.-wide Build.Sq' 
Total Building Cost 
Org.wide Build.Cost 
Total Equip.Cost 
Org.-wide Equip.Cost 
Total Budget 
Org.-wide Budget 

37948 
8242389 
2997504 

277732200 
69603354 
37575620 
13469489 
140888444 
52729902 

Elementary Bancroft 3-6 
Total Reading Math 

Enrollment 691 160 160 
% Tot.Elem.Enrollment .03587188 .008306 .008306 
% Tot.Dist.Enrollment .01820913 .004216 .004216 

Building Cost ' 1941337 
Equipment Cost 172982 
General Area Sq.Feet 43429 2520 1459 

Program Area Sq.Feet 35533 2062 1194 

Sq. Feet (Total). 78962 4582 2653 

% Student Time 285 .33 .19 

% Teacher Time 370 .25 .15 
Building Depr.Cst/Yr/Sq' .31 1408 815 

.290rg.-wlde Build.Depr.Cst/Sq' 1330 770 
Equip.Depr.Cst/Sq'/Yr. .15 669 387 

.300rg.-wlde Equip.Depr.Cst/Sq' 1373 795 

lOOrg.-wlde Cost/Sq' 46064 26668 

Support Cost/Sq' 5.03 23052 13346 

Elem.-wide Gen.Supp.Cst/Sq' 
32940Direct Program Cost 2980733 24758 274 

26609Reg. Teacher Ave.Cost 26609 46817 27184 

Total 145471 70239 

Cost/Pupil 909 439 

Cost/Classroom 24245 11707 

Cost/Sq' 31.75 26.48 
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Barton K-8 Burroughs K-6 Field 4-6 
Total Reading Math Total Reading Math Total Reading Math 

403 47 47 580 99 99 578 174 174 

.020921 .002440 .002440 .030110 .005139 .005139 .030006 .009033 .009033 

.010620 .001239 .001239 .015284 .002609 .002609 .015231 .004585 .004585 

1186881 1498807 2731233 

94300 132510 142787 
1504 28042 570 430 28818 1141 859 38464 1996 1504 

22944 467 352 23579 933 703 31470 1633 1230 

50986 1037 781 52397 2074 1562 69934 3630 2734 

297 .26 .20 297 .26 .20 297 .26 .20 

396 .19 .15 396 .19 .15 396 .19 .15 

.29 302 227 .36 742 559 .49 1772 1335 

301 227 602 453 1054 794 

.12 128 96 .17 350 263 .14 494 1335 

311 234 621 468 1087 819 

10426 7853 20852 15707 36491 27487 

5.41 5614 4229 6.19 12845 9676 4.84 17583 13245 

7273 80 15319 169 26925 298 

10348 7795 20696 15589 36218 27281 

34702 20741 72027 42884 121623 72592 

738 441 728 433 699 417 

17351 10371 24009 14295 20271 12099 

33.46 26.55 34.73 27.45 33.51 26.55 



Fulton K-6 Hall K-12 Lincoln K-6 
Total Reading Math Total Reading Math Total Reading Math 

659 85 85 205 41 41 753 109 109 

.034211 .004413 .004413 .010642 .002128 .002128 .039090 .00566 .00566 

.017366 .002240 .002240 .005402 .001080 .001080 .019843 .00287 .00287 

1855901 1376634 3528615 

173012 88839 456346 

34783 721 740 22399 570 430 83961 887 726 

28459 590 605 18327 467 352 68695 726 594 

63242 1310 1345 40726 1037 781 152656 1613 1321 

290 .22 .22 297 .26 .20 315 .20 .17 

390 .16 .17 396 .19 .15 405 .15 .14 

.37 481 493 .42 438 330 .29 466 382 

380 390 301 227 468 383 

.18 239 245 .15 151 114 .20 321 263 

393 403 311 234 483 396 

13174 13520 10426 7853 16213 13277 

5.91 7742 7946 6.04 6260 4715 4.06 6547 5361 

13153 145 6344 70 16867 186 

12895 13304 10348 7795 16294 14783 

48456 36448 34579 21338 57660 35031 

570 429 843 520 529 321 

16152 12149 34579 21338 19220 11677 

36.98 27.10 33.34 27.32 35.75 26.53 
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Holland 4-6 Andersen 4-6 & K-8 Jefferson K-6 
Total Reading Math Total Reading Math Total Reading Math 

515 147 147 1572 295 295 942 130 130 

.026735 .007631 .00763 .0816072 .015314 .015314 .04890204 .00675 .00675 

013571 .003874 .00387 .0414251 .007774 .007774 .02482344 .00343 .00343 

.501157 11171594 3570440 

117462 770167 520338 

28525 1711 1289 114309 3422 2578 88523 1667 889 

23339 1400 1055 93526 2800 2109 72428 1364 727 

51864 3111 2343 207835 6222 4687 160951 3030 1616 

297 .26 .20 297 .26 .20 330 .30 .16 

396 .19 .15 396 .19 .15 405 .25 .13 

.36 1126 848 .67 4181 3149 .28 840 448 

903 680 1806 1360 880 469 

.15 470 354 .25 1537 1158 .22 653 348 

932 702 1864 1404 908 484 

31278 23560 62556 47120 30465 16248 

6.06 18846 14195 2.70 16795 12651 3.66 11080 5909 

22747 251 45648 504 2980733 20116 191 

31044 23384 62088 46767 32851 17411 

107344 63974 196475 114114 97793 41509 

730 435 666 387 752 319 

17891 10662 19647 11411 19559 8302 

34.50 27.30 31.58 24.35 32.27 25.68 
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Kenwood K-6 Lyndale 4-6 Putnam 4-6 
Total Reading Math Total Reading Math Total Reading Math 

569 83 83 756 210 210 453 133 133 

.029538 .00431 .00431 .039246 .01090 .01090 .023517 .00690 .00690 

.014994 .00219 .00219 .019922 .00553 .00553 .011937 .00350 .00350 

2535624 3901885 1436098 

148441 227753 96166 

31349 1397 844 50532 1996 1504 24732 1540 1412 

25650 1143 691 41344 1633 1230 20236 1260 1155 

56999 2540 1535 91876 3630 2734 44968 2800 2567 

215 . .42 .26 297 .26 .20 300 .28 .26 

405 .22 .14 396 .19 .15 375 .22 .21 

.56 1412 853 .53 1927 1451 .40 1118 1025 

737 446 1054 . 794 813 745 

.17 441 266 .27 967 728 .14 399 366 

761 460 1087 819 839 769 

25531 15431 36491 27487 28150 25804 

5.31 13472 8143 5.37 19486 14678 5.33 14933 13688 

12843 122 32495 308 20580 195 

17936 10841 36218 27281 29802 27319 

73134 36561 129725 73546 96634 69911 

881 440 618 350 727 526 

24378 12187 18532 10507 19327 13982 

28.80 23.82 35.74 26.90 34.51 27.24 



Seward K-6 Tuttle K-6 Waite Park 4-6 
Total Reading Math Total Reading Hath Total Reading Math 

666 88 88 610 85 85 631 206 206 
.034574 .00457 .00457 .031667 .00441 .00441 .032757 .01069 .01069 
.017550 .00232 .00232 .016075 .00224 .00224 .016628 .00543 .00543 
1716667 3008340 1908074 
233038 79427 128006 
34367 856 644 29359 856 644 32052 1298 1199 
28118 700 527 24021 700 527 26224 1062 981 
62485 1556 1172 53380 1556 1172 58276 2359 2180 
297 .26 .20 297 .26 .20 345 .17 .16 
396 .19 .15 396 .19 .15 415 .14 .13 
.34 534 402 .70 1096 825 .41 966 892 

452 340 452 340 685 633 
.25 387 291 .10 154 116 .15 346 319 

466 351 466 351 707 653 
15639 11780 15639 11780 23721 21914 

12.53 19495 14685 4.54 7067 5323 5.61 13228 12221 

13617 129 13153 125 31876 302 
15522 11692 15522 11692 26032 24237 

66112 39670 53548 30552 97560 61170 

751 451 630 359 474 297 
22037 13223 17849 10184 13937 8739 
42.50 33.86 34.42 26.07 41.35 28.06 
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Webster K-8 Wilder 4-6 Olson K-6 
Total Reading Math Total Reading Math Total Reading Math 

550 79 79 1643 368 368 762 109 109 
.028552 .00410 .00410 .08529305 .01910 .019104 .039558 .005659 .005659 
.014494 .00208 .00208 .04329609 .00970 .009697 .020080 .002872 .002872 
3571506 7648732 4106745 
163940 792823 364313 
38011 856 644 106393 3422 2578 63529 1141 859 
31100 700 527 87048 2800 2109 51979 933 703 
69111 1556 1172 193441 6222 4687 115508 2074 1562 
297 .26 .20 297 .26 .20 297 .26 .20 
396 .19 .15 396 .19 .15 396 .19 .15 
.65 1005 757 .49 3075 2317 .44 921.764 694 

452 340 1806 1360 602 453 
.16 246 185 .27 1700 1281 .21 436 328 

466 351 1864 1404 468 468 
15639 11780 62556 47120 20852 15707 

4.84 7526 5669 2.90 18029 13581 4.84 10035 7559 

12224 116 3832371 73214 539 21686 160 
15522 11692 62088 46767 20696 15589 

53080 30890 224332 114369 75696 40959 

672 391 610 311 694 376 
17693 10297 18694 9531 18924 10240 
34.12 26.36 36.05 24.40 36.50 26.22 
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Mlnneaoolis 
Total Enrollment 
Total Building Sq' 
Org.-wide Build. Sq' 
Total Building Cost 
Org.-wide Build. Cost 
Total Equip. Cost 
Org.-wide Equip. Cost 
Total Budget 
Org.-wide Budget 

37948 
8242389 
2997504 

277732200 
69603354 
37575620 
13469489 

140888444 
52729902 

Elementary Reading 
Total 

Math 
Total 

Enrollment 
% Total Elementary Enrollment 
% Total District Enrollment 
Building Cost 
Equipment Cost 
General Area Sq. Feet 
Program Area Sq. Feet 
Sq. Feet (Total) 
% Student Time 
% Teacher Time 
Building Depr.Cst/Yr/Sq' 

.290rg.-wide Build.Depr.Cst/Sq' 
Equip.Depr.Cst/Sq'/Yr. 

.300rg.-wide Equip.Depr.Cst/Sq' 
10.050rg.-wide Cost/Sq' 

Support Cost/Sq' 
Elem.-wide Gen.Supp.Cst/Sq' 

28235Direct Program Cost 
26609Reg. Teacher Ave. Cost 

2646 2648 
.13746561 .13746561 
.06977970 .06977970 

99 
51938 

23810 
15075 
10088 
15406 
522162 
249638 

430837 
518937 

99 
38603 

17803 
11205 
8446 
11564 
388095 
186820 

4164 
388402 

Totals 

Cost/Pupil 
Cost/Classroom 
Cost/Sq' 

1785953 1016499 

674 384 
18040 10268 
34.39 26.33 
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Minneapolis 

Junior High 

Total Enrollment 
Total Building Sq' 
Org.-wide Build. Sq' 
Total Building Cost 
Org.-wide Build. Cost 
Total Equip. Cost 
Org;-wide Equip. Cost 
Total Budget 
Org.-wide Budget 

37948 
8242389 

• 2997504 
277732200 
69603354 
37575620 
13469489 
140888444 
52729902 

Anthony 7-8 
Total Math 

Enrollment 
% Tot. Jr.Hi. Enrollment 
% Tot. Dist. Enrollment 
Building Cost 
Equipment Cost 
General Area Sq. Feet 
Program Area Sq. Feet 
Sq. Feet (Total) 
Z Student Time 
Z Teacher Time 
Building Depr. Cst/Yr/Sq' 

.290rg.-wide Build. Depr.Cst/Sq' 
Equip. Depr. Cst/Sq'/Yr 

.300rg.-wlde Equip.Depr. Cst/Sq' 
10.050rg.-wide Cost/Sq' 

Support Co8t/Sq' 
Jr.Hi.-wide Gen. Supp.Cst/Sq' 

9412Direct Program Cost 
26609Reg. Teacher Ave. Cost 

998 
.16880920 
.02629915 
4618083 
502740 
79363 
64933 
144296 

323 
358 
.40 

.23 

6.50 

494 
.083559 
.013018 

3065 
2508 
5573 
.15 
.14 
2229 
1618 
1294 
1669 

56026 
36206 

207684 104628 
66894 

Totals 270566 

Cost/Pupil 
Cost/Classroom 
Cost/Sq' 

548 
16910 
48.55 



Anwatln 7-8 Folwell 7-8 Franklin 7-8 NorCheasC 7-8 Sanford 7-8 
Total Math Total Math Total Math Total Math Total Math 

792 382 1023 491 842 415 973 469 971 465 
.133965 .06461 .173038 .08305 .142422 .07020 .164581 .07933 .164242 .07865 
.020871 .01007 .026958 .01294 .022188 .01094 .025640 .01236 .025588 .01225 
5167106 4467291 6692844 6458919 3720904 
322530 510001 376309 644059 446994 
69501 2023 79289 2627 71261 2724 104014 3065 86422 3065 
56864 1655 64873 2150 58305 2229 85102 2508 70709 2508 
126365 3678 144162 4777 129566 4954 189116 5573 157130 5573 

385 .13 390 .13 323 .15 323 .15 323 .15 
505 .10 485 .11 358 .14 358 .14 358 .14 
.51 1880 .39 1850 .65 3199 .43 2379 .30 1650 

1068 1387 • 4954 1618 1618 
.28 1014 .24 1127 .19 959 .23 1265 .19 1057 

1102 1431 1484 1669 1669 
36976 48025 49801 56026 56026 

6.83 25107 5.65 26969 6.89 34117 5.46 30412 5.52 30787 

130109 65663 155700 78632 147029 74175 190889 96191 137908 69694 
37305 51106 59461 66894 66894 

170114 210526 228150 256454 229395 

445 429 550 547 493 
10632 11696 12675 14247 12744 
46.25 44.07 46.06 46.02 41.16 
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Indersen K-8&4-6 Barton 00
 

Hall K-12 Webster K-8 

Total Math Total Math Total Math Total Math 

148 55 87 37 21 13 57 20 

.0055631 .00930 .003270 .00626 .000546 .00220 .002143 .00338 

.0039001 .00145 .002293 .00098 .000553 .00034 .001502 .00053 

11171594 1186881 1376634 3571506 

770167 94300 88839 . 163940 

114309 341 28042 341 22399 170 38011 170 

93526 279 22944 279 18327 139 31100 139 

207835 619 50986 619 40726 310 69111 310 

323 .15 323 .15 323 .15 323 .15 

358 .14 358 .14 358 .14 358 .14 

.67 416 .29 180 .42 131 .65 200 

180 180 90 90 

.25 153 .12 76 .15 45 .16 49 

185 185 93 93 

6225 6225 3113 3113 

2.70 1671 5.41 3352 6.04 1869 4.84 1498 

0 88 0 59 0 21 0 32 

7433 7433 3716 3716 

16351 17690 9077 8790 

297 478 698 440 

8175 8845 9077 8790 

26.41 28.57 29.32 28.39 
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Minneapolis 
Total Enrollment 
Total Building Sq' 
Org.-wide Build. Sq' 
Total Building Cost 
Org.-wide Build. Cost 
Total Equip. Cost 
Org.-wide Equip. Cost 
Total Budget 
Org.-wide Budget 

37948 
8242389 
2997504 

277732200 
69603354 
37575620 
13469489 
140888444 
52729902 

Junior High Totals 
Math 

Enrollment 
% Tot. Jr.Hi. Enrollment 
% Tot. Dlst. Enrollment 
Building Cost 
Equipment Cost 
General Area Sq. Feet 
Program Area Sq. Feet 
Sq. Feet (Total) 
Z Student Time 
% Teacher Time 
Building Depr. Cst/Yr/Sq' 

.290rg.-wlde Build. Depr.Cst/Sq' 
Equip. Depr. Cst/Sq'/Yr 

.300rg.-wlde Equip.Depr. Cst/Sq' 
10.050rg.-wide Cost/Sq' 

Support Cost/Sq' 
Jr.Hi.-wide Gen. Supp.Cst/Sq' 

9412Direct Program Cost 
26609Reg. Teacher Ave. Cost 

2841 
.4805480 
.0748656 

108 
31984 

14114 
12800 
7039 
9582 

321556 
191987 

489182 
370853 

Totals 1417113 

Cost/Pupil 
Cos t/Classroom 
Cost/Sq' 

499 
13121 
44.31 
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Edlna 

Elementary 

Total Enrollment 
Total Building Sq' 
Org.-wide Build. Sq' 
Total Building Cost 
Org.-wide Build.Cost 
Total Equip.Cost 
Org.-wide Equip.Cost 
Total Budget 
Org.-wide Budget 

6081 
1416700 
170437 

74104211 
9946488 
6152835 
680899 

21248255 
6606643 

Concord 
4 th 

Total Reading 
4th 
Math 

Enrollment 551 131 131 
% Total Elementary Enrollment .236379 .0561991 .0561991 
% Total Org. Enrollment .090610 .0215425 .0215425 
Building Cost 3851446 
Equipment Cost 307586 
General Area Sq.Feet 42970 560 391 
Program Area Sq.Feet 32572 473 330 
Sq.Feet (Total) 75542 1033 721 
% Student Time 323 .19 .15 
% Teacher Time 356 .17 .13 
Building Depr.Cost/Yr/Sq' .64 658 460 
Equipment Sepr.Cost/Yr/Sq' .27 280 196 
Org.-wide Build.Depr.Cst/Sq' 753 526 
Org.-wide Equip.Depr.Cat/Sq' 275 192 
Org.-wide Cost/sq' 5475 3823 
Support Cost/Sq' 3.57 3687 2574 

Elem.-wide Gen.Supp.Cst/Sq' 1432 1000 
Direct Program Cost 4960 
Reg.Teacher Ave.Cost 11061 8726 

Total 28583 17496 

Cost/Pupil 218 134 
Cost/Classroom 11433 6998 
Cost/Sq' 27.67 24.26 
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Cornelia 
4th 4th 

Total Reading Math 

Countryside 
4th 4th 

Total Reading Math 

Creek Valley 
4th 4th 

Total Reading Math 

540 77 77 620 87 87 620 88 88 

2316602 .0330330 .0330330 .2659803 .0373230 .0373230 .2659803 .0377520 .0377520 

0888012 .0126624 .0126624 .1019569 .0143069 .0143069 .1019569 .0144713 .0144713 

2856481 3687678 4248295 

226840 278822 344613 

34424 651 651 37406 804 804 42635 740 740 

31862 602 607 35464 762 770 32277 560 533 

66286 1253 1258 72870 1567 1574 74912 1300 1273 

315 .20 .20 300 .17 .19 330 .16 .15 

378 .17 .17 366 .14 .16 398 .13 .13 

.54 675 677 .63 991 996 .71 921 902 

.23 286 287 .26 400 402 .31 399 390 

914 917 1143 1148 948 929 

334 335 417 335 346 339 

6642 6667 8305 8345 6890 6749 

6.67 8358 8389 4.49 7039 7073 4.14 5380 5270 

1738 1744 2172 2183 1802 1765 

2915 3294 3332 

13264 13368 14325 16713 13832 13173 

35125 32385 38086 37194 33851 29518 

456 
11708 
28.03 

421 
10795 
25.75 

438 428 
9521 9299 
24.31 23.63 

385 335 
8463 7379 
26.04 23.19 
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Edlna 

Elementary 

Total Enrollment 
Total Building Sq' 
Org.-wide Build. Sq' 
Total Building Cost 
Org.-wide Build.Cost 
Total Equip.Cost 
Org.-wide Equip.Cost 
Total Budget 
Org.-wide Budget 

6081 
1416700 
170437 

74104211 
9946488 
6152835 
680899 

21248255 
6606643 

Elementary 
4th 4th 

Reading Math 

Enrollment 383 383 
% Total Elementary Enrollment .16430716 .16430716 
% Total Org. Enrollment .06298306 .06298306 
Building Cost 
Equipment Cost 
General Area Sq.Feet 
Program Area Sq.Feet 14 14 
Sq.Feet (Total) 5152 4826 
% Student Time 
Z Teacher Time 
Building Depr.Cos t/Yr/Sq' 3245 3035 
Equipment Depr.Cost/Yr/Sq' 1364 1275 
Org.-wide Build.Depr.Cst/Sq' 3758 3520 
Org.-wide Equip.Depr.Cst/Sq' 1372 1201 
Org.-wide Cost/sq' 27312 25583 
Support Cost/Sq' 24463 23306 
Elem.-wide Gen.Supp.Cst/Sq' 7145 6692 
Direct Program Cost 14501 0 
Reg.Teacher Ave.Cost 52482 51980 

Total 135644 116593 

Cost/Pupil 354 304 
Cost/Classroom 10048 8637 
Cost/Sq' 26.33 24.16 
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Edina 
Total Enrollment 
Total Building Sq' 
Org.-wide Build. Sq' 
Total Building Cost 
Org.-wide BuiId.Cost 
Total Equip.Cost 
Org.-wide Equip.Cost 
Total Budget 
Org.-wide Budget 

6081 
1416700 
170437 

74104211 
9946488 
6152835 
680899 

21248255 
6606643 

Junior High 
South View 

Total 8th Math 
Valley View 

Total 8th Math 

Enrollment 813 310 982 375 
% Total Junior High Enrollment .452925 .1727019 .5470752 .2089136 
% Total Org. Enrollment .133695 .0509785 .1614866 .0616675 
Building Cost 7169773 8854827 
Equipment Cost 707036 881430 
General Area Sq.Feet 29222 1635 34086 1329 
Program Area Sq.Feet 21228 1188 37959 1481 
Sq.Feet (Total) 50450 2823 72045 2810 
% Student Time 400 .12 400 .12 
% Teacher Time 326 .15 390 .12 
Building Depr.Cost/Yr/Sq' 1.78 5016 1.54 4317 
Equipment Depr.Cost/Yr/Sq' .93 2638 .82 2292 
Org.-wide Build.Depr.Cst/Sq' 2060 2050 
Org.-wide Equip.Depr.Cst/Sq' 752 748 
Org.-wide Cost/sq' 14967 14896 
Support Cost/Sq' 14.26 40266 11.02 30954 
Jr.Hi.-wide Support Cost/Sq' 11353 13734 
Direct Program Cost 
Reg.Teacher Ave.Cost 28301 45836 28670 48372 

Total 122887 117363 

Cost/Pupil 
Cost/Classroom 
Cost/Sq' 

396 
11172 
43.53 

313 
8383 
41.77 
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Edlna 
Total Enrollment 
Total Building Sq' 
Org.-wide Build. Sq' 
Total Building Cost 
Org.-wide Build.Cost 
Total Equip.Cost 
Org.-wide Equip.Cost 
Total Budget 
Org.-wide Budget 

6081 
1416700 
170437 

74104211 
9946488 
6152835 
680899 

21248255 
6606643 

Junior High 

Enrollment 
% Total Junior High Enrollment 
% Total Org. Enrollment 
Building Cost 
Equipment Cost 
General Area Sq.Feet 
Program Area Sq.Feet 
Sq.Feet (Total) 
% Student Time 
% Teacher Time 
Building Depr.Cost/Yr/Sq" 
Equipment Depr.Cost/Yr/Sq' 
Org.-wide Build.Depr.Cat/Sq' 
Org.-wide Equip.Depr.Cst/Sq' 
Org.-wide Cost/sq' 
Support Cost/Sq' 
Jr.Hi.-wide Support Cost/Sq' 
Direct Program Cost 
Reg.Teacher Ave.Cost 

Total 
8th Math 

685 
.3816156 
.1126459 

2965 
2669 
5633 

9333 
4930 
4109 
1500 
29863 
71220 
25087 

94208 

Total 240250 

Cost/Pupil 
Cost/Classroom 
Cost/Sq' 

351 
10010 
42.65 
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Northfleld 
Total Enrollment 2827 
Total Building Sq' 537601 
Org.-wide Build.Sq' 52238 
Total Building Cost 27820456 
Org.-wide Build Cost 3116966 
Total Equip.Cost 4444511 
Org.-wide Equip.Cost 1267687 
Total Budget 7767863 
Org.-wide Budget 2430687 

Elementary Totals Totals Totals 
Sibley 4-5 Reading Math 

Enrollment 360 160 160 
% Tot.Elem.Enrollment .32 .14 .14 
% Tot.Dist.Enrollment .13 .06 .06 
Building Cost 2802293 

• Equipment Cost 559639 -

General Area Sq.Feet 24448 1391 681 
Program Area Sq.Feet 29562 1681 823 
Sq. Feet (Total) 54010 3072 1504 
% Student Time 321 .20 .15 

Z Teacher Time 305 .21 .16 
Building Depr.C st/Yr/Sq' .65 1992 975 
Org.-wide Build.Depr.Cst/Sq' .75 2291 1121 
Equip.Depr.Cst/Sq'/Yr. .69 2122 1039 
Org.-wide Equip.Depr.Cst/Sq' 1.62 4970 2433 

Organization-wide Cost/Sq.' 5.01 15385 7530 
Support Cost/Sq' 1.88 5768 2823 

9232lElem.-wide Gen.Supp.Cst/Sq' .74 2259 1105 
Direct Program Cost 27068 56 

Reg. Teacher Ave.Cost 21217 26832 19975 

Total 88688 37057 

Cost/Pupil 554 232 
Cost/Classroom 14781 6176 
Cost/sq' 28.87 24.65 
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Northfleld 

Org.-wide Equip.Cost 1267687 
Total Budget 7767863 
Org.-wide Budget 2430687 

Middle School Totals Totals 
Middle Math 

Enrollment 697 223 
% Tot .Midi. Enrollment 1.00 .32 
% Tot.Org.Enrollment .25 .08 
Building Cost 8361774 
Equipment Cost 959475 
General Area Sq.Feet 81904 1553 
Program Area Sq.' 53835 1021 
Sq. Feet (Total) 135739 2573 
% Student Time 302 .16 
Z Teacher Time 328 .15 
Build.Depr.Cst/Sq'/Yr. .77 1982 
Org.-wide Build.Depr.Cst/Sq' .75 1919 
Equip.Depr.Cst/Sq'/Yr. .47 1213 
Org.-wide Equip.Depr.Cst/Sq' 1.62 4163 
Organization-wide Cost/Sq' 5.01 12888 
Support Cost/Sq' 2.48 6383 
Direct Program Cost 133 
Reg. Teacher Ave.Cost 21389 19593 

Total 48274 

Cost/Pupil 216 
Cost/Classroom 6034 
Cost/sq' 18.76 
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Spirit Lake 
Total Enrollment 1249 
Total Building Sq' 206801 
Organization-wide Build.Sq' 48150 
Total Building Cost 9269120 
Organization-wide Build.Cost 1067437 
Total Equipment Cost 1583346 
Organization-wide Equip.Cost 38639 
Total Budget 3380718 
Organization-wide Budget 1065332 

Elementary 
4th 4th 

Building Reading Math 

Enrollment 643 
% Total Dist.Enrollment .51 
Building Cost 2917014 
Equipment Cost 317242 
General Area Sq.Feet 16687 
Program Area Sq.Feet 35313 
Sq.Feet (Total) 52000 
% Student Time 330 
% Teacher Time 318 
Building Depr. Cst/Yr/Sq' .70 
Org.-wide Build.Depr.Cst/Sq' .28 
Equipment Depr.Cst/Yr/Sq' .41 
Org.-wide Equip.Depr.Cst/Sq' .05 
Organization-wide Cst/Sq' 6.71 
Support Cst/Sq' 5.33 
Direct Program Cost 
Reg.Teacher Ave.Cost 19292 

82 
.07 

450 
953 
1403 
.24 
.25 
984 
389 
571 
75 

9424 
7477 
11235 
19403 

82 
.07 

399 
845 
1244 
.15 
.15 
872 
345 
506 
67 

8355 
6629 

0 
11869 

Total 49558 28643 

Cost/Pupil 
Cost/Classroom 
Cost/Sq.' 

604 
12390 
35.31 

349 
7161 
23.02 
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Spirit Lake 
Total Enrollment 1249 
Total Building Sq' 206801 
Organization-wide Build.Sq' 48150 
Total Building Cost 9269120 
Organization-wide Build.Cost 1067437 
Total Equipment Cost 1583346 
Organization-wide Equip.Cost 38639 
Total Budget 3380718 
Organization-wide Budget 1065332 

Junior High 
Totals 
Jr.Hi. 

Totals 
Math 

Enrollment 199 98 
% Total Dist.Enrollment .16 .08 
Building Cost 1029249 
Equipment Cost 96404 
General Area Sq.Feet 4246 224 
Program Area Sq.Feet 8100 428 
Sq.Feet (Total) 12346 652 
% Student Time 357.5 .12 
% Teacher Time 292.5 .15 
Building Depr. Cst/Yr/Sq' 1.04 680 
Org.-wide Build.Depr.Cst/Sq' .28 181 
Equipment Depr.Cst/Yr/Sq' .52 340 
Org.-wide Equip.Depr.Cst/Sq' .05 35 
Org.-wide Cost/Sq' 6.71 4380 
Support Cst/Sq' 10.82 7059 
Direct Program Cost 
Reg.Teacher Ave.Cost 20770 12072 

Total 24746 

Cost/Pupil 253 
Cost/Classroom 6186 
Cost/Sq.' 37.94 
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Breck 
Total Enrollment 
Total Building Sq' 
Org.-wide Build. Sq' 
Total Building Cost 
Org.-wide Build. Cost 
Total Equip. Cost 
Org.-wide Eqvtp. Cost 
Total Budget 
Org.-wide Budget 

1020 
233152 
N.A. 

16940366 
Incl. in Support 

1882263 
Incl. in Support 

5768342 
Incl. in Support 

Elementary Lower K-4 Totals Totals 
Totals Reading Math 

Enrollment 279 42 42 
% Total Elementary Enrollment 1.00 .15 .15 

% Total Org. Enrollment .27 .04 .04 
Building Cost 4633688 
Equipment Cost 514854 
General Area Sq. Feet 35076 344 253 
Program Area Sq. Feet 28698 281 207 
Sq. Feet (Total) 63774 625 459 
% Student Time 320 .16 .11 
% Teacher Time 400 .13 .09 
Building Depr. Cost/Yr/Sq' .91 568 417 
Org.-wide Build.Depr.Cst/Sq' 
Equipment Depr. Cost/Yr/Sq' .54 336 247 
Org.-wide Equip.Depr.Cst/Sq' 
Org.wide Cost/Sq' 
Support Cost/Sq' 7.22 4513 3317 
Elem.wide Gen.Supp.Cst/Sq' 
Direct Program Cost 600 600 
Reg. Teacher Ave.Cost 7837 16498 

Totals 13854 21079 

Cost/Pupil 
Cost/Classroom 
Cost/Sq' 

330 502 
6927 10540 
22.17 45.89 
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Breck 

Middle School 

Total Enrollment 1020 
Total Building Sq' 233152 
Org.-wide Build. Sq' N.A. 
Total Building Cost 16940366 
Org.-wide Build. Cost Incl. in Support 
Total Equip. Cost 1882263 
Org.-wide Equip. Cost Incl. in Support 
Total Budget 5768342 
Org.-wide Budget Incl. in Support 

Middle Totals 
Total Math 

Enrollment 286 81 
% Total Elementary Enrollment 1.00 .28 
% Total Org. Enrollment .28 .08 
Building Cost 4749946 
Equipment Cost 527772 
General Area Sq. Feet 35956 550 
Program Area Sq. Feet 29418 450 
Sq. Feet (Total) 65374 1000 
% Student Time 320 .13 
% Teacher Time 390 .10 
Building Depr. Cost/Yr/Sq' .91 908 
Org.-wide Build.Depr.Cst/Sq' • 

Equipment Depr. Cost/Yr/Sq' .54 538 
Org.-wide Equip.Depr.Cst/Sq' 
Org.wide Cost/Sq' 
Support Cost/Sq' 7.22 7220 
Elem.wide Gen.Supp.Cst/Sq' 
Direct Program Cost 175 
Reg. Teacher Ave.Cost 3666 

Totals 12507 

Cost/Pupil 
Cost/Classroom 
Cost/Sq' 

154 
3127 
12.51 
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APPENDIX C. SURVEYS 
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ADMINISTRATION INFORMATION SURVEY 
Spring, 1983 

School Organization and Building Administrator I.D. 

1. How long have you been an administrator in this 
school? (Please count this year as one year.) 

2. How many years have you been an administrator? 
(Please count this year as one year.) 

3. What is your age? 

4. Sex: Please circle 

5. What is your highest earned degree? 

years 

years 

20-29 

30-39 

40-49 

50-59 

over 60 

M F 

Bachelors 

Masters 

Specialist 

Doctorate 

Other (Specify)"^ 

QUESTIONS 6-8 APPLY TO FORMAL EVALUATION 

6. How many teachers will you formally evaluate this year? 

7. What is the average number of classroom obseirvations 
you made for these teachers per teacher this year? 

8. On the average, how many minutes (per teacher 
per year) do you spend on each of the following? 

teachers 

Informal Observation 

Preparation for pre-observation conferences 

Pre-observation conferences 

Formal classroom observation (Pre-assessment observation) 

Preparing reports from observations 

Preparation for post-observation conferences 

Post-observation conferences (Instructional Observation 
Conference) 

Observing for reinforcement 

Preparing reports after conferences 

(OVER) 
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9. Given the following categories and definitions, estimate the percent of your 
time spent on each of the following. (These percents should add up to 100%.) 

% General Administration - paperwork, telephone, 
staff meetings, parent conferences, central 
office or division meetings. 

% Supervision - assigned regular duties, 
discipline, time "in the building". 

% Teacher Evaluation - classroom observations, 
pre- and post-observation conferences with 
teachers, completing forms, reviewing materials 
and data for Teacher Performance Evaluation (TPE). 

10. In your school, how many minutes per student per week is alloted for Instruction 
in: 

Math 

Reading (elementary administrators only) 

11. How many minutes per day: 

are teachers required to be in school? 

are students required to be in school? 

is the typical student not in class (recess, 
lunch, passing time, etc.)? 

is the typical teacher not in direct contact 
with students (lunch, prep period, etc.)? 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  

ONLY MINNEAPOLIS PUBLIC SCHOOL'S ADMINISTRATORS ANSWER QUESTION 

12. If you were an administrator for Minneapolis Public Schools last year (1981-1982), 
what type of program did you administer? 

Was not an administrator for Minneapolis Public 
Schools last year. 

- Comprehensive 

Contemporary 

Continuous Progress 

Fundamentals 

Montessori 

Open 

Other (Specify)^ 
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TEACHER INFORMATION SURVEY 
Spring, 1983 

School Organization and Building # Teacher I.D. # 

1. How long have you taught in this school? 
(Please count this year as one year.) years 

2. How many years have you been teaching? 
(Please count this year as one year.) years 

3. What is your age? 20-29 

30-39 

40-49 

50-59 

over 60 

4. Sex: (Please circle) M F 

5. What is your highest earned degree? Bachelors 

Masters 

Specialist 

Doctorate 

Other (Specify)*"^ 

6. Do you teach math? Yes—answer a) and b) below. 

No—go on to question 7. 

a) Assuming a. typical class period for nath instruction, how many minutes 
do you spend on group math instruction? (time when you are actively, 
presenting concepts to a group of students) 

• minutes 

b) Assuming a typical class period for math instruction, how-many minutes 
do you allocate for your students to work individually on math 
assignments? 

minutes 

(OVER) 
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7. Do you teach reading? Yes—answer a) and b) below. 

No—go on to question 8 if you are a teacher for 
Minneapolis Public Schools 

a) Assuming a typical class period, how many total minutes are spent on 
teaching reading.skills from your basic reading series in your classroom? 

minutes 

b) Assuming a typical class period, how many minutes do your students spend 
working individually on reading assignments? 

minutes 

* * * * *  * * * * * * * * * * * *  

ONLY MINNEAPOLIS PUBLIC SCHOOL'S TEACHERS ANSWER QUESTION 

8. If you were a teacher for Minneapolis Public Schools last year (1981-1982), 
what type of program did you teach? 

Did not teach for the Minneapolis Public 
Schools last year. 

Comprehensive 

Contemporary 

Continuous Progress 

Fundamentals 

Montessori 

Open 

• Other (Specify)-> 


