Metro School Boards
Study

An Analysis of the Impact of the Renewed
Funding Framework

May 2005

=
o
=
L
(8]
=}
o
L
o
a
=}
o
<
@
(8]
[ =
(]
(5]
(5]
x
w
00
<
~
(<}
£
o
B
(-8

—
A'S' B A
Alberta School Boards

Association




Acknowledgements

A steering committee consisting of representatives from each of the metro boards provided
guidance and direction for the conduct of the study. The members of the steering committee were:

Calgary Catholic: Lois Burke-Gaffney — Trustee
Jeremy Simms — Chief Superintendent
Deborah Achen — Secretary-Treasurer

Calgary Public: Carol Bazinet — Trustee
Don Dart — Secretary-Treasurer

Edmonton Catholic: Ron Zapisocki — Designated Board Representative
Andy Isbister — Treasurer

Edmonton Public: Svend Hansen — Trustee
Dean Power — Treasurer
Edgar Schmidt — Executive Assistant to the Superintendent

ASBA Maureen Kubinec, President of ASBA (Ex-officio)

Appreciation is extended to the staff members of each of the metro boards that submitted the
materials that were requested by the study team in a prompt and thorough manner. This placed an
additional burden on their already busy schedules. The study could not have been completed
without their assistance.

Thanks to Bobbie Garner, ASBA staff, for her work in putting the reports and documents together
and getting out all of the materials in a timely manner.

Steve Cymbol, Consultant, Russ Wiebe, Consultant, and Leroy Sloan, Senior Education Advisor to
the ASBA provided research and staff support for this project.

Published by Alberta School Boards Association
June 2005

Direct any comments or questions to:
Alberta School Boards Association
Association Affairs

Suite 1200, 9925 — 109 Street
Edmonton, AB T5K 2J8

Telephone: 780.451.7123
Fax: 780.482.5659

This document is also available on the ASBA website at: www.asba.ab.ca

Throughout this document, the term “public boards” will refer to both separate and public school
boards, unless otherwise specifically noted.



Table of Contents

Executive Summary

Metro Boards Study
Background
Purpose
Demographics

Renewed Funding Framework
Background
Description
Analysis
Impact of the Renewed Funding Framework Upon Metro Boards
Stabilization Funding
Conclusion
Recommendations

English as a Second Language
Background
Immigration to Alberta
Numbers Claimed for ESL
Conclusion
Recommendations
Analysis

First Nations, Métis and Inuit Education
Background
Numbers Claimed for FNMI Funding
Conclusion
Recommendations
Analysis

Metro Transportation
Background
Findings
Observations
Recommendations

Facilities
Background
School Facility Expansion
School Facility Preservation
School Facility Operations and Maintenance
Space Reduction Initiatives
Downloading of Municipal Costs
Comparison Between Metro and Non-Metro Boards

1
11
13
13

17
17
18
21
25
27
28
30

33
33
33
34
35
37
37

39
39
39
40
40
41

43
43
43
46
47

49
49
49
50
51
52
52
53



Recommendations

Instructional Costs of Metro Boards 2001/02 — 2003 /04
Background
Mild/Moderate and Gifted/Talented Programs
Severely Disabled Student in Jurisdiction Profiles
Recommendations

Appendices
1. Analysis of the Impact of ESL Funding on Metro Boards
Analysis of the Impact of First Nations, Métis and Inuit
Education Funding

3. Student Transportation
4, Metro Boards’ Facilities
5. Instructional Costs of Metro Boards

53

57
57
57
59
59

61

63
65
73
97



Executive Summary

The Metro Boards Study is an attempt to examine funding issues, including the impact of the
Renewed Funding Framework upon the four metro boards. The province increased the total
funding for basic education in the 2004 — 2005 school year and distributed it to boards
through a Renewed Funding Framework. The total increase in provincial funding for the 2004 —
2005 school year was estimated to be approximately $187.5 million or 5.76% based upon a
budget-to-budget comparison. The metro boards received a total increase of approximately
$76.9 million, or 40.9% of the total provincial dollar increase. With approximately 47% of the
total student population, the metro boards received a significantly lower percentage of the

increase in funds than their student population alone would warrant.

The province also stated that no jurisdiction would receive less than a 2% increase in funding
over the previous year if student enrollment stayed the same. Funds were to be allocated on
the basis of a jurisdiction profile that would identify all those factors that were beyond the
control of the board and which resulted in increased costs. The metro boards felt that their
expectations were not met and their needs and circumstances were not sufficiently recognized
in the differential funding component of the Renewed Funding Framework and, as a result, were
not given equitable treatment, as the Renewed Funding Framework failed to recognize those
factors inherent in large metro school boards serving the needs of a large and diverse
community. With 47% of the total provincial student body being served by the four metro
boards, the challenges in meeting the wide range of educational needs are significant. In
addition, the metro boards felt that there were components within the Renewed Funding

Framework that should not have been included within it. An example would be the stabilization
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grant and the manner in which it was calculated and implemented. It was also felt that some of
the factors were, in fact, double funded. An example would be the northern allowance and the

relative cost of the purchasing goods and services adjustment.

The Alberta School Boards Association (ASBA) undertook, with the assistance of a Steering
Committee comprised of representatives from the metro boards, to examine the impact of the
Renewed Funding Framework on the metro boards and to attempt to define those factors that
were not identified in the jurisdiction profile and consequently not funded. The weighting
given to those factors that were identified also needed to be examined to ensure that it was

appropriate.

The original request for a metro boards study also included an examination of the relationship
between the metro boards and the Alberta School Boards Association. However, the Steering
Committee, at its meeting of December 16, 2004, determined that the examination of
relationships should be a separate undertaking. The funding issues were judged to be the most
urgent and needed to be given immediate attention. The study and examination of the

relationships would be a separate document with a proposed fall completion date.

Although the funding for, and provision of, facilities is not a component of the Renewed
Funding Framework, the Steering Committee decided that it was important to include it in the
study. The provision of educational services is highly dependent upon the availability of

adequate school facilities.
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The information that was utilized in this study originated from a number of sources. Audited
financial statements, budgets, the jurisdiction profiles prepared by Alberta Education on the
impact of the Renewed Funding Framework, jurisdiction materials, information obtained from the
provincial government, annual education reports and three-year plans were just a few.
However, it was extremely difficult to obtain comparable information as data collecting and
reporting varies significantly from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. The Renewed Funding Framework is
an allocation model, therefore the reporting on the components that are used to secure
funding are accurate and comparable from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. Alberta Education also
does verification audits on various components from time to time. However, there is no such
incentive to report on program expenditures. Each jurisdiction gathers and reports

information that is necessary for the decisions that are made at the local level.

The following areas were considered and, based upon the analysis that was done, the
following recommendations* are put forward for the consideration of the ASBA Board of
Directors.

*Please see the detailed reports for an explanation for each.

Recommendations: Renewed Funding Framework

It is recommended that the Alberta School Boards Association lobby the provincial

governrnent to:

1. Include a metro factor within the Renewed Funding Framework that would address the

complexities and issues facing metro boards.
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2. Review the factors currently included in the Renewed Funding Framework to ensure that
these are still valid and contribute toward achieving the principles of the Renewed

Funding Framewort.

3. Allocate an appropriate weighting to each of the factors identified in the Renewed
Funding Framework as resulting in significant cost variances in order that the

appropriate funding is provided.

4. Review the amount of funding allocated to each of the factors identified in the Renewed
Funding Framework to ensure that it is sufficient to address the cost variances between

jurisdictions in an equitable manner.

5. Revise the Renewed Funding Framework to ensure the “save harmless implementation
provision” does not undermine the framework's principle of equity. One way to
achieve equity could be to provide an additional equitable allocation to those boards
which did not receive stabilization funding. Alternatively, should this not be possible
to implement in a single year, it is recommended that the stabilization grant be
removed from the Renewed Funding Framework and be viewed as a separate and distinct
grant and that incremental increases be made to those boards which did not receive

stabilization funding until equity in the framework is achieved.
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Recommendations: Funding For English as a Second Language

It is recommended that the Alberta School Boards Association request:

1. That the province provide additional financial support to school boards to provide the
necessary services necessary to assist refugee students and their families to make

successful transitions into Alberta schools and society.

2. That the five-year cap be removed on the funding of ESL and the decision to
determine when a student is no longer in need of ESL support be assigned to the

school jurisdiction and its professional staff.

3. That the overall funding for ESL programs be increased and this be done by

increasing the weighting factor from its current level of .6235.

Recommendations: Funding for First Nations, Métis and Inuit Education

It is recommended that the Alberta School Boards Association lobby the provincial

governrnent to:

1. Increase the funding for First Nations, Métis and Inuit education. The weighting

factor should be increased from its current level of .6235.

2. Work with school boards to determine the best method to identify students that

would be eligible for funding.
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Recommendations: Student Transportation

It is recommended that the Alberta School Boards Association request that:

1. The province immediately undertake a thorough review of the metro transportation
allocation formula. It is evident that simply increasing the amount per student will not
fully address the shortcomings of current formula. The difference in costs and service
between the metro boards is too significant to be remedied by a uniform increase in
the per student amount. The formula is no longer responsive to the needs and
circumstances of the metro boards in the provision of student transportation services

and a complete review is necessary.

2. The review take into account the wide range of factors that impact upon the cost of

the transportation system.

3. The review must also take into consideration advances in technology that may make it
possible to develop a transportation allocation system based upon the specific needs

and circumstance of each of the metro boards.

4. 'The province reconsider its position on the funding of transportation services to

programs of choice and the additional cost of transporting students to these sites be

recognized.
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Recommendations: Facilities
A. Infrastructure Expansion
It is recommended that the Alberta School Boards Association request the provincial

governrnent to:

1. Provide sufficient school capital funding to metro boards for the infrastructure

expansion needs of new communities in Calgary and Edmonton.

2. Increase funding rates for new school construction that address inflation and reflect

current market conditions in metro areas.

3. Recognize the facility costs associated with the Swall Class Size Initiative in determining

building capacity, utilization of school space, and the capital needs of all boards.

4. Address the facility needs of all boards as new initiatives are implemented with space

implications such as junior kindergarten or full-day kindergarten.

5. Recognize the educational, social, economic, recreational, and cultural value of having

new schools in the developing areas of Calgary and Edmonton.
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B. Infrastructure Preservation
It is recommended that the Alberta School Boards Association request the provincial

governrnent to:

1. Provide infrastructure preservation funding annually to all boards that is equivalent to

the industry standard of two percent of school facility replacement cost.

2. Block fund school modernization for metro boards once the backlog of major

upgrading of school facilities is addressed.

3. Continue with the Infrastructure Maintenance Program at funding rates that reflect

current costs.

4. Replace portable and relocatable classrooms that have reached the end of their life

expectancy.

C. Plant Operations and Maintenance
It is recommended that the Alberta School Boards Association request the provincial

governrnent to:
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1. Increase Plant Operations and Maintenance funding for all boards to a level that is
sufficient to address higher utility costs and the general maintenance of school

facilities.

2. Remove the punitive effects of reduced plant operations and maintenance funding for

all boards with lower school facility utilization rates.

3. Take into account the Learning Commission’s recommendations on class sizes, the
facility needs of students with mild/moderate disabilities and gifted and talented, the
anomalies of older school buildings, and core schools without portables in

determining the capacities of school facilities.

4. Fund the utility costs that municipalities have downloaded on metro boards from the

property tax base to utility fees.

D. Space Reduction Initiatives
It is recommended that the Alberta School Boards Association request the provincial

governrnent to:

1. Provide capital funding to all boards for the specific purpose of right-sizing school
facilities where student enrolments and building conditions warrant and building

design permits.
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2. Exclude the small schools by necessity that all boards must operate when calculating

school system utilization.

Recommendation: Instructional Costs to Metro Boards

It is recommended that the Alberta School Boards Association request the provincial
government to critically examine the province-wide distribution of mildly/moderately disabled
and gifted/talented students, with a view to providing approptiate funding to meet the costs
associated with these students. The Renewed Funding Framework assumes that the number of
mildly/moderately disabled and gifted/talented are uniformly distributed uniformly across the

province. This may not be the case.
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Metro Boards Study

Background

At the 2004 Spring General Meeting (SGM) of the Alberta School Boards Association
(ASBA), the Metro Caucus requested that a study be undertaken to examine educational
issues impacting upon the metro boards. In particular, the study was to assess the impact of
the Renewed Funding Framework upon the metro boards and to examine the relationships
between the metro boards and the ASBA. Specifically, the study was directed to:

1. Identify the impact of the recent changes to the fiscal framework,

2. Identify recommendations for further changes to the fiscal framework (e.g., special

education, complexity, administrative costs),
3. Identify how the ASBA can advocate for metro boards,
4. Consider metro representation (voice) option within the ASBA, and

5. Identify the advantages of ASBA membership for metro boards.

The ASBA agreed to undertake the study and have it brought before the Board of Directors
upon completion. A Steering Committee, consisting of two representatives from each of the
metro boards, was put into place to guide the conduct of the study and to ensure that the
objectives were met. The selection of the board representatives was left to the boards
themselves. The ASBA President attended as ex-officio, as is provided for in ASBA Bylaw 6,

section 6.

The report was to be completed by December 31, 2004 in order that it could be tabled with

the ASBA Board of Directors for the development of policy directives that would then be
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submitted to the Spring General Meeting (SGM) in June 2005 for discussion, ratification and

the development of policy positions.

At its meeting of October 8, 2004, the Steering Committee reviewed the timelines and
supported a revised completion date for the study of April 2005. This would permit the
Board of Directors to consider policy directives at its May meeting and have these
considered and policy directions ratified at the 2005 SGM. The Steering Committee also
agreed that the study should focus immediately upon the financial implications and issues
dealing with the relationships between the metro boards and the ASBA could be referred to
the Fall General Meeting (FGM). The two areas identified in the financial portion for
immediate attention were student transportation and facilities. Other issues were included as

the study proceeded.

In addition to the specific areas of study requested by the Metro Caucus noted above, it was
decided by the Steering Committee that a section dealing with facilities should be added to
the study. It was recognized that facilities are not a component of the Renewed Funding
Framework and is the responsibility of Alberta Infrastructure and Transportation. However,
the impact of facilities on the provision of educational services to students in the metro areas

was viewed as being critical.

There was a desire to develop a “unique metro context” or factor. This would serve to
identify a number of components which, when considered in aggregate, would set the metro
boards apart from other school jurisdictions in the province. A “unique metro context’ is

essential in that each of the metro boards is distinct. Issues faced by one board may not be
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as much of a consideration in another. Examples would be transportation, English as a
Second Language (ESL), special education and First Nation, Métis and Inuit (FNMI).
English as a Second Language is a greater consideration for the Calgary boards in that they
have the vast majority of immigrant students in the province that require ESL programs.
First Nations, Métis and Inuit are a greater consideration for the Edmonton boards in that
they have a higher percentage of this cultural and language group than do the Calgary

boards.

Purpose

The motivating factors for requesting the study by the metro boards were a belief that:

1. The Renewed Funding Framework failed to sufficiently recognize the needs of the metro
boards and to provide the financial resources necessary for them to be able to
continue to provide a quality education reflecting the needs of students, parents,
society, and to meet provincial mandates, and

2. Metro boards do not always perceive they have sufficient voice in the actions taken

by the ASBA.

The study was to result in bylaw, policy or directive for action proposals by the ASBA to

address these factors.

Demographics

There has been a steady shift in the provincial population base from the rural areas of the
province to the urban centres. Based upon the latest census (2003 Official Population List,

Municipal Affairs), 52.4% of all Albertans reside within the cities of Edmonton and Calgary.
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The student enrollment in Edmonton and Calgary is approximately 47% of the provincial
total. This means that just slightly less than one out of every two provincial students is
educated by one of the four metro boards. This concentration of students within the two
metro areas provides a number of unique and significant challenges related to the resources
necessary to develop, coordinate and provide for the delivery of educational programs to a

large and diverse student population.

As the provincial funding for the provision of educational services is primarily student
driven, it might be assumed that the total provincial revenue for basic education would be
distributed on the same basis as the ratio of students in metro areas to the total provincial
total. According to information provided by Alberta Education, the metro boards received
44.9% of total basic education dollars for some 47% of the students for the 2003/2004 fiscal
period. The total increase in provincial funding for the 2004 — 2005 school year was
estimated to be approximately $187.5 million based upon a budget-to-budget, year-to-year,
comparison. The metro boards received a total increase of approximately $76.9 million or
40.9% of the total provincial dollar increase. With approximately 47% of the total student
population, the metro boards received a significantly lower percentage of the increase in
funds than their population alone would warrant. Of the 77 school authorities, the top metro
boatd in province placed 36" in terms of the percentage increase received and the lowest

placed 61*.

A major problem is that some of the factors unique to metro boards have not been
appropriately recognized for funding in the Renewed Funding Framework. This places the metro

boards at a fiscal disadvantage in providing educational services to its student body. The
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metro boards believe that the Renewed Funding Framework was not implemented in an

equitable manner. The rest of this report shows why this is, in fact, the case.
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Renewed Funding Framework

Background

In the spring of 2002, the Minister of Learning undertook an examination of the funding
framework that was in place at that time. It was felt that the funding framework, which was
developed in the mid 90’s, was no longer responsive to the needs of Alberta school

authorities or the province and required extensive revision.

A Review Committee, comprised of representatives from the various education groups in
the province, was established by the Minister to review the funding formula and bring
forward suggestions for change. The identified groups having representation were:

1. Alberta School Boards Association (ASBA)

2. College of Alberta School Superintendents (CASS)

3. Association of School Business Officials of Alberta (ASBOA)

4. Alberta Home and School Councils’ Association (AHSCA)

5. Francophone School Jurisdictions

An expert in the field of budget and distribution models, as well as staff members of Alberta

Education were also added to the Committee.

The Committee’s role was to “focus the review on the funding distribution mechanism for
Basic Learning.” The Committee was to ensure that the funding formula distributed
available financial resources in a fair and equitable manner that provided school jurisdictions

with the flexibility they required to meet student needs and local priorities. The Committee
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was directed to focus on how funds would be distributed to school jurisdictions. Adequacy

was not to be a consideration in the review.

The Committee met four times during the period from June 13, 2002 to December 1, 2003.
The Committee decided upon a “jurisdiction profile funding allocation model that would
recognize and account for differential costs that are out of the control of school

jurisdictions”.

The Minister announced the implementation of the Renewed Funding Framework for the 2004 —
2005 school year in an Alberta Education news release — March 25, 2004. The news release

contained the following statements:

The intention of the new funding framework is to simplify the funding
process, ensure equitable funding to all jurisdictions and provide jurisdictions
flexibility in addressing their local needs and priorities. The new framework
provides funding to school boards based on the premise that, over and above
the base costs of operations, jurisdictions should receive funding for
significant cost factors that are beyond their control and which vary across

jurisdictions.

Description

The Renewed Funding Framework is based upon a jurisdiction profile concept, which outlines
the characteristics of each jurisdiction. The Renewed Funding Framework is an allocation model.

It does not mandate expenditures or levels of service but provides a pool of funds for the
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use of school jurisdictions. Boards are given the flexibility to use the funds provided to meet

the needs of their students and communities with few limitations.

Funds are allocated in the following manner:

1. Base Funding
In this component, funds are allocated equally to all jurisdictions based upon the
same rate and criteria. The bulk of the funding for basic education is distributed in
this manner. Examples of funding in this category would be the per-student
instructional grant, Credit Enrollment Unit (CEU) and Early Childhood Services

(ECS) funding.

2. Differential Cost Funding
The differential cost funding component of the Renewed Funding Framework allocates
funds to jurisdictions based on specific criteria. This is the component that is
designed to provide jurisdictions with the necessary funds to cover costs that are

beyond their control and to provide financial equity.

Examples of some of the grants included in the differential cost portion are:
2.1  Students with Severe Disabilities

2.2 Early Childhood — Mild or Moderate, Gifted and Talented

2.3 English as a Second Language (ESL)

2.4 Enhanced ESL and Support Services for Immigrant Students

2.5  Socio-Economic Status — based upon the following:

Metra Rnarde Stndv Rennrt 10 Mav 2 2008



2.5.1 Percent of families living below the Low Income Cutoff
2.5.2  Average number of years of education of mothers
2.5.3 Transience rate, based upon student mobility rate
2.5.4 Percentage of families headed by a lone parent
2.5.5  Stability, based on the percentage of households that rent living space
2.6 Relative Cost of Purchasing Goods and Services Adjustment
2.7  First Nations, Métis and Inuit Education
2.8 Northern Allowance
2.9  Small Board Administration
2.10 Transportation
2.11 Changes in Enrollment
2.12 Stabilization
2.13 Small Schools by Necessity

2.14 Intra-Jurisdiction Distance

3. Provincial Priorities
Funding allocated through this component is given to support and maintain
provincial goals and priorities. Examples of provincial initiatives that are supported
are:
3.1 The Alberta Initiative for School Improvement (AISI)
3.2 Student Health and High Speed Networking
3.3  Class Size Initiative
3.4  Student Health Initiative

3.5 Children and Youth with Complex Needs
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Analysis
The basic underlying premise of the Renewed Funding Framework is sound. School jurisdictions
should be provided with funds to address factors that are beyond their control and

contribute to additional costs in providing educational services.

In order for the Renewed Funding Framework to be successful in meeting its goal of ensuring

equitable funding to all jurisdictions, the following conditions must exist:

1. All of the factors, which are beyond the control of the jurisdiction and result in
increased costs in the provision of educational services that meet the needs of
students and provincial mandates, must be identified and funded. This means that
the jurisdiction profile must be correct in identifying all of those factors contributing

to significant cost variances between school jurisdictions.

2. 'The appropriate dollar amount must be allocated to the differential cost component
of the Renewed Funding Framework in order to address the cost variances between

jurisdictions in an equitable manner.

3. An appropriate weighting must be allocated to each of the factors identified in the
Renewed Funding Framework as resulting in significant cost variances in order that the

appropriate funding is provided.

4. Funding allocations that do not meet the principles and goals of the Renewed Funding

Framework should not be included within it.
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Based upon our analysis of the Renewed Funding Framework and the manner in which it was
implemented, it is our belief that these four conditions have not been met. In particular, this
is the case with the four metro boards that educate some 47% of the total student

population of the province and receive a lower percentage of the available funds.

The Renewed Funding Framework appears to have:

1. Some factors, such as the stabilization grant, that mitigate against the equity

principle.

2. Some factors, such as the northern allowance and the relative cost of
purchasing goods and services adjustment, that appear to double fund

certain conditions.

3. Some factors there were missed entirely.

4. Some factors that are inappropriately weighted.

5. Certain authorities receiving funds that they should not. Such as charter

schools receiving funding for First Nations, Metis and Inuit when they do

not have these students in its school(s).

Metro boards have specific factors beyond their control, which result in increased costs and

that are not included in their funding profiles. For example, none of the factors that have
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been identified in the differential cost component address the characteristics of large

organizations serving the needs of a large and diverse student populations.

Some examples would be:

1. human resource management

2. varied demands from a large and diverse population — parents’ demands
for educational opportunities

3. communication, both within the organization and with a wide range of
stakeholder groups

4. necessity of legal assistance on a wide range of issues that face large
organizations

5. dealing with the demands of an ever present and multiple media outlets

6. need for inter-agency cooperation

7. establishing partnerships

8. the need for complex computer networks and required upgrades — to
gather, process and manage information

9. the wide range of needs that must be met within a large student population

10. competition with other educational providers, such as private schools and

charter schools, for students and resources

The factors that have been identified in the Renewed Funding Framework at this time appear to
be generally valid and should continue to be a consideration in the distribution of funds to
school jurisdictions. There is a concern, however, in that some of the factors appear to

unduly overlap each other. For example, northern allowance and the relative cost of
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purchasing goods and services factors seem to address the same issue. If the reason for
providing a northern allowance is to cover the increased costs of providing educational

services, then the relative cost of purchasing goods and services should address this.

We also believe that the listing is not complete and factors impacting upon the metro boards
have not been identified and included in the Renewed Funding Framework. This must be done if
the Renewed Funding Framework is to achieve its goals. The metro boards believe that
additional work should be done by the province in an effort to identify factors that should
be included in the Renewed Funding Framework and would be prepared to participate in any

further study to identify these.

The funds allocated to a number of the differential cost factors may not be sufficient to

address the cost variances between jurisdictions on an equitable basis.

Grants, such as stabilization, should not be considered as a component of the Renewed
Funding Framework and are contrary to the stated goals and principles. Stabilization funding is
not provided to address those factors beyond the control of the jurisdiction receiving it. It is
based solely on the difference in the amount received the previous year under the funding
framework that was in place and the amount provided under the Renewed Funding Framework.
The manner in which it has been implemented is contrary to the principle of equity. Funds
allocated to the stabilization component are denied to other jurisdictions and continue to

maintain the inequity that the Renewed Funding Framework was designed to eliminate.
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Impact of the Renewed Funding Framework Upon Metro Boards

When the Renewed Funding Framework was being developed, the metro boards were led to
believe that they would be accorded equitable treatment and that their issues and concerns
would be addressed. A metro complexity factor had been proposed that would recognize the
incrementally higher costs for the development and replacement of information data systems
in large jurisdictions. It was recognized during the development of the Renewed Funding
Framework that the needs of both the smallest and largest boards in the province needed to
be addressed. The small board administration grant was retained when the revised funding

framework was finalized, but the complexity grant for the metro boards was deleted.

An amount of $6.00 per student was originally considered for support of the metro
complexity factor. This would have generated a total of approximately $1,541,736 for the
four metro boards. While this amount may not have been sufficient to cover the increased
costs, it would have provided some additional funds for the metro boards and a recognition

that the metro boards did have issues and costs as a result of size.

Alberta Education distributed “Jurisdiction Profiles” that identified the funding that would
be received by school jurisdictions under the Renewed Funding Framework and did a
comparison with the amount that would have been received had the framework been
implemented the previous year. An analysis of the amounts received through the Renewed
Funding Framework based upon this comparison reveals the impact upon the metro boards.
The province increased basic education funding to its 77 school jurisdictions in 2004 — 2005
by approximately $187.5 million or approximately 5.76%. Each of the metro boards received

an increase of approximately:
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Edmonton Catholic — 4.68%
Calgary Catholic — 4.81%

Edmonton Public — 4.98%

vV VvV VYV V

Calgary Public — 6.0%

In total, the metro boards received approximately $76.9 million or 40.9% of the total dollar
increase. With approximately 47% of the total student population, the metro boards received
a significantly lower percentage of the increase in funds than their population alone would

warrant.

For 2004 — 2005, assuming no change in enrolment, the four metro boards would receive
$1.524 billion of funding or approximately 44.24% of the total provincial basic education
funding provided to all of the school jurisdictions and charter schools. Prior to the
introduction of the Renewed Funding Framework, in the 2003 — 2004 school year, the metro
boards received approximately 44.41% of the provincial total. Therefore under the Renewed
Funding Framework, the metro boards received a lower percentage of the provincial funding
than they received under the previous funding plan. While the differences appear to be
slight, there is a significant difference in terms of dollars. In this case, the difference is $6.8

million.

The median percentage increase — that point where half of the jurisdictions are above and
half are below — provided to boards through the Renewed Funding Framework, was 5.639. Of
the four metro boards one, Calgary Public, was above the median increase and the remaining

three below it.
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Percentage increases for jurisdictions ranged from a high of 25.646% to a low of 3.362%. A
rank ordering of the jurisdictions, from 1 to 77, based upon the percentage increases
received showed that the metro boards were at the bottom end of the range. The rank order
of the metro boards was:

» Calgary Public — 36"

» Edmonton Public — 51*

» Calgary Catholic — 56"

» Edmonton Catholic — 61*

Based upon the evidence provided in the analysis of the jurisdiction profiles provided by
Alberta Education, the metro boards were disadvantaged by the introduction of the Renewed
Funding Framework. They received a lower percentage of the total provincial funds than they
would have had the Renewed Funding Framework not been introduced. The percentage
increases they received, with the exception of Calgary Public, were lower than the majority of
the jurisdictions in the province received. Three of the four metro boards are below the

median percentage increase of 5.639.

Stabilization Funding

When the Renewed Funding Framework was introduced, the province made a commitment that
no school board would receive less than a 2% increase in funding due to the implementation
of the framework. Stabilization funding was provided to ensure this commitment. Charter

schools and the two Lloydminster boards did not qualify for stabilization funding.
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Based upon the jurisdiction profile information, $17,823,238 was allocated for stabilization
funding. Twenty-eight boards qualified for funding, but none of the metro boards did. A
number of the boards had higher total percentage increases than the metro boards and still
qualified for funding. For example:
» 5 boards that qualified had higher percentage increases than Calgary Public
and 23 had lower percentage increases
» 12 boards that qualified had higher percentage increases than Edmonton
Public and 16 had lower percentage increases
» 14 boards that qualified had higher percentage increases than Calgary
Catholic and 14 had lower percentage increases
» 16 boards that qualified had higher percentage increases than Edmonton

Catholic and 12 had lower percentage increases

The established 2003-2004 base amount used to determine the amount of stabilization
funding would be subject to annual adjustments for enrolment declines and funding rate

changes only.

Conclusion

The principles upon which the Renewed Funding Framework is based are sound and
supportable. Unfortunately, some of the elements of the Renewed Funding Framework are not
consistent with those principles. All of the factors which impact on the cost of providing
educational services specific to metro jurisdictions have not been identified. If the Renewed
Funding Framework is to achieve its goal, then these must be identified and included in the

differential funding component.
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Some of the factors that impact on the metro boards that have not been noted previously in

this study, or included in the Renewed Funding Framework are as follows:

Communication

The media is concentrated in the metro areas. The major newspapers, radio stations and
media corporate offices are located there. Therefore, anything that might become an
issue is quickly brought to the attention of the public. The media can be at any location
within the city in a very short time. Boards are required to expend time, resources and
energy to ensure that responses are made in a timely and professional manner. There is a

price in dealing with the media in a prompt and effective manner.

Government

Many of the MLAs are from the metro areas; this requires the boards to exert extra
effort in communication and contact with provincially elected politicians. Of the 83
provincial MLAs, 41, or approximately 50%, are from Edmonton and Calgary. Calgary
has the largest contingent at 23. This number exceeds the total number of elected school

trustees.

Safety Considerations

Concern for student and staff safety is a significant consideration for the metro boards.
Additional financial and human resources are required to provide security and counseling
services. Smaller jurisdictions do not have the same range or complexity of problems as

that faced by the metro boards.
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Programs of Choice

The metro boards provide a wide range of educational programs and services to its
student body. Parents demand a choice. There is an increasing expectation that the
boards will meet those demands. The end result is increased costs. The metro boards
have an increasing percentage of their students that do not attend their neighborhood
school. The provincial government encourages choice and the provision of alternatives,

yet it is reluctant to financially support the costs that result.

Complexity of Governance
In the metro boards, trustees have a much larger constituency to deal and interact with.

Each trustee has a large number of schools to liaise with. This results in increased costs.

Recommendations:

It is recommended that the ASBA lobby the government to:

1. Include a metro factor within the Renewed Funding Framework that would address the

complexities and issues facing metro boards.

2. Review the factors currently included in the Renewed Funding Framework to ensure that

these are still valid and contribute to achieving the principles of the Renewed Funding

Framework.

Metra Rnarde Stndv Rennrt 2N Mav 2 2008



3. Allocate an appropriate weighting to each of the factors identified in the Renewed Funding
Framework as resulting in significant cost variances in order that the appropriate funding

is provided.

4. Review the amount of funding allocated to each of the factors identified in the Renewed
Funding Framework to ensure that it is sufficient to address the cost variances between

jurisdictions in an equitable manner.

5. Revise the Renewed Fiscal Framework to ensure the “save harmless implementation
provision” does not undermine the framework's principle of equity. One way to achieve
equity could be to provide an additional equitable allocation to those boards that did not
receive stabilization funding. Alternatively, should this not be possible to implement in a
single year, it is recommended that the stabilization grant be removed from the Renewed
Funding Framework and be viewed as a separate and distinct grant and that incremental
increases be made to those boards which did not receive stabilization funding until

equity in the framework is achieved.
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English as a Second Language

Background

The Renewed Funding Framework brought about some significant changes to the manner in
which funds are provided to support English As A Second Language Programs (ESL). These
were:
1. Extended the program to include ECS — “funded children”
2. Funding for a maximum of 5 years unless there are mitigating factors — this does
have the effect of reducing funding for ESL
3. Increased financial support for ESL — from $736 per qualified student in 2003 —
2004 to $1,020 in 2004 — 2005
4. Provided an additional $357 per eligible FTE funded child/student to provide for

immigrant students (foreign born)

Immigration to Alberta

Alberta receives approximately 7.1% of the total number of immigrants to Canada. Over the
past three years, the total coming to Alberta was:

1. 2002 - 6,515 individuals

2. 2003 — 6,947 individuals

3. 2004 — 7,068 individuals
The majority of immigrants, 62.5%, came from China, Philippines, India, Pakistan, U.K,,

Korea, U.S., Afghanistan, Colombia and the Sudan. Of the total number of immigrants to

Alberta, 57.6% came to Calgary and 28.8% to Edmonton.
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In 2003, 3,288 immigrants coming to Alberta were of school age and the majority was

recorded as not having adequate English Skills.

Numbers Claimed For ESL

1. Provincial total = 32,000 (14,000 foreign born) Alberta Education does not have
exact data at this time but this is an estimate.

2. Calgary Catholic = 4,750 (2,724 foreign born)* - estimated 433 refugee**

3. Calgary Public = 15,346 (7,493 foreign born)* - estimated 331 refugee**

4. Edmonton Catholic = 2,188 (1017 foreign born)* - estimated 60 refugee**

5. Edmonton Public = 3,517 (2,140 foreign born)*
* information provided by jurisdictions
** these are estimated numbers only as jurisdictions do not keep exact numbers of
refugee students at this time, but this could be done quite easily should funding for

these students be provided.

Alberta Education has also provided ESL incidence levels. This may be another way of
looking at the number of ESL students in each of the metro systems and the impact of ESL
students upon the jurisdiction.

1. Provincial average incidence rate for ESL is 6.25%

2. Calgary Catholic = 13.43%

3. Calgary Public = 16%

4. Edmonton Catholic = 5.5%

5. Edmonton Public = 4.5%
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Conclusion

The five-year cap on funding for ESL students reduces resources available to jurisdictions
providing the program. In addition, it requires jurisdictions to engage in additional
administration to track and identify students that have been provided an ESL program for a
period of five years. The burden is increased in that the five-year cap does not mean the
number of years taken must be consecutive. For example, a student might be provided an
ESL program for a period of two years, then leave Alberta for two years and then return.
Upon the student’s return, the enrollment in an ESL program would need to indicate the
third year. Boards should be given the responsibility for determining when a student has

achieved the skills necessary to leave the program.

The province has recognized that there is an extra cost of providing ESL programs to
immigrant students moving into Alberta. Additional funds provided for foreign-born
students do offer some relief. However, there is no enhanced financial recognition for
students who emigrate to the province from refugee camps. These students place an
additional burden on the educational system as fluency in English is just one of the factors
that needs to be considered in ensuring the student experiences success in the education
system. Many of these students have not been in school for a number of years and have had

a number of unpleasant experiences.

Considerable support must also be provided to refugee families. The jurisdiction staff must
work with other community agencies to assist parents in accessing the services and supports
they require. For many refugee parents and students, language barriers are significant. Many

come from nations where there is a plurality of language groupings and dialects.
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Calgary Public has noted that the largest challenges facing the jurisdiction arise from the
need to accommodate immigrant children and their families and the necessity to provide

services for students identified as being mild or moderately disabled.

The ASBA has recognized the challenges faced by school boards to meet the needs of

students requiring ESL programming. Directive for Action 4.D.16: ESL Funding, states:

The Alberta School Boards Association urges Alberta Learning to undertake
a comprehensive revision of funding related to English as a Second Language
students in view of the recent dramatic increase in the number of ESL
students registering with boards and as a result of the increasingly complex
learning profile demonstrated for a portion of the ESL student population
who enter Canada as a result of refugee status and that the revision of
funding include the consideration of provincial funding for ESL
Kindergarten services as well as funding for assessment and placement of

students requiring ESL services. (Amended 2002)

Each year, the ASBA provides a progress report relative to each Directive for Action. The

2004 progtress report stated, in part, regarding Directive for Action 4.10.16 that,

ASBA’s advocacy for improved funding for ESL has been successful.
However, ESL issues are predominantly a Metro issue. ESL students being
received in our Metro system are non-schooled and/or traumatized. Their

needs are not linguistic needs alone. Currently, ASBA is engaged in a Metro
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study. Despite recent advocacy success relative to ESL funding, this directive

should be retained pending the completion of the Metro study.

Recommendations

It is recommended that the ASBA request:

1. That the province provide additional financial support to provide the necessary
services in order to assist refugee students and their families to make successful

transitions into Alberta schools and society,

2. That the five-year cap on the funding of ESL be removed and the decision to
determine when a student is no longer in need of ESL support be assigned to the

school jurisdiction and its professional staff.

3. That the overall funding for ESL programs be increased and this be done by

increasing the weighting factor from its current level of .6235.

Analysis

An analysis of an impact of the grant on the metro boards is attached as Appendix 1 to this

study.
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First Nations, Métis and Inuit Education

Background

The Renewed Funding Framework introduced funding for First Nations, Métis and Inuit
Education (FNMI) for the 2004 — 2005 school year. This was a new grant and was designed
to provide financial support to jurisdictions to provide educational services and programs

FNMI students.

Jurisdictions receiving funding are required to report FNMI student achievement and high
school completion rates in their Annual Education Results Report. It is anticipated that

increased funding will be reflected in increased achievement.

The funding was provided on a per student basis for identified students at a rate of

$1,020.00 for each full time equivalent student.

Numbers Claimed For FNMI Funding

For the 2004 — 2005 school year, Alberta Education estimated the number of FNMI funding
within a jurisdiction by using the Statistics Canada 2000/2001 census data. If a jurisdiction
could show that the number of students that were self identified as being an FNMI student

was higher than the estimated number, then that number would be used.

It is anticipated that over a five-year period the funding would be moved away from an

estimated based upon census data to that based solely upon self-identification.

The estimated number of FNMI students by metro jurisdiction is:
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Calgary Catholic — 1,805
Calgary Public — 3,325

Edmonton Catholic — 2,155

vV VvV VYV V

Edmonton Public — 5,705

Conclusion
The Edmonton boards have the highest percentages of FNMI students in their student

population. An increase in the per-student grant would benefit the Edmonton Boards.

It is essential that FNMI students experience success in our educational systems. Aboriginal
education and issues have been highlighted as priorities for both the provincial and federal
governments. If these students are to find success, then adequate financial support is a

necessity.

Recommendations

It is recommended that the Alberta School Boards Association lobby the provincial

governrnent to:

1. Increase the funding for First Nations, Métis and Inuit education. The weighting

factor should be increased from its current level of .6235.

2. Work with school boards to determine the best method to identify students that

would be eligible for funding.
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Analysis
An analysis of the impact of the FNMI grant on the metro boards is included in this study as

Appendix 2.
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Metro Transportation

The full transportation report is included as Appendix 3 to this study and a brief summary is

provided here.

Background

Funding for student transportation is the only component of the Renewed Funding Framework
that is based solely upon the characteristic of the jurisdiction in which the students reside.
There is a rural, an urban and a metro plan. The metro student transportation plan allocates
a per student dollar amount based upon an estimated number of students eligible for
transportation funding. There is no need for the board to identify individual students or their
place of residence. A formula provides an estimated number of students that provides the
basis for transportation funding. In addition to the funding determined by the formula, the
metro boards were provided with an additional five million dollars in the 2001 — 2002 school
year in order to assist in the funding of the transportation system. These additional funds
were distributed to the boards on the same ratio as the funds distributed through the

formula, and the five million dollars has not been increased since 2001-2002.

It should be noted that it was very difficult to compare expenditures on transportation
services among the metro boards. The boards do not always report expenditures and

revenues in exactly the same way. Also circumstances vary significantly from board to board.

Findings
The present funding to the metro boards for the transportation of students is not sufficient

to support the transportation system as it is currently being operated. All of the metro
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boards rely upon fees and other revenue sources to supplement the amount received from
the province. As allowed by Alberta Education, Calgary Catholic does not record the
revenue received from the sale of bus passes as transportation fees but rather as revenue

from other sales and services.

In addition, there is an increasing reliance on transportation fees to fund the system. The
amount raised through transportation fees increases annually. In the case of Edmonton
Catholic and Edmonton Public, the total dollars raised between 2002 — 2003 and 2003 —
2004 increased by 11.4% and 13.7% respectively. In the case of Calgary Public the amount

raised through transportation fees increased by approximately 30%.

In the 2002 — 2003 school year, the transportation fees charged by the three metro boards

that levy fees raised the following amounts:

1. Calgary Public

Total amount - $2,662,561 or 12% of the total cost of providing transportation

2. Edmonton Catholic

Total amount - $2,062,043 or 20.6% of the total cost of providing transportation

3. Edmonton Public

Total amount - $4,646,637 or 21.9% of the total cost of providing transportation
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As noted above, while Calgary Catholic did not report revenue from transportation fees, it
did report revenue of $1,798,807 from other sales and services for the sale of subsidized bus
passes for students in grades 7 — 12. In 2004 — 2005, transportation fees were introduced for
alternative programs/programs of choice, and it is anticipated all other remaining students

will also pay fees in 2005 — 2006, which is consistent for all metro boards.

The per student transportation expenditure varies among the metro boards. The trends are

toward higher costs, lower levels of service and/or increased student fees.

The current formula for allocating funds for transportation does not take into account such
factots as:
1. needs and requirements of special education student transportation
2. location of magnet schools
3. urban sprawl — need to transport students from high growth areas on the periphery
of the cities into the lower growth areas in older neighborhoods
4. traffic complexities and impact on ride times
5. student safety — traffic patterns, school bus drop off bypasses, major traffic routes
and the nature of the areas that students must pass through
6. need to utilize a wide range of transportation service providers — from taxies to
yellow busses
7. increasing costs of accessing public transit
8. needs of students and demands of parents
9. costs of securing, training and maintaining qualified drivers and other personnel

10. programs of choice
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11. small schools by necessity
12. school closures

13. service carrier contracts

All of the metro boards identified special education, student choice and school locations as

significant issues impacting on the cost of providing transportation.

Approximately 40% of the boards in Alberta do not charge student transportation fees.

Observations
Based upon an analysis of the student transportation system in the metro boards, the

following observations may be made:

1. Itis recognized that providing additional funds to support the transportation system
may not provide the metro boards with additional funds to provide other services. It
will however, permit the boards to address increasing costs, improve the
deteriorating quality of the transportation system and to address areas that are

currently in some difficulty or not being provided.

2. Additional funds should serve to reduce or eliminate transportation fees for students.
This in itself has merit. Alberta may be the only province that relies on student fees
to support basic educational services such as transportation and provision of

instructional resource materials.
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3. A simplistic analysis of costs of transportation as recorded in the audited financial
statements of the metro boards does not in itself demonstrate cost pressures or

funding needs.

4. 'The elimination of student fees would remove the administrative burden on school-

based and central office staff in the collection, tracking and application of fees.

Recommendations

It is recommended that the Alberta School Boards Association request that:

1. The province immediately undertake a thorough review of the metro transportation
allocation formula. It is evident that simply increasing the amount per student will
not fully address the shortcomings of current formula. The difference in costs and
services between the metro boards is too significant to be remedied by a uniform
increase in the per student amount. The formula is no longer responsive to the needs
and circumstances of the metro boards in the provision of student transportation

services and a complete review is necessary.

2. The review take into account the wide range of factors that impact on the cost of the

transportation system.
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3. The review take into consideration advances in technology that may make it possible
to develop a transportation allocation system based upon the specific needs and

circumstance of each of the metro boards.

4. 'The province reconsider its position on the funding of transportation services to

programs of choice and the additional costs of transporting students to these sites be

recognized.
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Facilities

The entire report that was prepared on metro boards school facilities is attached to this study

as Appendix 4 and a brief summary is provided here.

Background

The expansion, preservation, operations, and maintenance of metro boards’ school facilities
were examined using information supplied by Alberta Infrastructure and Transportation,

Alberta Education, Statistics Canada, and Alberta's four metro school boards.

School Facility Expansion

Metro boards continued to have many subdivisions without adequate school facilities and in
their capital submissions for 2005/06 to 2007/08 requested $286.8 million for 35 new
construction projects. Sufficient capital funding from the provincial government is required
to address significant student population growth in 27 new communities in Calgary and

Edmonton.

The lack of public schools in new subdivisions encourages the growth of private schools in
those areas. This enables private schools to attract students and resources because most
parents would prefer to have their children attend school in their neighborhood. The metro
boards are placed at a disadvantage due to their inability to secure funding for new schools

in new subdivisions.

The absence of schools in new neighborhoods places an increased burden on the student

transportation system, as students need to be bussed to other communities that have student
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spaces. It also impacts on the sense of community, as the neighborhood school is often the
centre of the community and a source of pride. In their annual report, Edmonton Public
stated that one out of every five elementary students resides in a community without a

school.

The provincial government must recognize the educational, social, economic, recreational,

and cultural value of new schools in the developing areas of Calgary and Edmonton.

The funding rates for new construction set by the provincial government in January 2001
have not kept pace with current costs because of inflation and Alberta's booming economy.
Funding rates for new construction must be increased to reflect actual market conditions in

Calgary and Edmonton.

The facility costs of the Swall Class Size Initiative has not been addressed for metro boards.
Additional capital funding by the provincial government is necessary to accommodate the
space requirements of small classes and other initiatives, such as full-day kindergarten, that

might be implemented in the future.

School Facility Preservation

The metro boards have not received adequate funding from the provincial government to
maintain and modernize their school facilities. Preservation projects have often been put on
hold because of funding shortfalls with the result that deferred maintenance on metro

boards' active school facilities has grown to an estimated $923 million.
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Metro boatrds have requested $173.4 million for 42 modernization projects from 2005/06 to
2007/08. This amount combined with roughly $60 million in Infrastructure Maintenance
Program funding that metro boards anticipate receiving over the next 3 years would total
$77.8 million annually — about two percent of metro boards' school facility replacement

costs.

The provincial government Report on a New Facilities Capital Plan in 1999 recommended that
school facility preservation should be funded at two percent of building replacement cost -
the amount metro boards are requesting. Metro boards should be block funded for school

modernization once their backlog of major upgrading projects is addressed.

Fifty-six percent of metro boards’ portable and relocatable classrooms are at least 20 years

old and will need to be replaced over the next five to ten years as they reach the end of their

life expectancy.

School Facility Operations and Maintenance

The general maintenance of metro boards’ school facilities has suffered since 1995/96
because provincial government funding has not kept pace with inflation and extraordinary
cost increases in electricity and natural gas. The additional $30 million the provincial
government provided to boards over 2002/03 and 2003/04 for increased utility costs did
not continue into 2004/05, resulting in metro boatds having reduced funding for school

facility maintenance.
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The provincial government must increase plant operations and maintenance funding
sufficiently to address metro boards’ general maintenance and higher utility costs, including

fees that some municipalities have downloaded from the property tax base.

The provincial government must also remove the punitive effects of reduced plant
operations and maintenance funding for metro boards with lower school facility utilization

rates and take into consideration other factors that directly affect school facility capacity.

Space Reduction Initiatives
Metro boards have reduced surplus space through school closures, right-sizing larger
facilities by demolishing obsolete sections, lease agreements, and offering alternative

programs.

The provincial government should provide capital funding to metro boards for the specific
purpose of right-sizing school facilities where student enrolments and building design
permits. Small schools by necessity that metro boards must operate should be excluded
when calculating school system utilization for purposes of funding and eligibility for new

construction.

Downloading of Municipal Costs

It was noted that there has been a downloading of certain municipal costs on to the metro
boards. This has occurred recently in Edmonton where the Edmonton Public School Board
was assessed approximately $320,000 to cover the cost of land drainage. Edmonton Catholic

has experienced similar City of Edmonton assessments. Prior to the creation of a utility for
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land drainage, this service was funded through the tax base and schools were exempt. Now a

user fee is charged and the costs are passed on to the Edmonton boards.

Comparison Between Metro and Non-Metro Boards

The following table has been prepared in order to compare the student population and

school facilities between metro and non-metro boards.

Metro Non-Metro

Boards Boards
Alberta's Student Population 47% 53%
Alberta's School Facilities 42% 58%
Alberta's School Facility Area 41% 59%
Funding for New School Construction (2002/05) 42% 58%
Funding for School Preservation (2002/05) 38% 62%
Funding for Plant Operations and Maintenance (2002/05) 45% 55%
Utilization of School Facilities 76% 73%

It’s quite apparent from the above table that metro boards are efficient on all counts,
considering that they educate 47% of Alberta's students and have received less than a

proportionate share of Infrastructure resources.

Recommendations
Infrastructure Expansion
It is recommended that the Alberta School Boards Association request the provincial

governrnent to:
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1. Provide sufficient school capital funding to metro boards for the infrastructure

expansion needs of new communities in Calgary and Edmonton.

2. Increase funding rates for new school construction that address inflation and reflect

current market conditions in metro areas.

3. Recognize the facility costs associated with the Small Class Size Initiative in
determining building capacity, utilization of school space, and the capital needs of all

boards.

4. Address the facility needs of all boards as new initiatives are implemented with space

implications such as junior kindergarten or full-day kindergarten.

5. Recognize the educational, social, economic, recreational, and cultural value of

having new schools in the developing areas of Calgary and Edmonton.

Infrastructure Preservation

It is recommended that the Alberta School Boards Association request the provincial

governrnent to:

1. Provide infrastructure preservation funding to all boards annually that is equivalent

to the industry standard of two percent of school facility replacement cost.
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2. Block fund school modernization for metro boards once the backlog of major

upgrading of school facilities is addressed.

3. Continue with the Infrastructure Maintenance Program at funding rates that reflect

current costs.

4. Replace portable and relocatable classrooms that have reached the end of their life

expectancy.

Plant Operations and Maintenance
It is recommended that the Alberta School Boards Association request the provincial

governrnent to:

1. Increase Plant Operations and Maintenance funding for all boards to a level that is
sufficient to address higher utility costs and the general maintenance of school

facilities.

2. Remove the punitive effects of reduced plant operations and maintenance funding

for all boards with lower school facility utilization rates.

3. Take into account the Learning Commission’s recommendations on class sizes, the

facility needs of students with mild/ moderate disabilities and gifted and talented, the
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anomalies of older school buildings, and core schools without portables in

determining the capacities of school facilities.

4. Fund the utility costs that municipalities have downloaded on metro boards from the

property tax base to utility fees.

Space Reduction Initiatives
It is recommended that the Alberta School Boards Association request the provincial

governrnent to:

1. Provide capital funding to all boards for the specific purpose of right-sizing school
facilities where student enrolments and building conditions warrant and building

design permits.

2. Exclude the small schools by necessity that all boards must operate when calculating

school system utilization.
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Instructional Costs of Metro Boards
2001/02 - 2003/04

The full report on the instructional costs of metro boards is included as Appendix 5 to this

report and only a brief summary is presented here.

Background
An effort was made to compare instructional costs for certain educational programs

provided by metro and non-metro boards. The areas selected for analysis were:
> total instructional costs
» cost of mild/moderate and gifted/talented programs
» instructional personnel costs

» the number of severely disabled students included in jurisdiction profiles

Due to the extreme difficulty is securing comparable data in these areas; no definitive
conclusions could be drawn. However, two areas of concern were identified for further

study and analysis.

Mild/Moderate and Gifted/Talented Programs

Many school jurisdictions have reported the increased costs of providing educational
setvices to students that have been identified as being mildly/moderately disabled or
gifted/talented. Calgary Public identified the costs of providing for this group of students as

one of the main pressure points on the District’s budget.
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In June 2004, Alberta Education amended The Standards for Special Edncation. As a result,

school boards must:

1. Use a number of assessment strategies and data to determine eligibility for special

education programming and services.

2. Report results of assessments to parents, teachers and others involved with the

students’ programming.

3. Use results of assessments to make decisions, develop Individualized Program Plans
(IPPs), assign supportt services and/or determine adapted or modified programming

for students.

4. Use assessment data to develop, implement and evaluate the effectiveness of

programming and services provided to students with special education needs.

The implementation of these requirements has placed an additional financial burden upon

boards.

The funding for students identified as being mildly/moderately disabled or gifted/talented is
included within the basic instructional per pupil grant. In the case of Early Childhood
Funding, funding is provided on an identified child basis having these characteristics. The

Renewed Funding Framework assumes that the number of students having mild/moderate
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disabilities or being gifted/talented is evenly distributed throughout the province. This may

not be the case and needs to be verified.

Severely Disabled Students in Jurisdiction Profiles

Funding is provided to school boards on the established severe disabilities profile for the
jurisdiction that includes historical data on the number of students with severe disabilities,
provincial patterns of overall student enrollment growth, and projections for growth of the

numbers of students with severe disabilities.

Alberta Education provides school jurisdictions with the opportunity to request an audit of
their severe disabilities profiles if there have been significant increases or decreases to the
number of students with severe disabilities. It was felt that boards that have had significant
decreases would not request an audit, as they would lose funding. Therefore it is believed

that the numbers reported in some profiles are not accurate.

Recommendation

It is recommended that the Alberta School Boards Association request the provincial
government to critically examine the province-wide distribution of mildly/moderately
disabled and gifted/talented students with a view to providing appropriate funding to meet
the costs associated with these students. The Renewed Funding Framework assumes that the
number of mildly/moderately disabled and gifted/talented are distributed uniformly across

the province. This may not be the case.
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Appendix 1
Analysis of Impact of ESL Funding on Metro Boards

Exact data is still difficult to come by as information for the 2004 - 05 school year is being
consolidated. However, for the purposes of this comparison, the jurisdiction profiles that
were distributed by Alberta Education last fall will be used, which is consistent with much of
the other data being used in this study.

English as a Second Language and Foreign Born

> $38,249,592 was allocated provincially in the 2004/05 school year
ESL - $32,870,971
Foreign born - $5,378,621

> $29,346,400 (76.7%) was allocated to the metro boards
Calgary Catholic $5,300,044
Calgary Public $17,837,885
Edmonton Catholic $1,917,754
Edmonton Public $4,290,717

» pet student amount:
ESL - $1637 x .6235 = $1,020
Foreign Born (enhanced) - $1637 x .2182 = $357

» anincrease in this grant would favor the Calgary boards as they have the largest
incidence level. The Edmonton boards have a lower incidence level and are below
the provincial average. However an average here is not that meaningful — the average
is really made up of Edmonton and Calgary values

Provincial average incidence rate — 6.25
Calgary Catholic — 13.43

Calgary Public — 16

Edmonton Catholic — 5.5

Edmonton Public — 4.5

» itis recognized that ESL funding is based upon a per student identified — however
the incidence level does provide a reasonably good number from which to work

» the incidence numbers above show the number of students in each 100 that qualify
for funding calculation

»  if the amount of the funding per student increased by $100, from $1,020 to $1,120:

Calgary Catholic would receive an additional $13,430 per 1000
Calgary Public would receive an additional $16,000 per 1000
Edmonton Catholic would receive an additional $5,500 per 1000
Edmonton Public would receive an additional $4,500 per 1000
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» based upon current enrollments:

Calgary Catholic - $13,430 x 43.9 = $589,577
Calgary Public - $16,000 x 99.5 = $1,592,000
Edmonton Catholic - $5,500 x 31.6 = $173,800
Edmonton Public - $4,500 x 81.2 = $365,400
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Appendix 2

Analysis of the Impact of First Nations, Métis and
Inuit Education Funding

Exact data is still difficult to come by, as information for the 2004/05 school year is not yet
complete. However, for the purposes of this comparison, the jurisdiction profiles that were
distributed by Alberta Education last fall will be used, which is consistent with other data
used in this study.

First Nations, Métis and Inuit Education Funding

> $32,600,810 was allocated provincially for the 2004/05 school year

> $13,242,249 (40.6%) was allocated to the metro boatds — this would indicate that the
metro boards are not over represented in this category. However, Edmonton Public
would benefit from an increase in this component, as would Edmonton Catholic.

> total funding by system:
Calgary Catholic - $1,839,830
Calgary Public - $3,389,304
Edmonton Catholic - $2,196,537
Edmonton Public - $5,817,569

» percentage of total provincial dollars:
Calgary Catholic — 5.64%
Calgary Public — 10.3%

Edmonton Catholic — 6.73%
Edmonton Public — 17.84%

» what this illustrates is that if the amount per student were increased — Edmonton
boards would benefit compared to their metro counterparts — however, most of the
increase would go to non-metro boards — about 59.4%. For example, assume that
the province would allocate an additional $10,000,000 for First Nations — of this
amount:

Calgary Catholic would get $564,000
Calgary Public would get $1,030,000
Edmonton Catholic would get $673,000
Edmonton Public would get $1,784,000
The metro boards in total $4,051,000
The non-metro boards in total $5,949,000

» per student amount - $1637 x .6235 = $1020
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Appendix 3
Student Transportation

Metro Transportation Funding

1.

Funding is provided on the basis of a formula that estimates the number of students
eligible for transportation funding — the rate is $445 per eligible student and $2,365 for a
severely disabled student for the 2004 — 2005 school year. In the case of a severely
disabled student, funding is provided for 80% of the number of severely disabled
students in the jurisdiction profile

The metro formula is based upon:

2.1 Benchmark (school size) for student grade levels

2.2 Number of schools

2.3 Number of funded students and ECS funded children
2.4 Residential area

2.5 Number of funded students with severe disabilities — 80% of the students in the
severe special needs jurisdiction profile are eligible for funding

In calculating the number of schools, the following are excluded:

» institutions, outreach, special needs schools and schools with less than 75 students

Commencing in 2001 — 2002, an additional grant of $5,000,000 has been given to the
metro boards over and above the amount provided by the formula — these funds are
distributed to the boards based upon the same ratio as the funds determined by the
formula for each board with no increases since 2001 — 2002.

Eligible Passengers and Funding (2002 — 2003)

1.

Calgary Catholic

» Eligible passengers = 18,846*

» Percentage of eligible passengers = 44% of total boatrd enrollment
» Transportation funding = $9,940,935

2. Calgary Public

» Eligible passengers = 37,360*
» Percentage of eligible passengers = 39.3% of total board entrollment
» Transportation funding = $21,859,926
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3. Edmonton Catholic

4.

» Eligible passengers = 14,689*

» Percentage of eligible passengers = 46% of total boatd enrollment
» Transportation funding = $7,959,082

Edmonton Public

» Eligible passengers = 26,229%*

>
>
>

Severely disabled = 24
Percentage of eligible passengers = 31% of total board enrollment

Transportation funding = $16,542,426

* obtained from Alberta Learning — determined upon the basis of the formula and
represents the expected number of eligible passengers. Financial information for the

school jurisdictions was obtained from the AFS.

Jurisdiction Specifics (2002 — 2003 AFS)

1.

2.

Calgary Catholic
» Revenue Alberta Learning = $9,940,935

VVYVYVVYVYYVYYVVYVYYVY

Reallocated to instruction = $1,165,166

Other = $1,798,807 (from other sales and services)

Total revenue = $10,574,576

Total expenditure = $10,574,576

Number transported = 18,310

Total enrollment = 42,792

Percentage of total pupils transported = 42.7

Cost per pupil = $578

Transportation fees = 0% (bus pass revenue shows under Other, above)

Transportation costs = 3.68% of total board expenditures

Calgary Public

VVVVYYYVYY

Revenue Alberta Learning = $21,859,926
Revenue other school authorities = $32,274
Revenue transportation fees = 2,622,561
Total Revenue = $24,516,192

Total Expenditure = $25,187,023
Difference ($670,831)

Number transported = 36,860

Total enrollment = 95,012
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» Percentage of total pupils transported = 38.8
» Cost pet pupil = $683
» Transportation fees contribute 12% of total transportation revenue

» Transportation costs = 3.65% of total board expenditures

3. Edmonton Catholic

» Revenue Alberta Learning = $7,959,082
Revenue transportation fees = $2,062,043
Total revenue = $10,021,125
Total expenditure = $10,174,755
Difference ($153,630)
Number transported = 15,000*
Total enrollment = 29,774
Percentage of total pupils transported = 50.4
Cost per pupil = §678.3

Transportation fees contribute 20.6% of total transportation revenue

VVVVVYYVYYYVYYVYYVY

Transportation costs = 4.5% of total board expenditures

* number provided by system — number reported on the AFS was not accurate

4. Edmonton Public

Revenue Alberta Learning = $16,542,426
Revenue transportation fees = $4,646,637
Total revenue = $21,189,063

Total expenditure = $21,875,231

Difference = ($668,168)*

Number transported = 27,301

Total enrollment = 78,200

Percentage of total pupils transported = 34.9%
Cost per pupil = $801

Transportation fess contribute 21.9% of total transportation revenue

VVVYVYVVYVYVVVVY

Transportation costs = 3.8% of total board expenditures

* This amount was recovered from a surplus that existed in the transportation
program. The surplus was realized in 1999-2000 when the grant calculation was
adjusted retroactively. The surplus was used to smooth out transportation fees.
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Observations

1. The formula does come pretty close to estimating the number of students that are
transported. In the case of the Calgary Boards, the eligible number (in 2 above) is slightly
more than the number actually transported (in 3 above). The Edmonton Boards
transport slightly more than the eligible number determined by the formula.

2. All four metro boards rely on transportation fees to fund their transportation systems.

3. While there are some variations among boards — on the whole there is a lot of
commonality. The trends are for higher costs, lower levels of service and increased fees.

Findings
Provincial funding for metro transportation does not provide sufficient funds to operate the
system, as it is currently constituted.

1. Transportation fees are not levied by 40% of the boards in Alberta. There is obviously a
discrepancy in the manner in which funds are allocated throughout the province for
transportation — some students are provided transportation service at no cost while
others are required to pay a fee.

2. The provincial grant per transported pupil at $445 in the metro boards is less than the
cost of providing the service. The 2001 — 2002 cost incurred by the metro boards ranges
from a high of $801 in Edmonton Public to low in Calgary Catholic of $578.

3. The current transportation formula does not take into account the circumstances and
complexity of the metro systems. For example:

urban sprawl

traffic complexities and impact on ride times

access to specialized educational programs

student safety — busy roadways and neighborhoods that student have to pass through

access to specialized programs

schools clustered in older neighborhoods where enrollment is low

V V V V V VYV VY

the need to utilize a wide range of services to get students to programs — public
transit, yellow busses, taxies, vans and automobiles

A\

new residential areas without schools requiring all students to be transported out of
that community

wide range of student needs

» increasing costs of accessing public transit — recent notice from City of Calgary
indicating intent to increase fares — should result in an increased cost to boards and
an increase in transportation fees

» programs of choice
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» alternative programs
» closure of schools

» small schools by necessity

Possible Remedy

1. Additional funds are required from the province to support transportation — parents
should not be required to pay fees to get their children to school — in order to access an
education the student must get to a school and this should not depend upon the parents
ability to pay transportation fees.

2. The formula needs to revisited and revised as simply increasing the grant amount per
student will not resolve the problems — there is too large a difference in the
transportation costs and services by the boards in Edmonton and in Calgary. The metro
boards do not record the subsidy for bus passes or expenditures for ECS in a consistent
manner. While findings based on Audited Financial Statements should not be relied
upon to draw final conclusions on cost per student (and thus, grant increases required),
the following examples serve to illustrate the overall need to increase metro
transportation grants.

For example:

Calgary Catholic would need an increase in the grant rate of $34 per student eligible for
transportation funding to replace the $633,641 contributed from the “other sales and
services.”

Edmonton Public would need an increase in the grant rate of $203 per student eligible
for transportation funding to totally fund the transportation system. Edmonton Public:

2.1 has a large number of schools (203) — d