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E D M O N T O N   P U B L I C   S C H O O L S 

 
June 14, 2011 
 
TO: Board of Trustees 
 
FROM: E. Schmidt, Superintendent of Schools 
 
SUBJECT: Approval of 2011-2012 Proposed Budget 
 
ORIGINATOR: B. J. Smith, Executive Director 
 
RESOURCE 
STAFF: Jane Ainslie, Sandra Bassett, Cheryl Hagen, Jeremy Higginbotham, 

Monika Lukas, Wanda Musclow, Madonna Proulx, Brenda Yates 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
 That the 2011-2012 proposed budget of $851,042,895, be 

approved. 
 

* * * * * 
 
At the May 24, 2011 Board meeting, the proposed budget was presented to the Board of 
Trustees for information and discussion.  At that time, the Board had several questions 
for more information and details. 
 
These requests have been consolidated and included in this report as Appendix VII. 
 
This report provides a detailed breakdown of Proposed Revenue (Appendix I), Proposed 
Budget and supporting schedules (Appendix II), Projected Staffing for 2011-2012 
(Appendix III), School Allocations (Appendix IV), Surplus Projections (Appendix V), 
Budget Highlights (Appendix VI) and a Budget Q & A (Appendix VII). 
 
The proposed budget for 2011-2012 is $851,042,895 (Appendix II).  This total reflects a 
planned expenditure of $832,120,051 (Appendix I) that is forecasted to be received in 
revenue, plus an additional $18,922,844 million of surplus/reserve funds.   
 
 
BJS/ej 
 
Appendix I  - 2011-2012 Proposed Revenue Budget 
Appendix II  - 2011-2012 Proposed Budget 
Appendix III - Projected Staff FTE Reductions 
Appendix IV - School Allocations 
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Appendix V - Net Accumulated Surplus (Deficit) Projections 
Appendix VI - Budget Highlights 
Appendix VII - Budget Q & A 
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APPENDIX VI 
 
 

BUDGET HIGHLIGHTS 
 
1. The EPS Budget for 2011-2012 has been prepared with the mission, vision and priorities of 

the Board of Trustees as the key focus.  This includes increased funding for ELL students, 
special needs students and literacy intervention funding.  Funding for FNMI students and 
multiple program small schools has been maintained at 2010-2011 levels.  The budget 
continues to recognize the CCEP Project and the socially vulnerable student by maintaining 
existing funding levels.   

 
2. Work around the Core Services project is continuing and there will be some implementation 

including a major reorganization of Student Learning Services.  This reorganization will 
provide efficiencies to supports being provided to schools and students and will include work 
with respect to diversity and equity for students.  Communications and Facility Services 
allocations have centralized to provide services to schools as required and to allow schools to 
focus on the educational aspects of their schools.  The intent is to provide an equitable 
provision of support to all schools. 

 
3. The proposed budget identifies the total revenue of $832.1 million up 1.1% or $9.2 million 

from last year.  Total Instructional funding has decreased by .3% ($2.2 million) to $664.1 
million.  Increases in the basic allocation of 4.54% have been offset by provincial reduction 
to:  grades 4 to 6 class size funding ($4.6 million); ESL funding ($2.2 million); AISI funding 
($5.4 million); enrolment growth and decline ($4.3 million); relative cost of purchasing 
funding ($3.3 million); and the ending of provincial support for career and technology studies 
and classroom technology funding ($4.3 and $2.7 million respectively). 

 
4. Total school allocation funding is proposed to be $626.1 million down $7.4 million or 1.2%.  

Fixed jurisdiction costs including debt services, utilities and insurance are up 9.5% to $62.8 
million.  District committed costs are down 3.3% to $59.9 million due mainly to provincial 
funding reduction to the Skill Centre.  Central costs have been reduced by $3.2 million 
(6.2%) to $49.7 million.   

 
5. Proposed staffing reductions, as a result of funding reductions, are projected at an overall 

decrease of 344.79 FTE.  This includes 215.85 FTE teachers in schools and 12.08 teachers 
centrally.  Non-teaching staff reductions total 80.60 FTE and 29.26 FTE at school and central 
services respectively.  Actual overall reductions at schools, including central programs, 
which fully support schools (i.e. KIDS program) are 304.45 FTE or a 4.7% reduction.  
Central staff reductions of 41.34 FTE represent a 4% overall reduction.  As schools finalize 
enrolments in the fall, these numbers will be revised. 

 
6. The proposed budget anticipates schools and central departments using over $18.9 million in 

reserve funds.  With school and departments projecting the use of $11.9 million of reserves 
in 2010-11 and a planned use of $9.6 million of reserves to balance the 2010-11 budget 
totaling 21.5 million in reserve spending, the projection results in no reserve funds being 
available at the end of the 2011-12 school year. 
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7. The total proposed budget plans to spend $851,042,895 including $18,922,844 in reserve 

funds. 
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APPENDIX VII 
 
 

Budget Q & A 
 

Q. What are the components of the Student Transportation budget; specifically identifying major 
cost areas?  What are the sources of funding and does EPSB subsidize Student Transportation 
from other funding sources? 

 
A. Student Transportation is funded entirely from funds provided by Alberta Education and fees 

collected for transportation costs.  Student Transportation’s budget is not subsidized by 
instructional funds.  A detailed breakdown of the allocation of student transportation funds is as 
follows: 

 
Revenues ($ millions) 

Metro Urban Transportation Grant 18.5 
ECS Special Transportation Grant 1.5 
Bus Pass Sales 10.0 
 30.0 
Reserve Funding   0.7 
2011-2012 Budget $   30.7 
  

Expenditures  
Curb Service (yellow school busing) 9.0 
Fixed route (yellow school busing) 7.5 
ECS Noon Hour Busing 1.3 
ETS Bus Pass Costs 10.0 
Parent Provided Transportation 0.9 
Fuel Escalator Cost Estimate * 0.3 
Administration, Bus Pass Fees, etc.    1.7 
 $   30.7 

 
*  Fuel costs are included in the contract with the bus carriers as part of the daily rate.  A fuel 

escalator is provided to contractors should monthly fuel costs exceed a specific targeted amount 
as per contract.  No additional fuel escalator funding is being provided by Alberta Education.   

 
Q. The increase to teacher salaries announced by Alberta Education was 4.54%.  Why was the per 

unit cost for each EPSB teacher increased by 5.27% which is higher than the Alberta Average 
Weekly Earnings Index (AWEI). 

 
 The teacher per unit cost consists of a combination of factors.  These include teacher salaries, the 

cost of employee benefits, e.g. health, dental, and the cost of salary increments for all teachers 
which is projected to be $5.5 million for 2011-12.  The employer paid benefit overhead costs 
reflect increases in ASEBP benefit premiums (4.07% in extended health care, 5.32% in dental; 
4.87% in vision) and employment insurance premiums. 

 
 An average per unit cost consolidates all the above identified costs and divides this annual total 

by the number of FTE teachers.   
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 For non-teaching staff, the same factors plus the cost of WCB and pension costs are included in 

the per unit cost.  The unit costs are increasing approximately 2.5% on average due mainly to 
increased ASEBP benefits (4.07% extended healthcare, 5.32% dental, 4.89% vision) employment 
insurance premiums and Local Authority Pension Plan contributions.  This increase is prior to 
any increase as a result of negotiations. 

 
Q. How does the Proposed Budget – Direct School Allocations reconcile to the School Allocations 

total for 2011-12. 
 
A. A detailed reconciliation is provided below:  
 

 ($ millions) 
School Allocations (Appendix IV  2011-12 
– page 14) 

$   581.1 

  
School Allocations (Appendix II – page 5) 484.3 

 
Other Supplemental School Allocations 
(Appendix II  2011-12 page 5) 

 
119.1 

 603.4 
  
Difference (603.4 – 581.1) $   21.1 
Consists of  
 1. KIDS & other services 15.9 
 ERECS (Regional Consortium) 3.2 
 Staff Cost Adjustment 1.1 
 2. Learning Resources Credit    0.9 
  21.1 

 
 1. KIDS & other services funds are held centrally but services are provided at schools. 

 2. Funds to be allocated to schools as purchases made at school level for learning resources. 
 
Q. On the school allocations, page 14, why is there a $51.1 million difference ($632.2 million - 

$581.1 million) between 2010-11 and 2011-12?  This appears to be greater than the 1.2% or $7.4 
million amount that has been publicly quoted. 

 
A. The school allocations shown on pages 8 – 14 of the report compare the 2010-11 with the 2011-

12 allocations.  The method of allocating funds to schools has changed from 2010-11 to 2011-12.  
These changes include: 

 (a) utilities are no longer allocated out to school budgets but are held and paid centrally through 
Facilities Services 

 (b) Plant Operations and Maintenance (PO & M) funding is now held centrally by Facilities 
Maintenance as part of the core services reorganization 

 (c) some additional PO & M funding for school repairs is also being repatriated back to Facilities 
Maintenance (e.g. air duct cleaning, air systems maintenance, etc.) instead of being included 
in school budgets. 
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These funds were in holdback on September 30th, 2010 and then allocated to Central Services 
decision units as a supplementary allocation.  The funds were for direct school expenditures but not 
allocated to schools. 
 
A detailed reconciliation is provided below. 
 

 ($ millions)  
2010-11 School Allocation (Appendix IV)  $  632.2 

   
Utilities (centralized to Facility Services (22.5)  
Plant Operations & Maintenance (PO & M) 
(centralized under core services 

(10.0)  

PO & M (centralized under maintenance) (2.5)  
Net Staff adjustment (2.92% allocated vs 
received) 

(5.2)  

High School Credit Enrolment Unit over 
allocation 

(3.5)   43.7 

   
Subtotal  588.5 

   
Reduction in school allocations     (7.4) 
   
  $  581.1 

 
Q. What is included in the Holdback category (page 14)? 
 
A. Holdback funds are amounts held in a central budget and allocated out to schools throughout the 

year as the funds are required.  Amounts in holdback include: 

 (a) funds for special needs students who register at schools throughout the new year.  These 
special needs students are new to the District or students who transfer from an institution. 

 (b) other special needs funds held in holdback are for new programs (establishment grants), 
including supporting under capacity special needs programs (guaranteed enrolment) and 
resources for exceptional circumstances 

 (c) holdback also includes some additional plant operations and maintenance costs (2010-11) as 
a result of a reduction of one-time maintenance funds to ASAP schools 

 (d) credit enrolment units which will be allocated out to high schools as the CEUs are earned. 

 
Q. What is Debt Servicing?  How is it funded and why do we have to pay it? 
 
A. Standard financial reporting requires the recording and reporting of the stewardship of District 

capital assets.  Debt servicing is the amount of funds that EPSB is required to report for the 
amortization (or depreciation) of its capital assets.  Debt Servicing also includes funds required to 
pay for outstanding debentures (e.g. mortgages) on capital assets such as a school.  Included in 
this are costs for interest expense and principal repayment. 
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 For assets that have been purchased with designated capital funds, the government provides 
funding to cover those costs (e.g. school buildings).  For other assets, the cost of amortization is 
the responsibility of the District and funded from general operating funds. 

 
 Related to this, debenture interest is also partially supported by the province for assets supported 

by the government.  It is funded by the District for those debentures not supported by the 
province.  The District also pays the principal costs on unsupported debenture debt. 

 
 ($ millions)  
Amortization  Provincially Supported Capital $19.2  
 Unsupported Capital 16.3  
 $35.5 
  
Debenture Interest  Supported Capital 0.4  
 Unsupported Capital   0.1  
 0.5 
  
Principal Repayment Unsupported Debt 0.3 
  
Other Bank Interest and Bad Debt Expense   0.1 
 $  36.4 

 
Q. What is the purpose of the Board Initiative Fund of $50,000? 
 
A. During the course of a school year the Board of Trustees often receives requests for projects, for 

special initiatives regarding unique and emergent opportunities and situations that require start-up 
funds or top up funds in order to move forward.  With the tightening of budgets this school year, 
the flexibility the Board has is reduced without access to funding.  The decision was made to set 
aside an amount of funds to address these needs for Board directed projects and to allow the 
Board flexibility in their support of these opportunities.  If, at the end of the school year, the 
Board has not used these funds, the remaining dollars would be transferred back into general 
District revenue. 

 
Q. In prior years there have been numerous central services DUs providing the instructional support 

provided to schools.  For example, Consulting Services, Programs, Leadership Development, etc.  
Are these still included in the budget and if so, how are they reported and what is included in the 
categories? 

 
A. As part of the Core Services Review project, a major reorganization of Student Learning Services 

(SLS) is in process.  Finalization of the project will not occur until after the District budget has 
been completed.  As a result, for budget presentation purposes, the budget funds allocated to SLS 
have been consolidated.  These funds will be divided into five DUs once the final structure has 
been determined.   

 
 The funds consolidated are from the following 2010–11 DUs:  Consulting Services; Curriculum; 

International Students; Language Centre; Leadership Services; Programs; Research 
Development; Student Information; and Student Surveys. 
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 The new DUs will be central DUs but their major purpose will be direct support to schools. 

 
Q. How does the 2011-12 budget address the vision, mission and priorities of the district, which 

includes the need for diversity and equity for students?  Are there any specific programs and 
projects in place? 

 
A. The 2011-12 budget addresses diversity and equity in the following ways: 

o ELL allocations increased to schools by 21% although a decrease from Alberta Education.  
This demonstrates the Districts acknowledgement of the increasing diversity in our schools.  
The increased allocation to schools will allow schools to provide additional human and 
material resources in support of ELL. 

o The current diversity units will continue to receive targeted dollars to support the English 
Language learner Hubs and the Transition Centers. 

o Support for Staff and Students will receive ongoing funding to support the English Language 
Support Center which provides assessments and support for  ELL and translation and ethno-
cultural services to support student and families from other diverse cultures.  

o Targeted funding is provided under Cultural Support to continue to implement the 
multicultural policy and regulation. 

o Continued allocation to schools with vulnerable populations has remained the same 
demonstrating acknowledgement that students in some schools require additional resources to 
be successful. 

o CCEP funding continues in support of partnership work and literacy development  
o Funding and focus on FNMI remains constant 
o Allocations are student driven and distributed to schools equitably in accordance with 

responsibility for results. 
o Allocations based on weighted student enrolment recognize the unique programming needs 

of individual students in all district schools. 
 
All of the supplemental allocations listed above demonstrate the administration’s commitment to 
creating more equitable learning environments across the district.  

 
From an organizational perspective the following have been intentionally designed to achieve 
equity in all areas: 

o Removal of cost recovery for student assessments, programming assistance and teacher 
support.  Schools will receive a “fair share” of support based on need.  (determined by 
demographics, achievement etc). 

o Creation of diversity units:  This is an acknowledgement that our student population is 
becoming more diverse and we need to have organized and intentional support in the area of 
support for students and staff to build our capacity to respond to demographic and diversity 
shifts.  

o Creation of Partnership Unit:  The need for additional support “wrap around” is one way that 
the District believes more equity can be achieved.  This department would be working with 
and seeking out partners at all levels to provide support for students.   

o Consolidation of all supports for students with special learning needs into one unit “Inclusive 
Learning”. 
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From a Strategic Plan perspective: 

o Identification of ‘Core Services”.   
o Specific and targeted expectations for schools and district DUs that address the district’s 

work to create more equitable learning environments. 
 




