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ABSTRACT

Brandwood, Colin, "A Program Budget Model for Selected School Programs
in the Province of Ontario". Unpublished Master of Business
Administration Thesis, University of British Columbia, 1969.

The study enquired Iinto the need for better methods of presenting
information for decision making purposes by boards of education, Chap-
ters I and II presént some information concerning the reasons for the
current trend of introducing program budgeting into the public¢ sector.

A framework of criteria was identified within which a model could be

developed.

The purpose of the study was to develop a model program budget
which could be used by school boards in the.Province of Ontario for the
efficient allocation.of funds in accordance with objectives and goals.
Ideally the model would comply with generally accepted criteria and
clearly indicate the cosﬁ of the three programs Included in the study.,

In conjunction with senior officials of the Board of Education on
whose operations the model was based, a set of educational objectives was
identified. The cost of each program under study was isolated from tbe
total of appropriations for the year 1968, Financial and enrolment data
were presented in a series of tables identifying pertinent revenues and
expenditures per student. A multi-year projection of enrolment, finan-
cial and other data was made to emphasize the importance of the planning
process,

The findings of the study are indicated below,

l. Provincial Grants could be maximized by using a program budgeting



iid

system;_

2. A program budget is compatible with the present system of
provincial aid to education.

3; The data now assembled for budget purposes is appropriate for
use in a program budgeting system.

4; Information for developing a program budget may be obtained at
reasonable cost whére this information is not now available,
providing the system does not attempt the ultimate, at least
initially, in considering subject costs as program costs.

5. A program budget would require a decentralized approach to the
budgeting process.

The conclusions from the study were that a program budgeting
system would be a useful tool for the administration in determining
priorities and in utilizing resources efficiently. A further advantage
is that such a system necessitates the iInc¢lusion of aspects which in the

past have been neglected, such as the formal identification of goals.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

Introduction

Most schools today have changed in both size and character from
those in existence even a few years ago. In the beginning of the school
system in Ontarie, and for many years thereafter, smallness was funda-
mental. Schools were small, districts were small, with small school
boards and small staffs. The facilities and services offered, however,
met the needs of the children and the communities they served. Districts
were often limited by the distance a child could walk to school.1

More recently, however, smallgess, as a characteristic of education
in Ontario, has been recognized as a problem. The wide variety of edu-
cational requirements demanded by modefn technology can no longer be met
by the simple single school program. Little doubt exists that the small-
er units, particularly at the elementary level, have inhibited the expan-
sion and growth of programs.

In 1945, there were 5,649 elementary, separate, and secondary
scﬁool boards in the Province of Ontario. In September, 1967, there were
1,494 operating school boards, comprised of 777 elementary school boards,
482 separate school boards and 235 secondary school boards.,

The necessity to provide for educational needs in the years ahead
has resulted in legislation to establish a board of e&ucation in each of

the thirty-eight counties of Southern Ontario and in each of the desig-



nated school divisions in Northern Ontario.

The prime objective behind the proposal to establish county
boards of education is the desire to provide equality of educational
opportunity for every child in the Province of-Ontario.2 Inherent in
this objective 1s the necessity of offering school programs to meet the
needs and interests of the student and to provide for the great variety
represented by individual differences in ability, background and expe-
rience.

‘As a result of this legislation, in January, 1969, approximately
100 larger units of administration will be formed from the 1,494 school
boards existing in the previous year.

In spite of the relative smallness of some administrative units
and the relative simplicity of providing information on basic programs,
there has been an increasing awareness by citizens and their representa=-
tives that traditional administrative practices, such as centralized
budgeting and singular emphasis on financial accountability are inade-
quate. Speaking to the Ontario Urban and Rural Trustees! Aésociation,
Mr., Ying Hope, chairman of the Toronto Board of Education, emphasized
the problem when he said, "The most crucial issue facing Ontario educa-
tors is the waste of millions of dollars through 'horse-and-buggy' ad-
ministrative practices.”3 For reasons not easily identified, some of
the larger school systems and organizations in the publié sector have
not been successful in allocating funds to the best advantage. Mr., Hope
continued by sayiﬁg:

My experience as Chairman of the largest English language school

board In Canada is that the administrative practices of many large
boards - and I am not excepting the Toronto Board - are encrusted



with ancient traditions.4

Failure to have an adequate and effective system for reviewing
priorities, and for reducing and eliminating marginal and obsolete pro=
grams, has resulted in some rather embarrassing situations in the past
for senior governments. For example, a study prepared by two research
economists of the Canadian Centre for Community Studies, for the Econ-
omic Council of Canada, declared bluntly"that three of the federal gov-
ernment's most sacrad of sacred cow programs aren't worth the money
being spent on them." The study emphasized that hundreds of millions
of dollars have been spent on the three programs, the Prairie Farm Reha-
bilitation Act, the Maritime Marshland Rehabilitatlon Act, and the
Agricultural and Rural Development'Act,vand that "a large part of that
money may have gone down the drain."6 The authors concluded that many
of the hundreds of projects listed in the Agricultural and Rural Devel-
opment Act catalogue "cost the taxpayer one dollar so that a farmer
somewhere in a fringe area can make say, fifty cents."7

Usually, in traditional budgets, there is no mention of how objects
purchased relate to the aims, objectives and outputs of the organization.
From the taxpayer standpoint there seems to be an analogy with the saying
""let the buyer beware". To correct the situation, traditional budgets
need more than justification., Justification may merely rationalize the
status quo or be a defence of excessively high costs that have not been
examined in terms of possible economies in cost, or the scope, or quality,
of services provided. -

Budgets prepared on a program basis have beén found to be more in-

telligible than line item budgets (1) as decislon making tools and (2)



for transmitting information to the general public.8 The outlining of
programs and activities to be undertaken together with all relevant cost
data at least focuses decisions uﬁon end results, There 1s never enough
money to undertake all projects and programs considered desirable for
any government unit, Emphasis on programs, therefore, compels decision
makers to evaluate the end results in allocating the limited funds at

their disposal.

Statement of the Problem

During racent years, many changes have taken place in educational
thinking; Change in educational practice, howsver, moves more slowly,
being restricted to some degree, by the inertia of teachers, parents,
public officials and members of the Legislative Assembly. Some of the
changes that have taken place can be attributed to the fusion of a
number of elements such as (1) a growing recognition of the-important
contribution of education to economic¢ and social development, and (2)
the realization that the rapid expansion of education and the increased
economic‘resources diverted to 1it, particularly by the public sector,
necessitate taking all reasonable steps to ensure the efficient utili-
zation of these resources.

Hatry and Cotton, in their book on program planning for the State-
Local Finances Project, said

The widening of the scope and the increased complexity of the

public services offerad by the several areas of government have
been matched by the difficulties of guiding and co-ordinating
functions of government. Because the context In which a government,
whether it be federal, state, or local, seeks to provide for its

citizens is one of scarcity of public resources in relation to
over—~all demands and objectives, the decision makers iIn government



are forced to choose among competing programs. A rationally
discriminating decision as to how best to serve the public interest
can only be reacSed through the use of improved tools of public
decision making.

The administration of education in Ontario has become increas-

ingly complex over the last few years and the necessity for change has

become

apparent to the Provincial Government., As a result some changes

have taken place and others are scheduled for the future. The following

extracts from the Statement on the Departmental Estimates 1968-89 to the

Legislative Assembly by the Honourable William G, Davis, Minister of

Education, indicate, to some extent, the revisions in thinking.

1.

It is most important that we who are so closely involved with

the goverrment periodically make an effort to stand back from

our everyday commnitments and re-examine not only our functions

but our basic assumptions about the nature of our responsibilities
to soclety. Ons thing that emerges from such an examination is
that the role of the Department of Education in a pioneer, un-
derdeveloped jurisdiction 1s quite different thaniin a sophis-
ticated and complex industrial society.

However, attributes which at one time were advantageous can,
in a changing environment, lose thelr usefulness and require
modification. One such attribute, necessary in time, was
centralization [of the Department of Education].ll

In all honesty, we must admit that while the tradition of a
centralized system of education served the Province well it did
lead to undue emphasis on regimentation and conforT%ty. This
was perhaps a neeessary evil in a piloneer society,

This evolution has réquired a fundamental re-examination of the
role of the Department.13

With the decentralization of many of the traditional departmental
functions to local authorities which are situated more closely
to the public they serve, department officials will be able to
concentrate on those responsibilities which they are best equip-
ped to perform.

A few items which, by their nature, have added to administrative

complexity are as follows:

1.

The "revolution in quality and diversity of programs;"15 The



large increase in the retention rate of students which has been
occurring annually for a number of years is a reflection of the
greater opportunities that have become'available;16
2, The Inability of standing committees to perform a useful function
in larger units of administrationg
3. An iIncreasing gap betwzen the teaching force and administrative
employees in matters concerning both the philosophy and practice

of certain aspects of education, Brown indicates that the teacher

militancy movement springs from several sources, one of which is

"the Increasing degree of professionalism on the part of teachers."

He continues:

Research shows this phenomenon to be a growing onej as teachers
improve their qualifications and begin to feel a sense of salf-
direction in the practice of thelr profession, they begin to
chafe-=and justifiably so in most instances=--under the restrictions
of a bureaucratic establishment (Trask, 1964; Brown, 1963);1
4, The rapid growth in student enrolment and the cost of education;j
5. The relative complexity of legislative grants (incorporating the

foundation level), construction grants, and reporting procedures;
6. The public pressure to incrzase the quality of education but

reluctance to pay increased costs elther by direct or indirect
taxation,

The problems mentioned above are by no means unique to Ontario as

is shown by the following recommendation made In the State of California:

In October, 1966 the final report of the Advisory Committee on
School Budgeting and Accounting for the State of California con-
tained recommendations for substantlal revisions in state law
and regulations relating to accounting and budgeting for public
school purposes. The Committee recommended immediate modifications,
amplifications, and changes in the dztailed method of preparing and

presenting school district budgetary and accounting data to make it
more understandable to the taxpaying public through the eventual



adoption of a recognized and acceptable plan of program budgeting
in California schools. This concept stresses purpose_ before
structure and parformance as opposed to expenditures.

Bundy, President of the Ford Foundation, stated the issue succinct-

ly in his study of New York City Public Schools:

Budget formulation now is incremental, fragmented and unprogram-
matic....Thus, there exists now a system with little accountability
~to the public...in_the way it allocates resources to meet education
needs of the city,.

At a time when the publicts asplrations and expectations of local

schools appear to exceed wiilingness and capacity to provide sufficient
resources, a demand has grown for planning and budgetary reforms which

will result 1n a greater emphasis upon displaying the programmatic, end

objectives of our schools,

Purpose of The Study

To develop a model program bﬁdget that complies with generally
accepted criteria and clearly indicates the cost of the following school
programs:

1. Arts and Science;
2. Business and Commerce;
3. Sclence, Technology and Trades.

In developing the model the following questiohs are pertinent:

1. Can P?ovincial grants be maximized by using a program budgeting
system?

2.5Is a program budget compatible with the present system of prov~
incial aid to educati;n?

3. Is the data now assembled for budget purposes appropriate for use

in a program-budgeting system?



4, Can information for developing a program budget be obtained at
a reasonable cost where this information is not now avallable?
5. Would a system of program budgeting require decentralization of

the budget process?

Method of Study

The writer surveyed Reglonal Officials éf the Department of Edu-
cation to ascertain whether any school boards in Ontario were using
program budgeting techniques., The survey revealedbthat no schoolvboards
were using such techniques. To meet the stated purpose of the study it
was realized that an extensive review of related literature would be
needed., First of all it was necessary to establish the extent and type
of literature available on program_budgeting and specifically the li;er-
ature pertalning to program budgeting in school systems. Thils review
included correspondence with certain major school systems in the United
States to obtain additional information., From the literature an attempt
was made to research the basic requirements or criteria for the establish-
ment of an effective program planning and budgetary system,

It was felt that the purpose of the study would best be served by
restating the line item budget of a large Board of Education in Ontario
(approximately 14,000 secondary school pupils and 30,000 elementary
school pupils) on a program basis. In addition, an analysis of the board's
operatiohs together with consultatfon with senior officials was required

to complement details obtaineéd from the budget documents.
Limitations

The section of this study entitled 'Program Budgeting" considers



the concepts and characteristics of program budgeting. The treatment is
presented to establish the parameters for the fulfillment of the purpose
of the study and is not intendad to be exhaustive. A.considerable amount
of literature exlsts on program planning and budgeting systems in general,
with a much smaller amount available applicable to education. Conse~-
quently, it was considered necessary only to establish and support cri-
terlia to complete the purpose of the study. It is beyond the scope of
this thesis to include cost-effectiveness, cost-benefit or in-depth
analyses.
The study will cover
1. Identification of the fundamental educational objectives;
2. Definitlon of program goalsy
3. Development of a single year budget on a program basis displaying
pertinent costs;
b4 Detérmination of major associated revenues enabling a net program
cost to be ascertained;

5., Multi-year plan.

Definition of Program Budgeting Terminology

Program., A program for the purposes of program budgeting is a
major function designed to achieve specified objectives that have been
authorized by the governing body.

Traditional budget. A traditional budget is prepared for a one

year period on an object~of~expenditure basils without any indication of
the work to be performed towards specific objectives or goals, or the

relationship to a long term plan.



10

Program budget. A program budget concentrates attention on the

allocation of cost from the general budget categories to dzfined program
classifications.

Sub=program. A division of a complex program to facilitate execu-
tion In a specific field for which partial goals could be set and achleved
by specific operating units.

Activity. An activity is the smallest practical subdivision of
work for management purposes toward program fulfillment, and must be
physically identifiable. The costs included in budgeting and accounting
for an activity's input should be primarily direct costs because the
objective at.this level 1s to compare input with output. The relation-
ship of an activity to the overall objectives of a program should be
readily apparent.zo

Program goals. Program goals involve the operational content of

a plan in terms of specific objectives that are to be met at a specific
time, or times, and require a definite amount of resources..

Objectives. The term ''objectives' refers to the general objec~
tlves towards‘which a program is directed. Objectives are distinguished
from goals in that objectives are related to the existence of the pro-
gram and may be very long range or continuing, whereas goals are plan-
ned to be completed in a spacific time. For example, in meeting the
objective "equalization of educational opportunity throughout fhe school
system”" a goal could be "to construct libraries in three (Schools A, B,

and C) of the six schools not now having libraries.

Object=of-expenditure. An object-of=expenditure is an expendi=

ture classified by the nature or type of item on which funds are expend-
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ed. Expenditures are identified in terms of goods, equipment, and
services required.

Performance budget. A performance budget presents the purposes

and objectives for which funds are requested, the costs of the programs
proposed for achieving these objectives, and quantitative data measuring
the accomplishments and work performed under each program. When com-
pared to program'budgeting, performance budgeting involves the develop-
ment of more refined management tools, such as unit costs, work measure=-
ment, and performance standards. Performancé budgeting Is an all-inclu-
sive concept embodying program formulation and measurement of the perfor-
mance of work in the accomplishment of program objectives.

Performance indicators. Performance indicators are physical

measures of work effort which have a relationship with the use of resources
so as to provide data that will help in presenting budgst proposals, as-
signing personnel, allocating funds, and reviéwing progress in the attain-
ment of policy objectives and program work goals.

Responsibility centre. A responsibility centre is a particular

division or unit indicating the organizational location and level of
management that will carry out activities. Expenditures are related
directly to the manager who is primarily responsible for exﬁending funds
provided.

Financial plan. A financlal plan correlates objectives, author-

ities, responsibilities, and résources in a manner that keeps management
at various levels of the organization fully informed on budget-proposals
and performance, in the attainment of approved goals.

Appropriation. An appropriation is an authorization by a govern-
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ing body that permitskpayment to be made out of identified funds with
specific limitations as to amount, purpose, and time period.

Debenture payment. A debenture payment is the amount of principal

and Interest required to be paid at a specific time in accordance with a

debenture by-law.
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CHAPTER II
PROGRAM BUDGETING

There seems to have been an extensive theoretical development of
program budgeting as evidenced by the amount of literature which has
been written on the subject., Practical applications of program budget-

ing, however, are mnot yet very general.1

Acceptance by Governments

The widening scope and increased complexity of elementary and
secondary education is being highlighted by an increasing difficulty in
obtaining funds to finance desired programs. The effectiveness of the
funds which are available is considerably reduced because decision makers
frequently do not have adequate and reliablé information to support ef-
ficient allocation of the funds.

Seniof governments have faced the problems associated with a
multiplicity of programs for many years but have been slow to resact to
any great dsgree. In 1912 President Taft's Commission on economy and
efficliency recommended extensive changes Iin the then-existing procedures.
The concept of program budgeting probably evolved at this time. The
Commission stated:

The best thing that a budget can do for the legislator 1s to

enable him to have expert advice in thinking about policies to
be determined.......

To the administrator the advantage to be gained through a budget
is the ability to present to the Leglslature and to the people,
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through the Chief Executive or someone representing the adminis-
tration, a well defined, carefully considered, lucidly expressed
welfare program to be financed, and in presenting this, to support
requests for appropriation with such concrete data as are necessary
to the intelligent consideration of such a program,.

Taft's Commission continued by proposing a clarification of the
budget in terms of programs or functions, distinguishing between capital
and current items, and a thorough and systematic review of the budget
after the fact, Some of the Commission's recommendations finally went
into effect in 1921 with the passage of the Budget and Accounting Act.

Further progress was held up until after World War II when in
1949 the Hoover Commission stated:

We recommend that the whole budgetary concept of the federal
government should be refashioned by the adoption of a budget based
upon functlons, activities, and projects; this we designate a per-
formance budget. Such an approach would focus attention upon the
general character and relative importance of the work to be done,.or
upon the service to be rendered, rather than upon the things to be
acquired, such as personal szrvices, supplies, equipment, and so on.
These latter objects are, after all only a means to an end. The all
important thing in budgeting is the work or the service to be ac-
complished, and what the work or service will cost.

In August of 1965, President Johnson informed his cabinet that
program budgeting, commenced in 1961 in the Defense Department, had been
so successful that it would now be applied to all departments and agen-
cles,

In Canada, senilor governments have been equally slow to respond
‘effectively to the challenge of burgeoning programs and expenditures.

In 1962, the Royal Commission on Govermnment Organization (for Canada),
recommended fundamental changes to improve management of government
operations. Many of the recommendations are being implemented progres-

sively over a number of years. The major area of change 1s concerned

with the introduction of new concepts of program planning and budgetary
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control, and the submission of departmental budgets in the form of pro-
gram review and estimate documents.,

At the provincial level, the Royal Commission on Govermment Ad-

ministration for the Province of Saskatchewan stated:

Historical emphasis on financial accountability prevails where
emphasis upon responsibility for accomplishment should be the major
criteria. The traditional attitudes of govermment toward financial
control have constricted flexibility and strangled initiative. o

Accounting systems which confine rather than channel; information
systems which control rather than informj......all work to impair
the ability of a dynamic organization, Current management practices
do not clearly define the roles and responsibilities of the various
levels of management. On the one hand department, branch and di-
vision heads are charged with the responsibility for administration.
On the other hand, these administrators are not given the flexibility
to discharge their administrative functions nor are they held fully
accountable for the achievement of definable goals,

Public funds are appropriated for a purpose. The accomplishment
of the purpose must become the basis for management: program ob-
jectives must be the focal point for the public administration.

The use of resources, whether manpower, capital or facilities, must
be formally related to the achievement of these objectives. There
can be no other rationale for their use,

There is abundant evidence to suggest that the administration of
govermment programs has failed to meet the test of rapid growth,

While the above criticisms are based on the operations of the
Saskatchewan Government it ;eems clear that many of the criticisms are
equally applicable’to school board operations, since in a sense, they
are an extension of a provincial department; Under the British North
America Act of 1867, sovereign powers over education were granted to the
various provincial legislatures by Section 93,

The Ontario Department of Education is responsible for the admini-
stration and enforcement of the statutes and regulations respecting all
types of schools which are supported in whole or in part by public funds.

In the fiscal year 1969-~70 the estimates of the Ontario Department
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of Education will be submitted to the Treasury Board "on the new Pro-
gram activity basis. This is an essential part of the new system of
program budgeting which 1s being implemented this year in the Ontario
GOVernment."6 Because Provincial Leglislative Grants for elementary and
secondary education total $563 million dollars for 1968-697 (total edu~-
cation expenditures $876,364,000)8 there seems every indication that the
preparation of program budgets will become mandatory at the school board
level. Recentl?, the Minister of Education made the statement: 'We
now have to look at every last expenditure to decide wheﬁher it is a worth-
.while one, and that should apply all the way down the line in education."?
Further, the Minlster has predicted that "within a year of their in-
cgption county-wide boards of education will be requifed to submit five-
year capital budget forecasts.”10

Boards of Education have been slow to adopt Program Budgeting in
spite of apparent advantages. Several reasons have been expressed for
the reluctant attitude. One of the major problems is the difficulty of
measuring performance or output for education, Burkhead suggested thatl
"school administration has been relatively untouched by these reforms
in budgetary analysis and classification."11

Burkhead continued, "It is a little difficult to see why school
administrators have remained aloof from these recent and important devel-
opments in budgeting.”12 He suggests the following as possible reasons:

1. Schools have remained separated from other arms of government,
and have maintained independent traditions of administrationj

2, School budgeting is typlcally highly centralized;

3. The frequency of innovation is low in school administration.
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Some authors, such as Ovslew and Castetter are opposed to any
emphasis on cost accounting. They accept the "functional uses of the
budget' but state:

Many of the devices used by municipal governments in the 'perfor-

mance! budget (standard work units, standard costs, man-hours per

unit and work performed) are not applicable in education.

They continue by éaying
Nor are there cost standards for the education of children. Re-
search shows, for example, that as_expenditure levels increase,
the quality of education improves."~
In the writer's opinion the latter stateﬁent is very much open to
question., For example, the results of a recent unofficial study of school
costs In one county of Western Ontarlo showed that in the opinion of
a provincially empigyed inspector of schools, the best equipped school
in the county offering the most options and the best educational op-
portunity had the lowest cost per student (School D). The pertinent
results were:

Gross Cost

School Enrolment Per Student
A 374 $ 1,205
B 615 1,252
C 1,282 1,011
D 949 955
E 493 966

Some school boards, mainly in the United States, have accepted
the challenge and report varying degrees of success in applying program
procedures. Hartley reports eleven school boards which purport to be
using program budgeting.14 The study by Hill and Mattox shows others
who are using program budgeting.15 Four of the most extensive and in-
teresting United States projects are those of Dade County (Florida),

New York City, Sacramento, and Chicago. Dade County has allocated
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$600,000 (igcluding assistance from the federal government) for a com~
prehensive research project in program budgeting lasting over three
years. The objective of this project is '"to determine and describe the
procedures for implementation and opsration of a program budget in a

16

large public school system." Ultimately the results of this project

will influence school budgets in the more progressive jurisdictions.
However, it will be several years before definite guidelines and manuals
are prepared for distribution.

In 1967, the Board of Education for the City of New York announced
the first-phase plans for the development of a comprehensive P.P,B.S.17
An officlal in charge of the new program described the purpose as follows:

It is the intent of P.,P.B.S. to relate costs to objectives of
the New York City School System. In that way, we can more real-
istically determine 1if we get maximum value for our dollar. Out-
put measures, or what industry would call productive units, would
be examined and financial resources reallocated, 1f desired results
are not maintained.

In addition, we are trying to bring costs down to the school level
so that In the process of decentralizing New York City schools we
shall know, and the communities will know, what the total costs are
for each school, It will be possible, therefore, to reallocate
resources even on the individual school level In an attempt to facil-
itate optimal achievement of the ¢hildren.!8

Undoubtedly, as the first ventures into program budgeting which
are now taking place prove useful to the superintendent and to decision

makers, more school boards will want to overcome the barriers which are

now raised against its introduction.

Purpose and Characteristics

A program planning and budgeting system is aimed at assisting

management to make better decislons concerning the allocation of re-
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sources between alternative and competing objectives, Its ultimate ob-

jective 1s the development and presentation of pertinent iInformation

concerning the cost and benefit implications of major alternative courses

of actlion over the long term.

tant for an efficient decentralization of decision making.

One authority has said that the program concept also seems impor-

19

Some primary. characteristics of a program planning and budgeting

system are as follows:

1.

Identification of the fundamental educatlonal objectives;

2.8Definition of program goals;

3'

4.

Systematic identification and analysis of alternative ways to
achleve objectives;

Development of a financial plan displaying the pertinent costs,
both capital and non-capitél;

Development of a multi-year program and financial plan (five years
in aadition to the current year has been generally accepted) |
Identification of major associated revenueslof programs, where
appropriate, enabling a net cost of the program to be determined;
Continuous review of the system including program evaluation,

program formulation, program reporting and program revision,

Advantages and Disadvantages

Several of the advantages of program budgeting were highlighted

in the section of this chapter dealing with acceptance by governments,

The Board of Education of the City of New York, in P,P.B.S. Bulletin

No. 1 states that program budgeting should:
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1, Facilitate the whole managerial decision process through the pro=
vision of system, discipline, and improved information flow.

2. Provide school officials and administrators with total current
and future resource implications of alternative courses of action.

3. Utilize the time of senior officlals more effectively by enabling
them to focus on major objectives, policies and resource decisions.

4, Enable early identification of potential problems and reduce the
likelihood of crisis management, through improved planning and
forecasting.

5. Define and integrate management Information needs and improve the
development of data systems to meet these needs.

6. Improve program justification to higher authorities, and there-
fore assist in competing for city, state and Federal funds.

7. Facilitate community relations by improving visibility of objec-
tives and the resources avallable to accomplish these objectives.

The Program Planning and Budgeting Office of the New York Board of
Education states:

The major advantage of PPBS 1s integration of all elements of the
decision process to produce more decisions that are optimal for the
entire New York City Public School System as a whole, rather than
for individual activitiés or vocal minorities.

PPBS will not necessarily make difficult decislons any easler but
improved decisions can be reached on complex issues by the use of
methods which seek to clarify as many aspects of such problems as
possible, and which insure that all relevant alternatives and sig-
nificant interrelationships are considered.

The potential long-term benefits of PPBS to school officials,
teachers, pupils, families, and taxpayers, through more efficient
and effective use of limited resources, make PPBS worth the con-
siderable effort required to establish 1t.21

Lamar L, Hill states the advantages of Program Budgeting as follows:

1. The whole budget problem is considered in terms of meaningful
programs, not just objects of expenditures.

2. Determines major organizational goals to be attained.

3. Develops specific objectives for each program and relates
activities accordingly.
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4. Multi and future year implications are explicitly identified.

5. All pertinent costs are considered for current, alternative and
proposed programs.

6. Systematic analysis of alternatives, and results or "output'", is
used. ’

Acéording to Hartley:

The majof advantage of program budgeting over conventional ap-
proaches is that Iin the new format, greater attentlon is devoted
to outputs, or programmatic outcomes of a school, as compared to
the inputs (objects purchased) which are necessary to support these
programs.

Another author saild that the main advantage of introducing
P,P.B.S. lies in the fact that it enableé the policy maker to ask ques-
tions in a systematic mannér. The system must then provide factual in-
formation or informed estimates.24

The following have been 1isted.as limitations of a program budget
format: |

1. Organizational strains are not eliminatedy

2. Political elements may act as a barrier;

3. Degree of centralizatién of authority is not clear

4, Every systems analysis has defectsy

5. Projecting long range costs is hazardous;

6. Opposition to planned change perméates education;

7. Evaluation of educational programs is primitive;

8. Local schools have inadequate staffs for systems planning;
9. Activities and programs may not be mutually exclusiveg

10, Present educational goals are stated in truisms and cliches;

11. Department of Education program structure Is not necessarily
appropriate for local schools;

12, Conclusive evidence of the success of P.P.B.S. 1n education is
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tmtahmdmtﬁs

A program planning and budgeting system is primarily a planning
system leading to program decisions. The dacisions reached are then
used as guildance in preparing detalled budgets. If provision is made
for translating planning decisions into compatible budget estimates, it
is possible to obtain most of the advantages of the system where it is

desired not to make a complete transition from current practices.

Traditional Budget

Traditionally local budgets have been viewed as a device for pro-
viding strong flscal accountability and managerial control accountability -
to the public for its funds.26 They have tended to be controller's
budgets, The primary basis for next year's budget has been the current
budget, the major difference being an adjustment in each of the conven=-
tional categories.

Hartley contended that program budgeting need not replace conven-
tional budgeting procedures.27 Line item and program budgets probably
should be maintained concurrently as a means of dsscribing an organiza-
tion's expenditures on both an input and an output basis.

He continued,

Program budgeting is not a panacea...the 'original sin' in the
world of school finance is not budgeting, but comprises numerous
Intervening variables which existed long before the program budget:
human error, poor judgement, dishonesty, resistance to account=
ability, administrative short-sightedness, adherance to orthodoxy,
manifest political factors and the like.' 8

Transfer from presentation of a traditional type budget to a pro=

gram budget ralses certain problems such as assigning costs of auxiliary

services. These costs may be contained in separate programs or allocated
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on a proportionate basls to "end product' programs.

Program Classification

A program, for the purposes of program budgeting, is the highest
level of work performed by an organization in carryiﬁg out assigned
responsibilities. Ideally, it designates that portion of work which
produces an end product or service which is representative of the pur-
poses for which the organization was established. The program classifi-
cation generally

1. ﬁeflects the responsibilities of major organizational unitsjy

2. Facilitates formulation of the budget in relation to policy
objectives;

3. Provides the framework for decision making;

4, Illustrates effectively how resources will be used in achieving
séecific objectivesy

5. Facilitates administrative control in determining the results of
operations in relation to the budget approved;

6. Directs attention to policy objectives, planned performance and
cost.,

The United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs
manual states: '"The program classification furnishes a framework for
developing an agency budget, and a broad basis for review of proposed
plans, estimates of requirements, and progress of work in relation to
approved plans."29

The manual continues:

The lack of a measurable end product should not militate against
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the establishment of a program that otherwise meets the criteria of
providing a suiltable basis for planning, reviewing budget proposals,
and evaluating performance against plans.”30
In some.situations, what would appear to be a logical program may
be divided into two or more segments because of certain circumstances.
For instance, vocational education in the Philippines is treated
as a single program. In another country, the size and nature of
that program and the way It is conducted may make it preferable to
identify trade and industry in education, training in home indus-
tries, etc., as separate segments of vocational education.”
In similar complex situations it may be desirable to establish
separate elements of the program as sub-programs.
For each program category of the program structure, the cost esti«
mates should represent estimates of all costs and revenues pertinent to

the program. Consideration should be given to both direct and indirect

costs and to costs both current and future.32

Program Cost Accounting

Program cost accounting i1s used in the instructional programs to
determine cost relationships between course areas and courses. One of
the primary purposes of program cost accounting is to identify cost
efficiencies. Therefore, in a system of complete program cost accounting,
all cost attributable to each program or sub-proéram must be accounted
for. In most cases the volume of analytical work and posting necessary
involves the use of computer facilities.33

Hill and Mattox found that a major percentage of the school boards
studied alréady using a program budgeting system were utilizing electron-
34

ic data processing equipment.

Program cost accounting can be utilized on a limited basis along
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with a traditional system. TFor example, with the establishment of an
advanced mathematics course, the diffe?ential costs only, such as instruc-
tional and special equipment costs, would be‘charged to the cost of course
maintenance, All other costs such as utilities and custodial services
would be incurred whether or not the course was offered.35

Where records are maintained for ﬁore than one program, items
such as utilities, heat and custodial services ma& not be directly charge~
able to each program because the exact charge to be made is not readily
identifiable. In such cases, costs must be prorated among programs by a
method that has a direct relationship to the activity forlwhich the ex~
penditure is being prorated. For example, floor area has no direct re-
lationship with the workload of a teacher. It could not qualify, there-
fore, as a desirable basis for prorating teachers' salaries.

An important consideration in selecting a prorating method is the
practicability of the method chosen, It must be as simple as conditions
will allow, feasible to apply, and ¢apable of achieving the desired ob-
jective.

No single method will adequately prorate the many different kinds
of expenditures encountered in school finance.

According to the Office of Education the three basic prorating
problems are as follows:

1. Prbrating between functional classifications such as prorating
the salary of a person who performs custodial and maintenance
work between operation of plant and maintenance of plant accounts,

2, Prorating between program areas or organization units such as
prorating the salary of a teacher who serves both an elementary

and secondary school.

3. Prorating expenditures to community services accounts such as pro-



28

rating expenditures for heat, light, agd supplies between commun=
ity activities, rental of facilities.

To minimize the work involved and to obtaln the benefits of effic-
lent expenditﬁre proration, school boards will find it expedient, at the
beginning of the year, to determine the classes of expenditures to be
pforated and establish standard ratios for prorating each class., Once
set up, the standardized ratlos would be applied to each class of expen~
ditures as necessary, without the need for elaborate calculations each

time an expenditure 1s made.
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CHAPTER III

THE MODEL .

Introduction

A major portion of the adult life of most people is, in a broad
way, concerned with remunerative work contributing to the individual's
own well-being, and to that of society in general. One important func-
tion, of a school system is, therefore, to ensure that approximately the
"right" amount of the various kinds of educational qualifications re-
quired by a healthy economy are forth coming., A system which produces
a large number of students for whom there 1s little demand may be saild
to be failing in its tasks, and so may a system producing an inadequate
number of people with qualifications which are in demand, It is failing
individuals who cannot capitalize on their qualifications, and society
by not ensuring the best preparation of its‘human resources and utiliza-
tion of economic resources., It seems reasonable to assume that where
several programs are in operation, detailed planning is necessery to
ensure that the school system discharges its responsibilities in an ef=-
ficient manner. Moreover, the benefits and advantages of the sometimes
conflicting aims of equality of opportunity and individual freedom of
choice in education appear to be maximized only with a substantial
amount of planning. In terms of planning, the following questions are
pertinent to the development of a program budget:

1. How should the structure of the system develop?



33

2, How many puplls must be provided for in each program?
3. How many teachers will be required?
4, How can the best use be made of teachers and equipment?
5. What supporting services will be required?
6. Are present facilitles adequate and how well are they utilized?
7. What type of school construction should be undertaken?
8. What factors should be considered in determining program expend-
tures?
9. How much of the program's expenditures will be borne locally?
10. What changes will take place in program contenﬁ?
The answers to these and similar questiéns willl provide a frame-
work within which a budget can be developed. The initial step is the

development of fundamental educational objectives.

Fundamental Objectives

In a soclety which 1s constantly changing, fundamental objectives
periodically need to be redefined in the light of the general trend.

A program budget, therefore, must begin with the fundamental ob-
jectives of thg school system. The educational goals (or targets) which
are established in the process of planning can be evaluated only against
the background of these more fundamental objectives. The technical plan=-
ning process, therefore, begins with these more general objectives:

1. Exploring the inter-relationships of the objectives in order to
specify their implications for the technical planning progess;
2., Attempting to formulate objectives which are relevant to edu-

cational planning at a level of generality that embraces what is
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common to the system as a whole.

Fundamental objectives are outlined only insofar as they are

needed as a basis for examining the validity of specific educational

plans and goals.’

fined:

Educational Objectives of the School System

For the purposes of the model the following objectives were de=

To meet the differential needs.of various groups of students and
individuals;y

To equalize educational opportunity throughout the school system;
To be flexible and sensitive to the shifting talents, Interests
and plans of students as well as a continuously changing labour
market for graduates;

To provide school programé from which graduates will obtain the
necessary qualifications and preparation to continue their edu-
cation or move directly into employment;

To developzmoral and civic values, and cultural attitudess

To provide the skills necessary for self~fulfillment, an apprecia-
tion of, and contribution to, the cultural experience of society;
To retain the student in school until he graduates or has progres=-
sed as far as he is capablej

To develop in each student the capacity to adjust himself to the
career and social changes encountered as a result of modern
technology.

A fundamental condition for the implementation of the objectives



35

is that the school system make efficient use of both human and real
resources. |
In terms of planning, the educatlonal objectives are reflected by:

1, Maintaining a continous re-assessment and revision of all pro-
grams, options, and courses in order to meet the individual needs
of the student and the needs of a changing soclety;

2. Examining and adopting new techniques to improve instruction;
such as team teaching, seminars, instruction alds, television,
resource centres, lanuége laboratories, and computer aids to
instruction;

3. Providing ‘adequate educational facilities to meet increasing en=-
rolments in proportion to the neeas of the various programs;

4. Emphasizing learning rather than teaching. With more facilities
and equipment than presently avalilable student appreciatipn of
subjects such as scilence, art and ?eading can be expanded by per-
mitting students greater freedom to choose their own experiments,
éhoose their own projects and to solve their own problems;

5. Designing new school facilities in keeping with the demands of
changing techniques and program requirements;

6. Creating an environﬁent for learning conditioned by factors other
than those related directly to teacher instruction. This environ~
ment demands an increasing emphasis on complementary student serw
vices such as medical, dental, guidance, psychological, and re-
search so that the student may be (as far as is humanly possible)
physically, embtionally, and mentally prepared for learning.

7. Maintaining a strong in-service training plan to make good teach-
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ers into better teachers through the use of consultants, co-ordin-
ators, subject committees, workshops, and conferences;

8. Providing a school program which will prepare the student not
only fo¥ employment'or further education but élso for leisure
time so that he 1s prepared for living a full life versus simply
making a living;

9. Replacing old schools and obsolete facilities and equipment in
accordance with a long range plan,
A framework is required within which objectives and goals can be

examined and defined, and then transformed into an action plan.

Program Budgeting Components and Responsibilities

The operational framework within which a program planning and
budgeting system operates can be presented in a number of definite steps.
Planning, programming and budgéting involves a continuous re-gssessment
of objectives, goals, and the methods by which resources can be alloca-
ted In the most effective manner. The phases which could be used in
implementing and maintaining the system are shown in Figure 1, page 37.
This figure, based on an idea for implementing program budgeéing into
the Ontario Department of Edﬁcation, shows the'system's components and

the responsibilities of senior management groups.

Planning

In the planning phase, plans or ideas are initiated by senior
management or program managers. The plans are passed to the planning

department or committee which obtains additional information and ideas



FIGURE 1

PROGRAM BUDGET ING COMPONENTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

Responsibilities
Components - Senior : Staff Group Operating
Management Budget Office Planning Staff Management
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Programming Analyze € .
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Final
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from operational management, After summarization and due consideration
the planning group will return to senior management a report showing a
recommended plan and possible alternatives, From an analysis of the
alternatives senior management can make a tentative decision on a course

of action.

Programming

With the assistance of the budget office staff concerning finan-
cial matters, program managers will develop operational goals, methods
and timing for the alternatives presented. Nexﬁ, the planning staff
will co~ordinate and evaluate the alternatives and present the results
for analysis and approval in principle by senior management. Finally,
in the programming stage, the budget office staff will develop financial

guidelines.

Budgeting and Program Review

The planning staff will assist operating management in the devel;
opment of the program review document (multi-year plan). The program
review is then passed to the budget office for consolidation, and possible
rearrangement Into final form, and subsequent transmittal to the Board
of Education. From the alternatives presented, the Board will approve a
plan of action, from which the budget offiée will prepare final estimate

guidelines.

Annual Estimates

Operational management will prepare final estimates for program
operations during the coming year. The estimates will be transmitted

through the budget office for presentation, analysis; and final accept-
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ance by the Board of Education. Finally the budget office will make
any adjustments required by the Board and give operating management the

authority and responsibility for implementation of approved programs.

Control
Throughout the year covered by the estimates the program's oper-
ation will be evaluated through feedback and reports, and adjustments

will be made as necessary.

Accounting: Systems and Operations

With the adoption of a program planning and budgeting system,
the accounting procedures must be revised to fulfill the new system's
requirements of planning, budgeting and reporting. An adequate account-
ing system must be an informatipn system abbut‘the past, present, and
future, providing managers with the means of planning, budgeting, and
controlling "and not merely an arithmetical record of thé ins and outs
of voted money and revenues."l

Traditionally, the primary classification of most school board
accounting systems in.the Province of Ontario has been expenditures by
object., While this classification is necessary in any accounting gystem,
program budgeting requires additional claégifications. The Federal Govern-
ment of Canada has suggested that within each program, expenditures and
revenues may be classified as follows:

1. .by purpose, i.e., the activity or activities in which the
responsible unit 1s engaged;

2. by source, i.e., the organizational unit responsible for initi-
ating the expenditure or providing the service from which
revenuaes are obtained, such as responsibility centres [}choolé];
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3. by object of expenditure, i.e., salaries, travel, material, etc.?

The information required by the whole system of financial manage-
ment can readily be obtained by an appropriate revision of the codes of
accounts,

In a program planning and budgeting system, the method by which
costs are accumulated is of major consequence. The major objective of
cost accounting is to determine the cost of producing a unit of product,
or the rendering of a unit of service. A decisi§n must be made, there-
fore, on whether an historical or. standard cost approach should be used.
While increasing or decreasing trends 1In costs can bz detected through
the use of historical costs, the efficiency of management remains un-
known since no preclse targets or standards are avallable for comparison
with actual costs. In contrast with an historical system, the Treasury
Board at Ottawa stated that a standard cost system:

(1) provides greater accuracy in planning and éontrolling;
(1i) facilitates the preparation of budgets;
(iii) predetermines the cost of a plan or project;
(iv) éimplifies the costing procedures;
(¢) introduces a yardstick to measure performanée;

(vi) simplifies the valuation of inventories and stabilizes the
recorded material costs, and

(vii) permits a variety of analyses to calculate and set the rates
for goods and services.3 : '

Because standard cost represents the desired cost to be incurred,
variances from standard cost will indicate the degree of efficiency and
expose the areas deserving attention. A budgetary system inéorporating

standard costs seems to offer the best combination for assisting manage-
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ment to control operations.

Program Determination

Program planning involves establishing approprilate relationships
between operatibns which are currently being proposed, 1ong—rénge, and
short~range plans. Data must be developed in terms which‘facilitate
administration and control, and show the physical and financilal progress
being made towards accepted goals. Separate programs are usually iden-
tified for groups of individuals who have similar ﬁeeds, interests,
educational make-up, or capabilities.

There is no clear-cut set of rules or definition for the estab-
lishment of specific programs in a school system, bécause school systems
do not have homogeneous end objectives such as trees planted by a forestry
department, or tons of garbage collected by a sanitation department,
Each program must be capable, however, of having defined for it a de-
talled set of goals, and a specific program framework for meeting those
goals. TFrequently, the choice of program classification will be in-
fluenced by one or more of the following:

1. Requirements of the Department of Education concerning curriculumj

2. Conformity with the Grant Regulations of the Department of
Education;g

3., Relationship of responsibility centres within the administration
of the Board of Educationg

4, Board of Education policy.
In Hartley's opinion there are at-least three basic approaches

to devising a program structure:
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1. Organizational or grade level categories. Programs might include:
a. early childhood b. primary grades c¢. intermediate grades
d. technical high school e. comprehensive high school, etc.

2. Organization on curricular or subject-matter. Direct and in-
direct costs are apportioned to subject areas such as:
a. language arts, b, sclence, c¢. mathematics, d. social scilence,
creative arts, etc.

3. Organization on a hybrid format. Combining grade level organiza=
tion ag the elementary level with subject matter at the secondary
level.

Concerning program development and program costs, Orlando Fierno,
Director of Research of the Baltimore City Public Schools has said:

Surely, for those who wish to embark on the path toward program

accounting only an absolute minimum of programs and activities should
be costed out., And what 1is equally important they should be costed
out on an accrual basis rather than on a cash basis. What the struc-
ture of program costs should be, no one really knows. Some persons
think that school districts, particularly large systems, should seek
to attain the ideal...in other words, program costs by subject matter
for grade level, with costs assigned to each school in the system.
The literature abounds with such proposals, particularly by college
professors. Before anyone takes his school system down this primrose
path, he should weigh seriously the benefits to be derived against
the costs involved. Program costs by subject matter, by grade level,
and by school, involve a vast amount of work because it necessitates
the gathering and manipulation of numerous cost items.

The organization of all secondary schools in the Province of
Ontario (except experimental schools) 1s defined for the year 1968-1969
in the Department of Education circular H.S.I. "Recommendatioens and In-
formation for Secondary School Organization Leading to Certificates and
Diplomas, 1968~1969." The programs considered in this model are con-
sistent with Department of Education requirements for reporting students
for enrolment purposes.

Each program in the model has a five-=year course, the graduates

of which can proceed from grade 13 to university. Each program also has

a four year course which terminates In grade 12 from which graduates
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move directly into industry or for additional education to colleges of
applied arts and technology. The Science, Technology and Trades program,
in addition, has a two~year occupatidns course. Total program enrolment
details are shown in Tables I, II, and IV, pages 50, 52 and 53.
Subjects of study for each course in all three programs consist
of obligatory or core subjects and optional subjeéts. Examples of sub=
jects offered are as follows:
1. Obligatory (in all programs). English, history, geography,
ﬁhysical education.
2, Optional - Arts and Science. Arf, music, industrial arts, home
economics, agriculture.
3, Optional - Business and Commerce. Shorthand: typewfiting.
Accounting: bookkeeping. Business Machines, data processing.
4, Optional = Science, Technélogy and Trades. Drafting, electricity,
electronics, machiﬁe shop, industrial chemistry.
Complete information concerning obligatory and optional subjects
in each program is contained in the Ontario Department of Education

Regulation "Diplomas for Pupils of Elementary and Secondary Schools."

Budget Appropriation, 1968

The budget for the year 1968 which was used as a basis for the
model was presented on a traditional line item basis. An examination
showed that revenues were identified only as public school, secondary

school, or unclassified. Expenditures were presented in seven sections:

1. General Administration $ 4,614,195
2. Director of Education 108,028
3. Superintendent of Curriculum 2,084,938

4, Superintendent of Student Services 898.504
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5. Superintendent of Instructional :
Personnel $ 9,395,088

6. Superintendent of Business 3,454,695
Sub-Total $20,555,448

7. Secondary
School Number: 1 $ 1,023,531

2 794,679

3 1,208,417

4 1,030,700

5 2,140,998

6 874,636

7 709,021

8 471,530

9 708,558

10 626,620

11 597,412

12 1,112,447

13 193,709 :

Sub=Total 811,492,258

Total Board of Education Budget  $32,047,706

Because certain administrative and financial functioné were re-
organized in 1967, many of the individual 1967 expenditures were not
directly comparable with the 1968 budget. Similarly the reorganization
of expenditures required in developing the model prevented the previous

yvear's figures being included in the tables.

Prorating Expenditures to Programs

In Chapter II pages 26-27, it was pointed out that where costs are
not chargeable directly to a program because the exact charge to be made
is. not readily identifiable, costs must be prorated. The primafy pro-
rations required by the model are instruction costs, custodial costs,

and shared school services.
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Instruction costs

Teacher salary costs.represent a substantlal portion of the
expenditures made by schoolboards. Gonsequently, the development of
an acceptable allocation of teacher salary costs to programs is very
important. Usually, at the time an annual budget is drawn up the
following information 1s obtainable from school reports for the January
to June period (tﬂe first six months of the year being budgeted).

1. Number of students enrolled in each program (Table I, page 50).

2. Number of Teaching periods in each program (Tablé II, page 52).

3. Each teacher's conéract salary and teaching responsibilities
regarding subject and program;

The alternatives available, therefore, for allocating teacher
salary costs to programs were as follows:

1. To allocate actual teacher salary cost to programs based on
student enrolment;

2; To allocéte actual teachef salary costs to programs based on
actual time contributed to each programg

3. To allocate average teacher salary costs within each school to
programs based on the estimated number of teaching periods in
each program,

Alternative number one was not used because programs with low
class enrolments would not absorb theilr full teacher salary costs and
vice versa. Table II shows thaF in the Arts and Science Program the
number of puplls as a percentége of total (47.9 per cent) is greater than
the number of teaching periods as a percentage of total (43.4 per cent).

The opposite is true of the Science, Technology and Trades Program while
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the percentages for the ﬁusiness and Commerce Program are approximately
equal.

Alternative number two would have been ideal, but was subject to
the following limitations:

1. The administrative procedure involved in allocating specific
teacher's salaries to secondary school programs is extremely
complex; This procedure necessitates the analysis of each
teacher's timetable ambunting to approximately 33,500 teaching
or non~-teaching periods (Table III).

2. An extensive review of teacher's timetables showed that in addi-
(tion to teaching time, periods were allocated to items such .as
supervision, department requirements (particularly department
heads), study halls, preparation and maintenance, and cafeteria
supervision; The allocation of thils non-teaching time to programs
on an ;ctual basis presented additional problems. The high per-
centage of non-~teaching time in several iInstances would have
necessitated many arbitrary decisions in allocating time. These
allocations would nullify the intended additional accuracy of
charging each teacher's time to programs.

3. The fiscal year is from January first to December thirty-first.
Because the teacher population is highly mobile it is Impossible
to know until June (half-way through the budget year) the changes
which will take place in teachers! salaries for the period
September to December.

4, Traditionally the results of teachers' salary negotiations are

not known until well into the budget year. Because increases are
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not usually uniform in all categories, teachers' salaries are

subject to different amounts of adjustment in September.

5, The actual time contributed to programs for the period September

to December is unknown until time tables are prepared in mid-

summer .

In view of these limitations, direct allocation of teachers' sal-
aries for budget purposes was impossible, Alternative number three was
consldered an acceptable method.

Instructional costs were prorated in Table VIII, page 62, in accor-
dance with the percentage of teaching periods in each program, shown in

Table II.

" Custodial Coéﬁé '

Ideally custodial costs would be allocated to each of the secon-
dary school programs on some direct basis. Unfortunately, many of the
services performed by the custodial staff such as cleaning of hallways.
and common rooms are common to éll programé. A detailed analysls of
floor area could identify the floor area directly applicable to each
program, and the floor area which 1s shared. Recent studies of custod=
ial costs within the school‘system have shown that the cost of cleaning
a square foot of floor area is practically the same in any part of the
school, irrespective of the type of floor covering. If analysis could
provide the floor areas pertinent to each program, allocation of custod-
ial costs would present little problem. Bécause floor area detalls were
not available for this study a formula suggested by the Department of
Education for completing financial reports was used. The formula pro-

vides for the calculation of the "empirical" number of class rooms in a
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secondafy school by dividing the number of (1) Arts and Science students
by 30 (2) Business and Gommercial students by 25, and (3) Science,
Technology and Trades students by 15. Table V, page 56, indicates the
average daily enrolment for each school (excepting those providing only
one program), the empirical number of classrooms, and thé empirical
number of classrooms expressed as a percentage of total. Custodial
costs for each school were prorated in Table VIII, page 64, in accor=-

dance with the percentages in Table V;

Shared Services

Each secondary school offering more than one program makes some
expenditures which are not easily identifled with particular programs.
Items such as business services, utilities, and cafeteria services would
requlre a great deal of analysis to determine actual program costs.

Expenditures which were’shared are shown in Table VII, page 62,
Several items which were included such as text books and instructional
supplieé, could be charged directly to programs if records were main-
tained of consumption or usage. Because additional breakdowns were
not available for any of the expenditures shown in Table VII, the total
cost of shared services was prorated on the basis of average daily en-

rolment (Table IV, page 54).

Output and Performance

A Program budget requires not only information of a financial
nature, but also, where possible, information concerning both output and
performance. In the Province of Ontario, there are at the present time,

to the writer's knowledge, no generally accepted measures of qualitative
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performance by which a school board can measure the effectiveness or
performance of its system. There does not seem to be any agreement
among educators that even a high percentage of student passes 1s a
criterion of good performance by the system. Good student performance
must be due; in part, to the calibre of the student. It is not the
‘purpose of this thesis to comment on the pros and cons of the qualita-=
tive measurement of educational performance; however, if the school
board or the administration Is prepared to accept the results of any
test or analysls as a criterion, the pertinent detaiis should be en-
tered as performance. criteria in the bﬁdget. The measures used in the
model, theréfore, are the traditional quantitative ones of (1) number
of students (2) number of teachers, and (3) pupil-teacher ratio. In
prorating teacher salary costs it was necessary to count the number of
teaching periods in each program. The number of teaching periods seems
also significant as‘a measure in that it qualifies the student-teacher
ratio. A low student-teacher ratio, for example, 10:1, does not by it~
self indicate that classes are small. If all teachers taught only 50
per cent of the time the average class size would be 20 students; where~-
as if they taught every period (as in élementary schools) the average

class size would, of course, be 10 students.

Procedure-Data Presentation

Table I shows the number of students enrolled for the January to
June period and the number of teaching perlods for each program. School
number 2 offers only the Arts and Science Program whereas séhool number
8 and school number 10 offer only the two=year occupations course in the

Sclence, Technology and Trades Program. Detalls were not directly avail-



TABLE I

‘PUPIL ENROLMENTS AND TEACHING PERIODS PER CYCLE BY PROGRAM
FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY TO JUNE 1968

Arts & Sclence Business & Commerce Sclence, Techs & Trades Totals

School Pupils Teaching Pupils Teaching Pupils Teaching Pupils Teaching
" Number | Enrolled Periods Enrolled Periods Enrolled Periods Enrolled Periods
1 700 1,019 431 700 239 596 1,370 2,315

2 1,069 1,836 ' 1,069 1,836

3 464 661 565 664 625 840 1,654 2,165

4 426 763 499 879 293 772 1,218 2,414

5 650 1,237 1,525 2,865 2,175 4,102

6 1,207 1,660 153 294 1,360 1,954

7 859 1,204 148 £ 217 1,007 1,421

8 ‘ ‘ ' ' 387 1,008 387 1,008
-9 254 460 284 ~ 450 238 378 776 1,288
10 846 1,352 29 47 ' 875 -.1,399
11 : . ‘ 431 1,050 431 1,050
12 785 1,254 331 694 348 630 1,464 2,578

13

Totals 6,610 10,209 3,090 5,182 4,086 8,139 13,786 23,530

0s
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able which showed each teacher's contribution to programs; consequently
the number of teaching periods shown in Table I was obtained by analyzing
details of classes shown in each school's Report of the Principal, which
is prepared for the Department of Eﬁucation.

In Table II, pupils enrolled and teaching periods in each program
are expressed as a percentage of the total. It is evident in the Arts
and Science Program, that in general, the percentage of teaching periods
is lower (43;4 per cent) than the percentage of students enrolled (47.9
per cent); The opposite i1s the case in the Science, Technology and
Trades Program with students enroiled accounting for 29,7 per cent of
the total, while teaching perlods in this program account for 34.6 per
cent. Continuing the data from Tables I and II into Table ITI, criteria
of teacher work-load and educational opportunity were established. The
number of teachers is shown as 798.7 resulting in a pupll~teacher ratio
of 17.3. This figure of 17.3 compares closely with the Provincial
average of 17.071 in 1967.7 Of 33,545 possible teaching periods per
cycle, 23,530 periods are used teaching and the remainder of 10,015 or
29.86 per cent is available for non~teaching duties such as preparation
and department work. It would be desirable to have a breakdown of non-
teaching time by program, but because of the large number of teachers
who teach for more than one program, the information was impossible to
obtain for this study. |

In measuring the output of a school system in terms of students,
it is important that the number be comparable from year to year. The
usual method of calculation is by average daily enrolment. The esti-

mated average daily enrolment shown in Table IV, page 54,was calculated



PUPIL ENROLMENTS AND TEACHING PERIODS PER CYCLE‘BY PROGRAM

TABLE II

AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL
FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY TO JUNE 1968

Arts & Science Business & Commerce Science, Techs & Trades Totals
Pupils Teaching Pupils Teaching Pupils Teaching Pupils Teaching
School Enrolled Periods Enrolled Periods Enrolled Periods Enrolled Periods
Number | Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent
1 51.1 44,1 31.5 30.2 17.4 25,7 100,0 100.0
2 100,0 100,0 ' . 100,0 100.0
3 28.0 30,5 34,2 30.7 37.8 38.8 100.0 100,0
4 35.0 31.6 40,9 36.4 " 24,1 32,0 100,0 100.0
5 29.9 30,2 70,1 69,8 100.0 100,0
6 88,7 85,0 11.3 15,0 100.0 100,0
7 85,3 84,7 14,7 15,3 100,0 100,0
8 A 100,0 100,0 100.0 ~100,0
9 32.7 35.7 36.6 35.0 30,7 29,3 100,0 100,0
10 96,7 96.6 3.3 3.4 100,0 100,0
11 _ ' , A 100,0 100,0 100.0 100,0
12 53.6 48,6 22.6 27.0 23.8 24,4 100,0 100.0
13
Totals 47.9 43.4 22.4 22,0 29,7 34,6 100,0 100,0
Source: Table I
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TABLE III

TEACHER-PUPIL OPERATIONAL STATISTICS AFFECTING
QUALITY OF EDUCATION

Possible?
: Pupil Teaching Actualb Non-Teaching®
School  Number of Teacher Periods Teaching Per Cent of
Number  Teachers Ratlo Per Cycle Periods Periods ‘Available Time
1 79.0 17.0 3,318 2,315 1,003 30.23
i 51.0 21.0 2,142 1,836 306 14,29
3 86.0 19,0 3,612 2,165 1,447 40,06
4 76.5 15.9 3,213 2,414 799 24,87
5 142.1 15.3 5,968 4,102 1,866 31,27
6 66.5 20.5 2,793 1,954 839 30,04
7 49.0 20.6 - 2,058 1,421 637 30.95
8 32.0 11,9 1,344 1,008 336 25,00
9 46,6 16,6 1,957 1,288 669 34,18
10 44,0 19.9 1,848 1,399 449 24,30
11 41,0 10.5 ‘ 1,722 1,050 672 39,02
12 85.0 17.2 3,570 2,578 992 27.79
13 d
Totals 798.7 17.3 33,545 ' 23,530 10,015 29,86

@Number of teachers X 42 periods per cycle.
PFrom Table I.
CAvailable for preparation, department work, etc.

dNew school commencing operations in September 1968,

€s



TABLE IV

ESTIMATED AVERAGE DAILY ENROLMENT STATISTICS - 1968

Programs
Arts Business Science
And and Tech., Total
Science Commerce and
School Trades
1 670 413 228 1,311
2 1,087 1,087
3 466 568 629 1,663
4 447 523 308 1,278 ;
5 688 1,614 2,302 | AVERACE DALY
6 1,251 159 ' 1,410
7 839 145 ‘ 984
8 436 436
9 285 319 268 872
10 . 865 30 895 SECTION A
11 ' 425 425 .
12 803 339 357 1,499
13 76 60 42 178
6,789 3,244 - 4,307 14,340
% % %
1 9.87 12,73 5.29
2 16.01
3 6.86 17.51 14.60 AVERAGE DAILY
4 6.58 16,12 7.15 ENROLMENT AS
5 21.22 37.48 A PERCENTAGE
6 18.43 4,90 OF THE TOTAL
7 12.36 4.47 NUMBER OF
8 10,12 STUDENTS IN
9 4.20 9.83 622 THE PROGRAM
10 12.74 <92
11 9.87 SECTION B
12 11,83 10.45 8.29
13 1.12 1,85 .98
100.00 100.00 100.00
% % % %
1 51.1 31.5 17.4 100.0
2 100.0 100.0
3 28.0 34,2 37.8 100.0 | AVERAGE DAILY
4 35.0 40,9 24,1 100.0 | ENROLMENT AS
5 ‘ 29.9 70.1 100.0 | A PERCENTAGE
6 88,7 11.3 100.0 | OF THE TOTAL
7 85.3 14.7 100.0 | NUMBER OF
8 100.0 100.0{ STUDENTS IN
9 32.7 36,6 30.7 100.,0 | THE SCHOOL
10 96.6 3.4 100.0
11 100.0 100.0 SECTION C
12 53.6 22,6 23.8 100.0 -
13 42,7 33.7 ‘23,6 100,0
47.3 22.6 30.1 100,0

54
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by (1) multiplying the numﬁer of pupils enrolled in Table I by 60 per
cent, (2) multiplying the estimated number of pupils for September by
40 per cent, and.(3) adding the results of (1) and (2). The average daily
enrolment for each program is also shown in Table IV as a percentage of
the total number of students in the program (Section B) and the total
number of students in each school (Section C). Sections B and C point
out much more foreefuily than Section A the contribution, in terms of
students, of each program within the school and each school within the
» program. In conjunction withpper student costs for each school (and an
intimate knowledge of the school system), additional analyses could be
perfqrmed to assist the administration in determining optimum school
sizes (economies of scale), or alternatively, the édditional cost in opera=-
ting sub-optimum units.

The results of the study of county schools ﬁentggqed on page 19,
and the fesults of the writer's investigations on page 77,ihdlcate that
at least there is é high probability that analysis can assist in obtain-
ing economies of scale.-

Table V shows the empirical number of class rooms used for pro-
rating custédial costé. Information concerning the proration of cus-

todial costs has already been presented.

Financial Plan

Budget Reconstruction - Support and Other Programs

To achieve the stated purpose of the study a reorganization of
the bidget was necessary. Table VI, page 59, shows the restatement of ex-

penditures on a program basis. The amount appropriated in the 1968



TABLE V

EMPIRICAL NUMBER OF CLASSROOMS FOR

PRORATING CUSTODIAL COSTS

56

Arts Business Science
And And Tech.,
Science Commerce and Total
School Trades
1 670 413 . 228 1,311
2 - All Arts and Science
3 466 568 629 1,663
4 447 523 308 1,278
5 688 1,614 2,302 | AVERAGE DAILY
6 1,251 159 1,410 ENROLMENT
7 839 145 984
8 All Science, Technology and Trades
9 285 319 268 872
10 | All Arts and Science
11 All Science, Technology and Trades
12 803 339 357 1,499
13 76 60 42 178
1 22.3 16.5 15.2 54,0
2 . All Arts and Science EMPIRICAL NUMBER
3 15.5 22,7 41.9 80.1 "OF CLASSROOMS
4 14,9 20.9 ~ 20.5 56.3
5 27.5 107.6 135.1 .
6 41.7 6.4 48,1 | A.D.,E, divided
7 28.0 5.8 33.8 by:
8 All Science, Technology and Trades Arts & Science 30
9 9.5 12.8 17.9 40.2 Business &
10 All Arts and Science Commerce 25
11 All Science, Technology and Trades . Science, Tech.
12 26.8 13.6 23.8 64.2 & Trades 25
13 2.5 2.4 2.8 7.7
1 41.3 30.6 28,1 100.0
2 100.0 - 100.0
3 19.4 28.3 52,3 100.0
4 26.5 37.1 36,4 100.0 | EMPIRICAL NUMBER
5 20.4 79.6 100.0 OF CLASSROOMS
6 86.7 13.3 - 100.0 AS A PERCENTAGE
7 82.8 . 17.2 100.0 OF TOTAL
8 100.0 100.,0
9 23.6 31.8 44,6 100,0
10° 100.0 100..0
11 : 100,0 100.0
12 41.7 21.2 ~ 37.1 100.0
13 32.5 31.2 36,3 100.0
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budget under study is shown as a total for each section and the amounts
allocated to each program are shown under the program headings and to-
talied. A summary of the results of Table VI is shown in Table X,

page 71, All support programs were prorated to the Afts and Science,
Business and Commesrce, and Science, Technology gnd Trades Programs in
Table XI, page 72, The expenditure shown for each éctivity in Table VI
is, of course, the aggregate of all Iline items shown in the original
budget.,

A program budget attempts where possible to consolidate objects
of expenditure into the cost of activities contributing to program
fulfillment together with some quantitative or qualitative measure which
shows the contribution of the activit& to the program. Unfortunately
extensive analyses showing, for example, the number of students, par-
ticipating in, or responsible for, expenditures in certain activities
were not available; In practice, the model could be expanded to show
cost per student for such items as guldance, medical, dentai, and psy-
chological services based on students counselled or examined as opposed
to the average cost used in this model.

The prime objective in Table VI was to allocate the expenditures
applicable to each of the programs under study, and where this was not
possible, to the combined programs under the heading "Secondary Schoolss!
The items placed under the heading "Secondary Schools" (with the ex-

_ception of debenture maturities) were prorated on a basis indicated in
the table to each program in Table XI.
With the degree of specialization now evident in school systems

a program budgeting system must recognize program costs on the one hand,
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and administrative organization on the other; For example; the Super-

intendent of Curriculum will probably be responsible for curriculum in

both secondary schools and elementary schools, special education, and

adult education; The advantage of the program budget in breaking down

the total curriculum budget into program costs (such as in Table VI)

is quite obvious,

. Secondary School Budgets

Each of the thirteen secondary school budgets was analyzed and

divided into four sections:

1.

3.

Shared Services,

Several activities occur in a secondary school which cannot be
identified speéifically with any of the programs in the model.
Consequenﬁiy, these items were segregated and ipcluded in Table
VII, page 62. The aggregate of the shared services for éach
school was prorated to éach program in Table VIII;‘page 64,

based on an average dally enrolmenty

Arts and Science Program,

All costs which could be associated directly with the Arts and
Scilence Program were included in the appropriate section of

Table IX, pages 67-68.

Business and Commerce Program,

All costs which could be associated directly with the Business

and Commerce Program were included in the appropriate section

of Table IX, pages 67-68,



TABLE VI

DISTRIBUTION OF 1968 BUDGETED EXPENDITURES TO SUPPORT AND OTHER PROGRAMS

PROGRAMS

DESCRIPTION Sce Tech. Education Public Secondary
Admin, & Trades Centre Schools Schools
N $ $ $ $
General Administration
Trustees 13,615 3,240
Legal 60,000
Administration Building ‘ 2,500
Audit 4,400
Assoclation Fee 6,000
Convention Fees 4,600
Printing 8,000
Public Relations 10,000
Travel ' 500
Receptions 3,200
Property Tax 200
Secretarial 2,400
Tax Credits 90,000 65,000
Land Purchase 193,250 229,750
Improvements 5,000 63,228
Building Additions 60,678
Portable Classrooms 200,000
New Buildings 203,000
Building-Workshop & 153,000 147,000
Warehouse

Scholastic Awards 2,500
Assumed on Annexation 3,444
Principal & Interest 1,384,215 989,791
U.S. Exchange 3,300 7,600
Bank Charges 4,668 3,332
Interest on Advances ‘ 40,000 50,000
Employee Benefits ' ' 596,784 -

Totals $ 4,614,195 709,699 3,240 7,500 2,195,783 1,697,973
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TABLE VI (continued)

PROGRAMS

DESCRIPTION Cont. Architec. Sc. Tech. Public Secondary?
Educ, Services Admin, & Trades Schools Schools
-8 $ $ $ $ i
Office of the Director
and Executive Secretary
Administration 101,028 7,000
Totals $ 108,028 101,028 7,000
Superintendent of
Curriculum
Mathematics 9,296
Art 61,227
Audio-Visual 103,468
Educational T,V. 7,000 374,655
~ Home Economics 13,637
Industrial Arts 16,293
Library - Books 192,000
Library = Other 87,054
Music 52,403
Oral French 10,664
Outdoor School 8,008
Physical Educatlon 25,336 '
General Expense 541,175 29,140
Equipment Repair 7,000 '
Supervision : 204,262
Architectural 155,880
Continuing Education 186,440
Totals $2,084,938 186,440 155,880 7,000 1,027,561 608,057

8Common Services for Subsequent Distribution to Secondary School Programs.

09



TABLE VI (continued)

PROGRAMS

DESCRIPTION Business Student Education Public Secondarya
Services Trangport'n Centre Schoolsg Schools
$ $ $ $ $
Student Services
Guildance 45,282 34,580
Auxiliary Education 29,275
Remedial Reading 945
Attendance 28,750
Medical 206,904 97,367
Dental 175,116 82,409
Psychological 135,916 61,960
Totals $ 898,504 622,188 276,316
Superintendent of
Instructional Personnel
Instruction 9,108,053
Professional Development 37,800 26,000
Supervision 223,235
Totals $9,395,088 9,369,088 26,000
Superintendent of
Business Services
Superintendent's Office 49,023
Finance 82,923
Purchasing 58,001
Warehousing 77,057
Data Processing 109,864
Administrative Services 197,490 '
Stud, Transport'n.~Public 149,500
Stud. Transport'n.-Sec.Sch. ' 405,400
Duplicating ‘ 14,670
Office Administration 179,385
Custodial Administration 83,109 41,783
Custodial Services 1,034,504
Plant Maintenance Services 162,288 23,674 784,024
Portable Classrooms . 2,000
Totals $3,454,695 834,425 554,900 65,457 1,997,913 2,000
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TABLE VII

SUMMARY OF BUDGETED SHARED SERVICE COSTS FOR SECONDARY SCHOOLS, 1968

SCHOOLS

DESCRIPTTION 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
$ $ $ $ $ $ $

Shared Services _ ‘
Audio-Visual 1,152 All 7,870 609 1,746 1,255 400
Auditorium 2,725
Cafeteria Services ‘ Arts 400 400 400
Commencement ~ 400 And -~ 650 400 350 400
Extra Curricular 4,800 Science 4,897 4,825 5,055 4,835 4,375
Field Trips 675 Program 850 609 1,090 725 500
Instructional Supplies 13,273 19,747 13,002 26,852 9,259 10,765
Late Bus Services 4,600 ' 1,800
Library 969 365 246 2,080 1,125 3,010
Lunchroom Supervision 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,600 1,600 400.
Pictures 400 500 200 400 400 300
Physical Education 2,921 5,274 2,435 8,211 3,394 2,150
Reception 400 600 400 400
Scholastic Awards 500 455
Swimming ' 1,700
Guidance Services 872 1,480 770 1,950 955 785
Land, Buildings & Equipment? 5,320 27,900 4,785 60,191 18,517 5,879
Utilitles ' 24,360 - 23,730 21,500 43,900 18,900 14,500
Laundry - 750 . 873 - 850 1,900 900 © 615
Business Services 43,681 54,511 45,351 99,128 37,532 54,981
Text BooksP 17,500 7,000 18,500 7,500 19,849 13,240 6,500
Library Books 5,487 5,012 8,698 5,570 8,500 5,305 1,800
Television 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 15,520 3,500 4,080

Sub Total $ 132,760 15,512 181,145 114,207 303,147 124,042 111,840
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TABLE VII (continued)

SCHOOL S

DESCRIPTION 8 9 10 11 12 13 Total
Shared Services 3 ’ ? ? ’ ’ ?
Audio-Visual All 388 A11¢ All 608 500
Cafeteria Services Science 400 Arts Science 400
Commencement Tech. © 300 And Tech, © 400
Extra Curricular And 4,632 Science And 4,831 2,277
Fleld Trips Trades 388 Program Trades 730 -100
Instructional Supplies Program 11,368 Program 12,553 8,500
Late Bus Service 2,700 . 1,800 1,500
Library 3,320 2,866 3,000
Lunchroom Supervision 800 1,600 300
Pictures 400 400 500
Physical Education 3,827 3,166 1,500
Reception 400
Scholastic Awards 500 500
Guidance Services 460 408 500
Land, Build, & Equip.? 4,888 11,360
Utilities 24,360 24,500
Laundry 815 © 965 ' ’
Business Services 33,932 43,840 17,754
Text Books 3,000 13,720 8,500 3,000 14,500 15,000 147,809
Library Books 4,000 7,400 4,281 3,000 5,600 64,653
Television 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 4,100 55,200
Sub Total $ 10,500 118,098 16,281 9,500 135,127 51,831 1,323,990

8Information was not available to allocate any part of this expenditure

bThis expense should be charged to programs on an actual -expense basis.
information was not available proration method was used,

to programs.

Because specific

“Except for one class of business and commerce students, division of costs is based on
enrolment in Table VIII
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TABLE VIII:

PRORATION OF 'INSTRUCTIONAL, GUSTODIAL
AND COMMON SERVICE COSTS

Arts Business Scilence
School Expenditure & & o Tech., &
Number ’ Science Commerce Trades
. $ $ $ $
Instruction :
1 775,030 341,788 234,059 199,183
2 570,404 570,404
3 875,356 266,984 268,734 339,638
4 785,483 248,213 285,916 251,354
5 1,426,159 430,700 995,459
6 665,988 566,090 99,898
7 526,312 445,786 80,526
8 318,438 318,438
9 482,585 172,283 168,905 141,397
10 469,902 453,925 15,977
11 408,857 : 408,857
12 839,707 408,097 226,721 204,889
13 123,540 40,151 38,544 44,845
Total $ 8,267,761 3,513,721 1,849,980 2,904,060
Custodiala
1 79,665 32,902 24,377 22,386
2 70,465 70,465
3 86,928 16,864 24,601 - 45,463
4 75,369 19,973 27,962 27,434
5 186,291 38,003 148,288
6 68,183 59,115 . 9,068
7 57,291 47,437 - . 9,854
8 - 48,532 48,532
9 76,187 17,980 24,228 33,979
10 50,577 50,577 ’
11 52,711 ' _ ) 52,711
12 - 82,334 34,333 17,455 30,546
13 6,163 2,003 1,923 2,237

Total $ 940,696 351,649 177,471 411,576
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TABLE VIII (continued)

Arts Business Science
Sc¢hool Expenditure & & Techs &
Number - Science : Commerce Trades
$ $ $ $
Shared Services :
1 132,760 67,840 41,819 23,101
2 15,512 15,512

3 181,145 50,721 61,952 68,472
4 114,207 39,972 46,711 27,524
5 303,147 90,641 212,506

6 124,042 110,025 . 14,017

7 111,840 95,400 16,440 '

8 10,500 ' 10,500
9 118,098 38,618 43,224 36,256

10 16,281 15,727 554
11 9,500 ‘ 9,500
12 135,127 _ 72,428 ' 30,539 32,160
13 51,831 22,132 17,467 12,232
Total $§ 1,323,990 528,375 363,364 432,251

Proration Method

Instruction-Teaching Periods (Table II)
Custodial-Empirical Number of Classrooms (Table V)
Shared Services-Average Daily Enrolment (Table IV)

: 8Normally this expenditure would be charged to programs on a square
footage basis or as a result of an analysis of usage. Because specific in-
formation was not available a proration method was used,
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4, Sciencé;'Téchholog§.éhd‘Tfades Program.

All costs which could be associated directly with the Science,
Technology and Trades Program were included in the appropriate
section of Table IX, pages 67-7Q.

The proration of instructional and custodial costs shown in
Table VIII has previously been explained in the sectiqn "Prorating
Expenditures to Programé";

Debenture maturities could be identified with each school and in
most cases with each of the programs under study. Since 1960 the final
approval for construction given by the Ontario Department‘of Education
has shown specifically the cost;-the approved amount for grant purposes,
and the debentures to be issued for the academic portion (Arts and
Science). The remainder of cost and deBentures issued pertained to
vocational facilities (Business and Commerce; Science, Technology and
Trades). From 1960 to 1962 Vocational facilities were constructed at
no cost to the Board of Education (100 per cent grant); School number 1
and school numbef 12 were built under this arrangement; consequently all
outstanding debentures and grant approvals for these schools are appli-
cable to the Arts and Science Program.

From 1962 to the present time, vocational facilities have been
constructed on a 75 per cent cash grant basis with the remaining 25 per
cent being raised by debentures. An analysis of each final approval
for construction and the debenture issue provided the writer with in-
formation.for charging debenture maturities to}pfograms.

A division between the Business and Commerce Program and the

Science, Technology, and Trades Program of each debenture maturity was



TABLE . IX

SUMMARY OF PROGRAM COSTS FOR SECONDARY SCHOOLS-1968

SCHOOLS

" DESCRIPTION 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
$ $ $ $ $ $ $

Arts & Science
Arts & Crafts 1,501 All 958 No 540
Home Management - 1,601 Arts 1,173 1,860 Arts 1,426 1,465
Music 6,625 And 4,142 7,134 And 5,863 5,443
Science, Chemistry 5,616 Science 5,938 4,145 Science 4,035 3,330
Industrial Arts Program Program 2,400 1,900

Total Curriculum 15,343 138,298 11,253 14,097 13,724 12,678
Custodigl 32,902 70,465 16,864 19,973 59,115 47,437
Instruction 341,788 570,404 266,984 248,213 566,090 445,786

Sub Total $ 390,033 779,167 295,101 282,283 638,929 505,901
Business & Commerce '
Instructional Supplies 7,878 No 16,412 21,840 2,049 900
Marketing : Business 12,600
Secretarial And 10,352
Clerical Commerce 62,641
Data Processing 4,156
Rentals 650

Total Curriculum 7,878 16,412 21,840 89,749 2,699 900
Custodial Services 24,377 24,601 27,962 38,003 9,068 9,854
Instruction 234,059 268,734 285,916 430,700 99,898 80,526

Sub Total $ 266,314 309,747 335,718 558,452 111,665 91,280

L9



TABLE IX (¢ontinued)

SCHOOL S

DESCRIPTION 8 9 10 11 12 13 Total
: $ $ - $ $ $ $ $

Arts & Science "
Curriculum a
Arts & Crafts No 1,353 All No 1,339 380
Home Management Arts 1,550 Arts Arts 3,641 700
Music And 4,952 And And 5,793 1,000
Science, Chemistry Science 3,590 Science  Science 4,340 2,000
Industrial Arts Program Program Program

Total Curriculum 11,445 89,860 15,113 4,080 325,891
Custodial Services 17,980 50,577 34,333 ‘2,003 351,649
Instruction 172,283 469,902 408,097 40,151 3,529,698

Sub Total $ 201,708 610,339 457,543 46,234 4207,238
Business & Commerce
Curriculum b
Instructional Supplies No 3,436 One No 6,905 1,250
Data Processing Business 1,500 Class  Business

And ~Only And
Commerce Commerce
Program Program

Total Curriculum 4,936 6,905 1,250 152,569
Custodial Services 24,228 17,455 1,923 177,471
Instruction 168,905 226,721 38,544 1,834,003

Sub Total $ 198,069 251,081 41,717 2,164,043
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TABLE IX (continued)

SCHOOL S

DESCRIPTION 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- $ $ $ $ $ $ $
Science~Trades & Technology
Curriculum _
Auto~Mechanics 1,008 No 1,573 2,504 5,550 No No
Drafting 1,160 Science 1,254 2,615 2,800 Science Science
Electrical 910 Tech. 5,242 2,087 21,354 Tech. Tech,
Machine Shop 1,291 And 6,446 2,016 8,333 And And
Plumbing 1,400 Trades 2,864 Trades Trades
Refrigeration 880 Program 10,780 1,323 3,567
Sheet Metal 2,662 - 1,550 9,027
Smock Rental 325 500 ' 650 © 800
Welding 1,395 1,879 2,749 4,347
Woodwork 1,824 3,395 2,515 4,905
Dressmaking ' 232 3,577
Electronic 6,022 15,007
Food Processing 1,695 3,951
Graphic Art 5,187
Vocational Music 7,423
Nursing ~ 573
Educational Television 445511
Speclal Art 16,840
Science-Chemistry 6,784
Science~Physics 8,252
Total Curriculum 12,855 37,323 19,704 135,652
Custodial Services 22,386 45,463 27,434 148,288
Instruction 199,183 339,638 251,354 995,459
Sub Total 234,424 422,424 298,492 1,279,399

Total All Programs

$ 1,023,531

794,679 1,208,417 1,030,700 2,140,998

874,636 709,021
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. TABLE IX (continued)

SCHOOLS

DESCRIPTION 8 9 10 11 12 13 Total
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
Science~Trades & Technology
Curriculum :
Auto Mechanics All 2,426 No All 3,214 700
Drafting Science 1,320 Science Science 962 770
Electrical : Tech, 1,089 Tech., Tech. 2,975 675
Electronic And 1,178 And And 2,040 675
Food Processing Trades ' Trades Trades . 3,150
Graphic Art 2,245
Machine Shop 2,380 2,154 1,000
Plumbing : 2,577
Refrigeration - 4,627
Sheet Metal ) 2,990 1,000
Smock Rental 200 400 50
Welding 2,132 4,118 . 975
Woodwork 2,337 4,054 1,000
Total Gurriculum 94,060 15,307 126,344 33,261 6,845 481,351
Custodial Services 48,532 33,979 52,711 30,546 2,237 411,576
Instruction 318,438 141,397 408,857 204,889 44,845 2,904,060
Sub Total 461,030 190,683 587,912 268,696 53,927 3,796,987
Total All Programs $ 471,530 708,558 626,620 597,412 1,112,447 193,709 1,492,258

aExcept for one class of business and commerce students, division of cost is based on enrolment
in Table VIII,

bDiviSion of costs with the Arts.and Science Program is based on enrolment in Table VIII,
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TABLE X

SUMMARY OF SUPPORT AND OTHER PROGRAM COSTS

i ' ‘
s \

General Office of Student ’ Superintendents Total
PROGRAM . Admin, Director Services |[Curriculum Instructional Business Program

' Personnel Costs

$ $ $ $ $ $ $

Administration 709,699 101,028 810,727
Science, Tech. & Trades 3,240 7,000 ' 10,240
Education Centre 7,500 65,457 72,957
Public Schools 2,195,783 622,188 1,127,561 9,369,088 1,997,913 15,312,533
Secondary Schools 1,697,973 7,000 276,316 608,057 26,000 2,000 2,617,346
Continuing Education : : 186,440 186,440
Architectural Services _ ' 155,880 . S 155,880
Business Services 834,425 834,425
Student Transportation 554,900 554,900
Totals $ 4,614,195 108,028 898,504 2,084,938 9,395,088 3,454,695 20,555,448

8Excluding direct program costs to Arts & Science, Business and Commerce, and Science, Technology
and Trades, shown in Tables VII and IX,

Source: Table VI
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TABLE XI

PRORATION OF SUPPORT PROGRAMS

Total Proration Other Arts Business Science
PROGRAM Expenditure  Method Programs & & Tech. &
Science Commerce Trades
$ $ $ $ $
Administration 810,727 A% 465,357 121,609 69,723 154,038
Science, Tech, & Trades 10,240 Direct o 10,240
Education Centre 72,957 A* 41,877 10,944 6,274 13,862
Public School 15,312,533 Direct 15,312,533
Secondary Schools
General Administration
~Capital 1,050,723 Table XII 718,845 124,157 207,721
~Operating 647,250 A% 227,832 130,745 288,673
Office. of Director 7,000 B* 3,290 1,610 2,100
Student Services 276,316 B* _ 129,869 63,553 82,894
Curriculum 608,057 Table II,C* . 263,897 133,773 210,387
Instruction 26,000 Table II,C* 11,284 5,720 8,996
Business Services 2,000 A* ’ 704 404 892
Business Services 834,425 c A% 478,960 125,163 71,761 158,541
Transportation _ 554,900 Direct 554,900
Continuing Education 186,440 Direct 186,440
Architectural Services 155,880 Direct 155,880
Totals $ 20,555,448 17,195,947 1,613,437 607,720 1,138,344

Source: Table X

A¥* Empirical number of classrooms, Department of Education formula divide enrolments by:
(1) Elementary-35 (2) Arts & Science-30 (3) Business and Commerce-25 (4) Science,
Technology & Trades-15.

B* Average Daily Enrolment (Table IV). ,

C* Arts and Science-43.4%; Business and Commerce 22,0%; Science, Technology and Trades-34.6%

(Table II).
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based on the type of facilities constructed; Since 1960; all vocational
facilities have been constructed with the aid of cash grants; consequently,
there are no construction grant approvals (payable through General
Legislative Grants) applicable to vocational facilities.,

The position taken by'thé writer in designing the model‘was that
only the cost of acquiring school buildings and equipment which is pay=-
able locally, either in cash or through débentures;'is chargeable to
programs., No attempt was made to charge non-local items such as the
value given by the Province (amortization of the vocational cash grant).

Based on information provided by senior officials of the admin-
istration,‘the few debenture maturities applicable to construction
prior to 1960 were allocated to programs on an estimated'basis.

The resulting schedule showing the program cost of debenture

maturities is shown in Table XII, page 74.



PRORATION OF DEBENTURE MATURITIES, 1968

TABLE XIT

BASED ON AN ANALYSIS OF ACTUAL CONSTRUCTION COST

Total School Arts Business Science
Debénture Amount & & Techs &
Number Mature Number Amount Science Commerce Trades
S ' $ $ $ $
1,2,3 67,294 5 67,29 ‘ 20,187 47,107
4 196,650 12 8,259 2,477 2,833 2,949
7 67,059 57,000 10,059
10 44,836 - 43,356 1,480
2 61,551 61,551
: 4 14,945 5,231 6,127 3,587
5 55,137 6 55,137 55,137
6 197,100 3 6,110 1,711 2,077 2,322
12 98,944 98,944
' 1 92,046 92,046 '
7 43,527 5 15,140 15,140
4 28,387 23,561 3,040 1,786
8 73,263 3 21,980 14,064 © 3,958 3,958
1 © 20,513 20,513
9 30,770 21,231 5,231 4,308
9 20,025 3 " R0R025 5,607 6,809 7,609
10 76,632 3 76,632 21,457 26,055 29,120
11 24,605 - -3 - 24,605 6,889 8,366 9,350
12 81,833 6 81,833 81,833
13 10,232 6 10,232 10,232
14 20,882 3 20,882 13,364 3,759 3,759
15 16,924 1 16,924 16,924
16 43,477 9 43,477 29,999 7,391 6,087
17 46,965 6 4,884 2,442 2,442
' 9 42,081 29,036 7,153 5,892
18 15,245 8 15,245 15,245
Sub Total 989,791 989,791 677,168 116,967 195,656
Interest and Redemption Charges 60,932 41,677 7,190 12,065
Total $1,050,723 718,845 124,157 207,721

KA
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Table XIII provides a summary of all costs applicable to various

programs as follows:

l. Arts and Science Program . $ 6,349,050

2. Business and Commerce Program 3,135,127
3. Science, Technology and Trades Program : 5,367,582
4; Total cost of combined Programs 14,851,759

By dividing program costs by the average daily enrolment shown in
Table IV an average program cost per student was calculated, The results
are shown in Table XIITI and are as follows:

-Average Cost
Per Student

l. Arts and Science Program $ 935.20
2. Business and Commerce Program , 966,44
3. Science, Technology and Trades Program 1,246,25

Program Cost Per Student by School

In chapter II it was quoted on page 20 that the objective of the New
York school system is to "bring costs down to the school leQel" so that
the administration will know the costs for each school,

Table XIV shows Program costs by school for the Science, Tech-
nology and Trades Program for school numbers one to eleven. Individual
.school costs are taken from Table VIII, shared services; Table IX, direct
program costsy and Table XI, prorated share of support programs. Each
item 1s then divided by the average dally enrolment to provide a per
student cost in each school, The results are rather illuminating for
comparison purposes. Schoo{ number eleven had the highest cost per

student. From an analysils point of view it Is an easy school to con-



SUMMARY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, BUSINESS AND COMMERCE),

TABLE XIII

AND SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND TRADES PROGRAMS

Arts Business Science
And And | Tech. &
DESCRIPTION Source Total Science Commerce:- Trades
Table
$ $ $ $
All Support Programs XI 3,359,501 1,613,437 607,720 1,138,344
Secondary School, Shared Services VIII 1,323,990 528,375 363,364 432,251
Secondary School, Arts and Sclence-Direct IX 4,207,238 4,207,238
Secondary School, Business and Commerce-Direct IX 2,164,043 2,164,043
Secondary School, Science, Technology and IX 3,796,987 3,796,987
Trades-Direct
Total . '$ 14,851,759 6,349,050 3,135,127 5,367,582
Total Number of Students IV 14,340 6,789 3,244 4,307
Average Cost $1,035,69 935,20 966444  1,246,25
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TABLE XIV

PROGRAM COSTS BY SCHOOL-SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND TRADES PROGRAM

Source SCHOOL S
DESCRIPT ION Table 1 3 4 5 8 9 11
’ $ $ S $ S S S
Shared Services VIII 23,101 68,472 27,524 212,506 10,500 36,256 9,500
Direct Program Costs IX 234,424 422,424 298,492 1,279,399 461,030 - 190,683 587,912
Proration of S t »
r;isgrzzsg uppor X1 60,260 166,244 81,404 426,580 115,235 70,832 112,328
Total Cost s 317,785 657,140 407,420 1,918,485 586,765 297,771 709,740
funber of Students In v 228 629 308 1,614 436 268 425
rogram
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
Cost Per Student
Shared Services 101,32 108,85 89.36 131,66 ( 135.29 (
Direct Program Costs 1,028,18 671.58  969.13 792.69 (1,081.49 711,50 (1,405,68
Proration Of Support 264,30 264,30 264,30 . 264430 264430 264,30 264,30
Programs :
Total Cost $ 1,393,80 1,044.73 1,322.79 1,188.65 1,345.79  1,111.09 1,669.98

(Table XI)

4,307 (Table IV)

8Proration to schools made on the basis of average daily enrolment
for each school (Table IV) x $1,138,344

LL
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sider. The school is restricted to the Science, Technologyrand Trades
Program and offers only the two~year occupations course. Obviously it
is a speclalized school. It provides education for students who did not
graduate from grade 8; Had they graduated they would be in the four or
five-year course of the program and could not attend school number eleven,
Table III shows that this school hgs a pupil teacher ratio of
10.5 to 1 and consequently it will have high teacher cost per student.
In actual fact with an average daily enrolment of 425 the total'teaching
salary cost per studeant is $962;00; Other direct school costs amount to
$443;68 per student and the cost per student for support programs is
$264.30 for a total of $1,669.98.
By comparison, school number five is probably one of the largest,
‘best equipped schools in the Province of Ontario. An examination of the
Science, Technology and Trades section of Table IX indicates that a great
many options are offered; The school has 37;48 per cent of all students
in the SciénCe,_TechnoIogy and Trades Program and offers both the four
year and five-year course, i.e., students who will become skilled trades-
mén and those proceeding to further education. It can be seen from
Table XIV that the cost per student is $1,188,65, a clear indication
that less (approximately $481.00 per year) is being spent on students
bound for university than those students who probably will take unskilled
work, The question of whether this policy 1Is desirable Qr undersirable
is not at issue here., It is the writer's position, however, that only
by an accurate presentation of student costs per school can decisions

concerning program expenditures be rationalized.
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Provincial Assistance

Boards of Education in the Province of Ontario derive revenues
primarily from two sources: (1) local taxation and (2) Provincial assis-
tance, Other revenues become available from the sale of fixed assets,
fees to other schoolboards and individuals, etc. As elected representa-
tives of the community, schoolboard members frequently make decisions
based on a proposalls cost to thg community, It is important, there-
fore, that expenditures be considéred in the light of the Provincial
assistance available for the proposal and the cost to the local tax-
payer. The grant plan of Ontario supplements local resources to the
maximum of the foundatlon plan or foundation level, General Legislative
Grants for operating purposes8 are based in all cases on the previous
year's expenditures or average daily enrolment., The main purposes of
Provincial Grants for operating purposes fall under four main categories.

1. Stimulation

Stimulation grants are used by the Province to encourage boards

to adopt or promote a certain action or program. Stimulation

is one of the earliest purposes to which provincial grants were

directed. The grants are based in most cases on expenditures

~ of the previous year.

2. Equalization

Equalization grants are paid by the Province in an attempt to
reduce the extreme differences existing among districts with
respect to the burden of local takation. The equalization prin-
ciple has the objective of equalizing not the amount collected,

nor the rate imposed, but the burden which the taxation imposes
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upon the community; The relative ability to pay is measured by
the assessment per classroom unit on a provinclally equalized
basis.

3. Basic Tax Relief

The foundation plan was introduced into Ontario In 1964 and
provides provincial assistance in accordance with a predetermined
level; The basic tax relief grant is a grant of a fixed amount
based on average daily enrolment, and together with the equal-
ization grant maximum forms the foundation level, In 1968 the
foundatlon level 1is as follows:
Arts Business Scilence
And And Tech. And
Science Commerce Trades
Student Student  Student

Basic Tax Relief Grant $ 200, $ 280, $ 280,

Equalization Grant* $ 265. § 320,  $ 320,

$ 465, © $§ 600. $ 600,

* which 1s in excess of 3.5 mills multiplied by the Provincial
Equalized Assessment maximum,

4, Capital Grant

Every schoolboard is paid a grant on ;he basls of a percentage

which fluctuates from year to year multiplied by the portion of

the expenditures recognized for grant purposes for transportation,

debenture maturities, capital expenditures from revenue funds,

and fees pald to other school boards.

Table XV shows the stimulation grants applicable to all secondéry
school programs. The grants are calculated on the aggregate expenditures

and enrolments of all three programs., If program expenditures



TABLE XV

PRORATION OF PROVINCIAL STIMULATION GRANTS TO PROGRAMS

1968 1968 1968 1967 Expenditure
To be Estimated Budget Actual Eligible Max imum
DESCRIPTION Provided Provincial Portion Expend.
A.D.E.d Locally Asslstance For Grant Eligible
| $ 3 S8 $ $ $ $
All Secondary Schools '
Stimulation Items ‘ ‘ ‘
Library Books (Total 12,742 5,495 59,158 64,653 84,151 84,151 127,416
A.D.E,) o
Text Books-Grades 9 & 10 6,860 55,628 74,482
-Grades 11 & 12 4,760 36,732 55,449 147,809 58,765 123,620 123,620
Television 11,776 52,830 2,370 55,200 3,371 3,371 20,608
Association Fees 11,780 1,271 649 1,9202 1,767 923 923
Municipal Inspectorates N/A 57,542 32,458 90,000b 82,045 46,170 46,170
Classrooms-Agriculture, .
Home Economics & N/A 26,363 26,363 26,363 26,363
Industrial Arts ' ' '
Totals s 153,870 232,075 359,582 330,944 284,598 345,100
Proration On A Student Basis '
Arts & Science 51.2% 6,031 78,781 118,823 184,106 169,443 145,714 176,691
Business & '
Commerce 23.0% 2,715 35,390 53,377 82,704 76,117 65,457 79,373
Scée¥§236£e°h‘ . 25.8% 3,035 39,699 59,875 92,772 85,384 73,427 89,036

832% of $6,000, Assoclation Fees shown in Table VI.
PEstimated.

CNot related to expenditure.

d1in 1967 upon which the 1968 grant is based,
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on which the grant is baséd could be readily identified, then the grant
could be prorated to programs in the same ratio. It iIs evidenﬁ from
Table XV thag stimulation grants are pald on various figures of average
dally enrolments; enrolment for the library book grant includes non-
resident students whereas‘enrolment for the textbook grant does not in-
clude Grade 13 students. To avold extensive allocations with insig-
nificant amounts stimulation grants were prorated to programs based on
resident average dally enrolment.

Table XV is particularly useful in maximizing provincial stim-
ulation grants, The table highlights, for example, the loss in 1968
grant (providing it was possible and desirable to make the full expen-
diture of $20,608. in 1967) of several thousands of dollars on television
sets, It can be seen that the expenditure in 1967 was $3,371. on which a
grant will be received of $2,370. in 1968, The maximum eligible ex-
penditure was $20,608, In 1968 the appropriation for television sets
is $55,200., a figure considerably beyond the grant ceiling, 1f the

~grant of $1.75 per student remains the same, By planning (or program-
ming) the total expenditure of $58,571. (55,200 + $3,371) over the two
year period, approximately $45,000. of the expenditure of $58,571. would
be covered for grant purposes, with the result that Provinclal Assistance
would have been $11,641. higher: [($20,600 + $24,400) x 70% = $31,500] —
[($3,371 + $25,000) x 70% = $19,859] = $11,641.

It is also evident from this table that the ceiling for library
books of $127,416. is much higher than the expenditure in 1967 of $84,151,
Because the appropriation for 1968 1s still well below the ceiling amount

any loss Is purely theoretical. It appears that a policy decision has
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been made not to take full advantage of the provincial library book
stimulation grant., The table does highlight, however, the additional
amount which could be,spent on library books and whicﬁ would be eligible
for grant purposes. The amounts for Basic Tax.Relief Grant, Equalization

Grant and Capital Grants are shown in Table XVI, page 84.

Cost of Education and Revenues

The information which has been developed in the preceding tables
has been brought together in summarized form in Table XVI, page 84, to
show the total cost and revenue for the Arts and Science Program.

Costs are shown for support programs, shared schoocl services, and
direct program costs together with the amount per student for each cat-
egory, based on the estimated average daily enrolment of 6,789 students.
Also, the amounts are expressed In percentages. The form of presentation
of revenues in Table XVI 1s designed to highlight several important
points,

The legislation authorizing schoolboards to charge fees to other
schoolboards (Section 100, Sub-section a, of the Schools Administration
Act) specifies that miscellaneous revenues must be deducted from total
cost before non-resident fees aretcalculated. Consequently, miscellaneous
revenue 1s deducted from total program cost to show a net cost of edu-
cation, of $912.21 per student. Table XVI shows that there are 340 non-
fesident students Iin the program for which $310,151 of fee revenue will
be receilved.

The writer feels it important to sebarate the amount of local tax
levy'to meet the cost of enrolment growth from the levy required to ser-

vice the number of students already in the school system. Because current



TABLE XVI

COST OF EDUCATION AND REVENUE-ARTS AND SCIENCE PROGRAM

Number : Amount
EXPENDITURES AND REVENUE Source of Amount Per Per cent
. - Table _Students Student
_ $ $
Expenditures : ,
Support Programs : XIII 6,7892 1,613,437 237.66 25.41
Shared School Services XIIT 6,789 528,375 77,83 8.32
Direct Program Cost XIII 6,789 4,207,238 619.71 66.27
Total Program Cost XITI 6,789 6,349,050 935.20 100.00
Revenues
Miscellaneous 6,789 156,099 22.99
Net Cost of Education 6,789 6,192,951 912.21
Non-Resident Fees 340 310,151 912,21
Local Tax Levy For Resident Enrolment Growth- 418 381,304 912,21
Expansion To Program (6449-6031)
Provincial Assistance-Based on A.D.E. of 6031
in 1967
1, Basic Tax Relief Grant , 6,031 1,206,200 200,00 21,93
2. Equalization Grant ’ 6,031 585,062 97.00 10.63
3. Capital Grant-
a) 1968 Debenture Payments 6,031 327,530 54,31 5.95
" b) 1967 Expenditure of $265,332 6,031 69,987 11.60 1.27
4, Stimulation Grants - Direct 6,031 186,065 30485 3.38
- Prorated XV 6,031 118,822 19.70 2,16
5. Special Television Grant (75% of cost) 6,031 142,331 23,60 2.59
Total Provincial Assistance 6,031 2,635,997 437,06 47,91
Local Tax Levy For Existing Program and 6,031 2,865,499, 475.15 52,09
Extension to Program
Total Revenue, Excluding Miscellaneous 6,031 6,192,951 912,21 100,00

aTable»IV,

¥8
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grant regulations of the Department of Education allow only for grants
based on the average dgily enrolment of the previous year, it 1s necessary
to raise all the cost assoclated with enrolment growth for the first year
at the local level. (The‘increase in students 1is Insufficient for the
board to qualify for the 1968 Enrolment Growth Grant of $200, per student).
The local tax levy requiréd for 418 students at $912.21 per student is
$381,304,

Provincial assistance in 1968 ié based on the average dally en-
rolment of 5,031 students in 1967{ On a per student basis the total
provincial grants amount to $437,06.

The final item of revenue in Table XVI is the local tax levy to
cover the remainder of cost not covered by provincial grant for the
6,031 students who we?e in the system the previous year, The advantage
of stating the local tax levy in this manner Is that the total cost, per
student cost, and mill-rate are directly comparable with the previous
year (a comparison is shown In the multi-year projection in Table XXII,
page 107),

GCosts and Revenues pertinent to the Business and Commerce Program,
and the Science, Technology and Trades Program are shown in a similar

manner in Tables XVII and XVIII on pages 86 and 87.

Program Alternatives

A program manager's primary responsibility is the allocation of
resources to achieve maximum effectiveness in meeting the objectives of
the school system, Priorities must be established in determining the

relative importance of activities in meeting objectives. A decision must



COST OF EDUCATION AND REVENUES-~-BUSINESS AND COMMERCE PROGRAM

TABLE XVII

Number Amount
EXPENDITURES AND REVENUE Source of Amount Per Per cent
Table _ Students Student
_ $ $
Expenditures '
Support Programs XIII 3,2442 607,720 187.34 19.38
Shared School Services XIII 3,244 363,364 112,01 11.59
Direct Program Cost XIII 3,244 2,164,043 667.09 69,03
Total Program Cost 3,244 3,135,127 966,44 100.00
Revenues ' '
Miscellaneous 3,244 74,620 23.00
Net Cost of Education 3,244 3,060,507 943 .44
Non-Resident Fees 260 245,294 943,44
Local Tax~Levy For Resident Enrolment Growth- 269 253,785 943 .44
Expansion To Program (2984-2715)
Provincial Assistance-Based on A,D.E. of 2715
in 1967
1. Basic Tax Relief Grant 2,715 760,200 280.00 29,68
2. Equalization Grant 2,715 318,179 117.16 12,42
3. Capital Grantb
4, Stimulation Grants-Direct 2,715 75,300 27.72 2.94
-Prorated XV 2,715 53,377 19.70 2,09
5. Special Television Grant 2,715 64,074 23,60 2,50
Total Provincial Assistance 2,715 1,271,130 468,18 49,63
Local Tax Levy For Existing Program and 2,715 1,290,298 475,25 50437
Extension To Program ' o
Total Revenue Excluding Miscellaneous 2,715 3,060,507 943 .44 100.00

8Table IV,

bGrants on construction are pald at time of construction in cash.
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TABLE XVIII

COST OF EDUGATION AND REVENUES~SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND TRADES PROGRAM

3T able IV

bGrants on construction are paid at time of Construction in cash.

Number Amount
EXPENDITURES AND REVENUE Source of Amount Per Per cent
Table Students Student
| 5 5
Expenditures ' o
Support Programs XIII 4,3072 1,138,344 264,30 21,21
Shared School Services XIII 4,307 432,251 100.36 8.05
Direct Program Cost XIII 4,307 3,796,987 881,59 70.74
Total Program Cost 4,307 5,367,582 1,246,25 100.00
Revenues '
Miscellaneous 4,307 99,022 22,99
Net Cost of Education 4,307 5,268,560 1,223,26
Non-Resident Fees 516 631,202 1,223.26
Local Tax Levy For Resident Enrolment Growth 756 924,784  1,223.26
Expansion To Program (3791-3035)
Provincial Assistance-Based on A,D,E. of 3035
in 1967
1. Basic Tax Relief Grant 3,035 849,800 280,00 22.89
2. Equalization Grant 3,035 355,499 117.16 9,58
3. Capital Grant } '
4, Stimulation Grants-Direct 3,035 84,176 27.73 2.27
_ -Prorated XV 3,035 59,876 19.70 1.61
5. Special Television Grant 3,035 71,626 23,60 1,93
Total Provincial Assistance 3,035 1,420,977 468,19 38,28
Local Tax Levy For Existing Program And 3,035 2,291,597 755,07 61,72
Extension To Program :
Total Revenue Excluding Miscellaneous 3,035 5,268,560 1,223,26 100.00

L8
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be made concerning the scale and mix of activities for various levels
of program expenditure. Actual budget preparation begins at the lowest
level_of rgsponsibility and becomes progressively consolidated as it
pyramids upwards through higher levels of management.9 Lower management
must therefore be given a reasonably clear indication of the objectives,‘
and the level of operations for which they will be responsible.
Within this framework schools and other responsibility centres
can submit annual estimates showing the amounts to be provided for, as
_ follows:
1. Existing Program - the level of activity which is being carried
out at the present time #n which no change 1Is expected in the
standards of service or size of work load,
2. Expansion of Program - the increase necessary to maintain at
present standards a larger number of units of work load due to
uncontrollable factors such as increased enrolment,
3, Extension of Program - the increase that results from a proposal
to improve the standards of service or program, or add new services
or activities,10
A presentation of this type will indicate the change in cost of
continuing fhe existing program, the Increase necessary due to increased
workload (numbers of students), and the increase requested to extend the
level or quality of oéeration, To each activity or major expenditure
contributing to the amount requested for program extension, a priority
number could be allocated which would be feviewed at a more senior level,
The priorities would be useful for developing program alternatives and
finally in making appropriations,

In making multi-year projections it may not be possible to de-

velop such detailed alternatives for each activity as those developed

for the annual estimates., Multi-year projéctions originating from res-
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ponsibility centres should, however, attempt to show the alternatives
available for groups of activities where this isvpossibleq For example
an estimate could be made of the total increased cost for educational
supplies and salaries for a given increase in enrolment, The increase
in enrolment may result in the addition of temporary or permanent class-
rooms which would affect capital, custodial, and maintenance costs.
Similarly, an estimate of the total cost of extending a group of edu-
cational activities can easily be separated from the cost of extending
custodial or maintenance activities.

Table XIX shows a comparative Budget for school number 1l. This
school was again chosen as an example because it highlights very well
the increases in cost which can take place without an increase in en-
rolment. In this instance costs increased for the school by 15.3 per
cent for a decrease In average dally enrolment of 12 students or 2.7
. per cent, The top of Table XIX shows that the feaching staff remaiﬁed
static at 41 teachers for a teacher - pupil ratio slightly higher than
10 to 1, The figures shown in the first and last columns are, respectively,
the 1967 budget appropriation and the 1968 budget appropriation. The
figures in the columns headed Existing, Expansion and Extension are es-
timates., It is falrly obvious that with a decrease of only 12 students
compared to the previous year very little contraction of expenditure
could be expected (if the existing program were to be continued)., The
items most likely‘to be affected would be suppliess No new teachers
were hired in 1968 and no new rooms were openedj consequently, program
extension primarily resulted from the purchase of new equipment and ad-

ditional supplies, Because the school Is only two years old no major



TABLE XIX

BUDGET ESTIMATES, 1968-SCHOOL NUMBER 11
SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND TRADES PROGRAM

1968
Budget PROGRAM Total
DESCRIPTION Appropriation Expansion 1968
1967 Existing (Contraction) Extension New Program
: (1 (2) (3) (&) (243+4)=(5)

Average Daily Enrolment : 437 437 -12 425 4252

Number of Teaching Staff 41 41 41
Curriculum $ $ $ $ $
Appliance Repairs 1,379 1,535 100 1,635
Arts and Crafts 1,000 1,308 =50 200 1,458
Audio-Visual 3,706 3,818 -150 3,500 7,168
Auto Mechanics 1,293 1,760 =20 1,740
Home Management 1,180 985 985
Child Care 750 _ 785 785
Commencement 400 400 400
Commercial 1,398 1,650 ~50 1,845 3,445
Driver Training 776 1,015 1,015
Dry Cleaning 5,109 2,085 2,085
Extra Curricular 2,750 2,750 2,750
Field Trips 250 220 , © 220
Food Processing £8,795 10,828 3,543 14,371
General Supplies 7,649 9,000 =500 2,423 10,923
Horticulture 1,471 1,700 282 1,982
Industrial Sewing 2,505 2,200 =300 1,900
Landscaping 2,603 3,000 465 3,465
Library 5,000 4,750 4,750
Music 350 150 150
Pictures 500 500 500
Physical Education 2,258 2,322 2,322
Reading Improvement 1,736 1,736
Merchandising 2,155 2,195 =200 1,995

06



TABLE XIX (continued)

BUDGET ESTIMATES, 1968-SCHOOL NUMBER 11
SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND TRADES PROGRAM

8Fyrom Table IV.

1968
Budget PROGRAM Total
DESCRIPTION Appropriation Expansion 1968
1967 Existing (Contraction) Extension New Program
' (1) (2) (3) (4) (2+3+4)=(5)
Science-Chemistry 1,261 1,125 1,125
Scholastic Awards 500 500 500
Sheet Metal 1,600 1,840 874 2,714
Smock Rental 200 225 225
Student Services 500 500 500
Supervision 1,600 1,600 1,600
|Television C v 3,500 3,500
Textbooks 4,439 3,100 -100 3,000
Trowel Trades 1,553 1,516 : 1,516
Total Curriculum 64,930 65,362 ~-1,170 18,268 82,460
Instruction 345,346 408,857 408,857
.{Business Services
Capital Items 7,844 2,986 2,986
Custodial 37,241 52,711 52,711
Utilities 23,690 23,600 23,600
Other 39,171 26,798 26,798
Total Business Services - 107,946 106,095 106,095
Total Cost S 518,222 580,314. -1,170 18,268 597,412

16
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changes in facillities were budgeted; Most of the appropriation in 1968,
therefore, is to provide the same or iImproved services to a 8lightly
smaller student enrolment., To enable a comparison to be made, column

2 shows the estimated amount which would be required to provide the same
service as last year (existing program) to the same number of students.

A major portion of the increased cost is due to an increase in
the cost of instruction. The 1968 appropriation of $408,857, divided
by 41 (teachers) gives an average salary of $9,971l., an increase of
$1,548. per teacher from $8,423, in the previous year. Total direct
school cost per student was shown in Table XIV as $1,405.68, to which
was added $264.,30 allocated from support programs, for a total per stu-
dent cost of $1,669,98.

Numerous items of a capital nature add to the complexity of mak-
ing budget appropriations. For example éudio-visual equipment and com-
puter aids to education could form a considerable part of the amount
shown under program extension., Table XIX does not separate the amounts
requested for capital purposes (equipment) and for operating purposes.
A more sophisticated approach to school budgets would identify cépital
experiditures as follows:

Replacement - To maintaln existing program;

Expansion - To service more units such as ins
creased enrolment or additional
floor spacet

Extension - To improve the standards of service

Cosf Reduction = To reduce costs of a specific

activity or several activities;
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Efficiency ~ To modernize equipment or facilities.

In the budget-approval, or in the decision-making process, pri-
orities could be established; Replacement would probably be given
priority number 1, and expansion priority number 2, perhaps cost re-
duc;ibn would be priority number 3 and so on;

In order to reflect the various categories of capital expendi-
tures, the column headings of Table XIX would be revised in accordance
‘with Figure 2, Example II.

Table XX contains a summary of the cost of education in school
number 11. The costs for cufriculum, instruction and business services
are shown on a student basis and also expressed as percentages.

Table XXI compares the cost of education for students in the Arts
and Science Program, the Business and Commerce Program, and the Science,
Technology and Trades Program for Schools number 1 to number 7; The
figures shown include only school costs and do not include support pro-

gram costs.

Program Goals

In each school system program goals will differ because of the
local situation and will change over a time period. Program goals should
be achieved over the short or long term., Ideally, goals will show what
is to be done and how much is to be done. When program goals are set,

a financial plan is made specifying the resources required to achieve
the goals. Changes»in goals can have far-reaching effects, The fol-
lowing tabulation illustrates the differentiai in teacher cost because

of a change in teacher pupll ratio.



FIGURE 2

FORMATS OF BUDGET REQUESTS FOR SCHOOLS

Example I'(Identical With Table XIX)

Description.

Budget
Appropr'n
1967

1968

PROGRAM

Existing

Expansion

Extension

Budget
Appropr'n
1968

Example II (Showing Division Between Various Categories of Capital Expenditures and Qperating>Expenditures)

Budget 1968 Budget
Description|Appropr'n PROGRAM Approprtn
1967 Existing Expansion Extension Capital 1968
Operating|Capital | Operating | Capital | Operating|Capital|Cost Efficiencey
Repltmt Exp'n Ext'n |Red'n | (Modernize)

%6.



TABLE XX

PER STUDENT COST~SCHOOL NUMBER 11
SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND TRADES PROGRAM

Budget 1968 Total
DESCRIPTION Appropriation P R<2_G R AM - New-Program
1967 Existing® Expansion Extension (2+3+4)=(5)
(@D (2) (3) (4)
$ $ $ N $
Summary
Curriculum 64,930 65,362 -1,170 18,268 82,460
Instruction 345,346 408,857 408,857
Business Services 107,946 106,095 1064095‘
Total s 518,222 580,314 -1,170 18,268 597,412
Cost Per Student
Curriculum 148,58 149.57 -97.50 42,98 194,02
Instruction 790.27 935.60 962,02
Business Services 247,02 242.78 249,64
Total $ 1,185.87 1,327.95 -97.50 42,98 1,405,680
Cost Per Student As A Percentage % % % % %
Curriculum 12.53 11,26 100,00 100.00 13,80
Instruction 66,64 70.45 68.44
Business Services 20,83 18.29 17,76
100.00 100,00 100.00 100.00

100.00

8Amounts in Columns 2, 3, and 4 are estimated for purposes of the model Columns 1 and 5 are

actual,

b

See Table XIV for comparison with other schools,

g6



TABLE XXI

: PROGRAM COST PER STUDENT
ARTS AND SCIENCEj; BUSINESS AND COMMERCE; SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND TRADES PROGRAMS

SCHOOLS

DESCRIPTION 1 -2 3 4 5 6

Arts And Science Program
Number of Students 670 1,087 466 447 1,251 839

: $ $ $ $ $ $ $
Shared Services 101,27 14.27 108,93 89.36 87.97 113,66
Curriculum 22.90 127.23 24,15 31.54 10,97 15,11
Instruction 510,13 524,75 572.93 555,29 452,51 531,33
School Cost Per Student S 683,41 731.08 742,20 720.87 598,70 716,64
Business And Commerce Program
Number of Students 413 568 523 688 159 . 145
_ S $ $ $ $ $ $
Shared Services : 101.27 108.93 89,36 131.69 87.97 113.66
Curriculum 19.08 28.89 41.76 130.44 16.97 - 6421
Custodial 59,02 43,31 53,47 55,23 57.03 67.96
Instruction 566.73 473,12 546,68 626,02 628,29 555435
School Cost Per Student S 746.10 654,25 731.27 943,38 790.26 743,18
Science, Tech., & Trades Program )
Number of Students 228 629 308 1,614

$ $ $ $ - $ $ $

Shared Services 101.27 108,93 89,36 131,69
Curriculum 56.38 59.34 63.97 84.05
Custodial 98.18 72.28 89,07 91.88
Instruction 873.61 539,97 816,08 616,76
School Cost Per Student $ 1,129.44 780.52 1,058,48 924,38

96
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Number of Teacher Number of Average Total Teaching
Pupils Pupil Teachers Teaching Salary Cost
Ratio Salary
10,000 , 18.1 555,5 $ 8,000, $ 4,444,000,
10,000 17.1 588.2 $ 8,000, $ 4,705,600,
Differential cost $  261,600.

Because of a change in teacher-pupil ratic from 18 to 1, to 17
to 1, the additional cost to educate the same number of students is
$261,600 or an increase of $26,16 per pupil, based on an average salary
of $8000, In addition, more classrooms would be required, more custodial
staff, etc.

Program Review, Multi-Year Plan
Science, Technology and Trades Program

'Proggam Goals

Program goals ‘are to continue:

1. The two~year occupations course designed to prepare students for
employmant in a ﬁumber of different occupations (usually un-
skilled jobs) and give a certificate of standing upon completion
of the courge. At the present time, schools number 8 and number
11 are devoted soleiy‘to education of students in the two-year
course; This method is expected to continue with an approximate
teacher-pupil ratio of 1l.l. School number 8 commenced operations
In 1967 and is therefére considered up to date. No new construc-
tion is planned, therefore, with a view to introducing new oc-
cupational courses. The two schools now in operation have suf-

ficient capaclty to provide for the projected student enrolment
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of 1,006 students in 1971

The four-year course leading to the Secondary School Graduation
Diploma. Graduates of this course expect to enter, in general,
skilled employment in which specialized instruction will have
direct practical valuej

The five-year course leading to the Secondary School Honour
Graduation Diploma (endorsed for admission to Grade 13). This
course enables pupils of good‘general ability to qualify for
admission to a university course, to a Teachers'! College, or to
other further studies for which successful completion of work
in Grade 13 is required. It provides for pupils who plan upon
grgduation from Secondary School to enter work such as is in-

dicated by the name of the program, an opportunity to study sub-

‘jects having a special relationship to thelr future careers.

Enrolment in the four and five-year courses is expected to in-
crease from 3,457 students in 1968 to 4,234 students in 1971,
Detalls of enrolment, teachers, puplil places, and custodians are
shown for the program for thebyears 1968-1971 in Table XXII,

page 107.

XXII:

Program Highlight

It is difficult to establish objective criteria with which to

determine the portion of the total budget which should be allocated to
the Science, Technology and Trades Program. Accordingly, the following

assumptions are bértinent to the 1969 - 1971 projection shown in Table

1. The minimum 1s based on the assumption that the present level
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of operations will continue and therefore the projection must
provide for salary increases, price changes, and program ex-
pansion, All items of program extension would be eliminated;

2. The maximum is based on the assumption that the program can only
expand to the extent that capable teachers can be hired, class-
rooms provided, necessary approvals obtained, and changes ef-
fected. New activities, no matter how desirable, need trained
staff, facilitles and equipment. It 1s estimated that an ad-
ditiénal 3 per cent of the annual projectioﬁ could be effectively

utilized, exclusive of capital projects.

Teachers! Salaries

Teachers' Salaries in the Science, Technology, and Trades Program
are, on the average, approximately $1,000.00 above the salaries in the
Arts and Science Program reflecting the additional allowanée for re-
lated experience. In 1967, the medlan of secondary school teachers!
salaries in the Province of Ontario was $9,157 for male teachers and
$7,956. for female teachers., The arithmetic mean of salaries for male
teachers was $9,708 and $8,566 for female teachers.11 To'attract and
retain teachers, salaries should maintain their competitive position with

industry.

Program Expansion

Enrolment during recent years has been increasing rapidly because
a great number of shops and relaged facilities have been added. Enrol-
ment in the"program is expected to Increase from 30 per cent of total

secondary school enrolment in 1968 to 32 per cent in 1971.
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The teacher ~ pupil ratio in 1968 i1s 14.9 to 1; Although many
téachers would like the teacher - pupil ratio reduced even further, the
1969 ~ 1971 projection has been made on the ba;is of 15: 1.

In 1968 an additional 104 tempofary pupil places were added (por-
table classrooms on which no provincial assistance was received) to the
219 temporary places already in existence., The additional space was
primarily required because of the delay in completing school.numbgr 13
which was originally scheduled for completion in September 1968; Both
school number 13 and school number 14 are scheduled for completion in
September 1969 and will provide an additional 440 places in 1969 (1100
places for 4 months). In 1970, the additional 660 places provided by
schools 13 and 14 will make the use of portable classrooms unnecessary.,
In 1971 an .additional 200 pupil places are scheduled for completion as
follows:

1. 40 pupil places will be provided by the construction of electronic

(20 places) and engineering (20 plaées) 1aboratories at school

number 5, New office space and guldance facilities will be in-

cluded in the project;
2. 160 pupil places will be pfovided by school number 15, construc-

tion to commence in 1970,

Program Extension

1. Fluid Power
For several years a limited amount of '"fluid power"‘instruction
has been given at schoolknumber 5. A technical laboratory is
being included in school number 14 in which the scope of this

subject could be increased; Fluid power is the art of generating,
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controlling, and applying smooth, effective power of pumped or
compressed flulds (such as air, oil, or water) when used to push,
pull, rotate, regulate, or drive the mechanisms of modern life.
Fluid power has now become such a fundamental part of designing
and engineering that an understanding of 1its rudiments 1Is nec-
essary for anyone who wishes to cénsider himself industrially
literate. Iﬁ>the last five years a new branch of this technology
has emerged called "fluidices". Valves having no moving parts
are one type of flufdic device. Fluidic sensors, amplifiers, and
switches are functional counterlparts of electfonic components-
such as the photo cell, vacuum tube and micro-switchs Develop-
ments in fluidices have been extemely rapld and it is considered
necessary that instruction in this area be iIntroduced into the
Science; Technology and Trades Program,.

Television

The television studio (phase I) which was included in the 1968
Budget (75 per cent paid by Provincial Assistance) will be in
operation in 1969, Some students look at.the introduction of
this studio as an opportunity for a career. Until now students
interested in television have been given training in the repalr
and maintenance of domestic recelving sets. In 1969 and sub-
sequent years (phase II), facilities will exist to introduce
students to the production equipment required by a modern tele-
vision broadcast station., Students will learn to handle, tune
and repair cameras, tape machines, projectors, microphones, trans-

mitters, and many other pileces of equipment needed in the modern



102

television station. Upon graduation, students will have an ex-

cellent training to obtain employment in the television industry

of Ontario,

Phase III of the Introduction of educational television is planned
for the years 1972 and 1973 and therefore no financial estimates are in-
cluded in the‘current program review, The introduction of phase III,
which 1is planned to take two years, includes:

a) Expansion of Studio for furthering all aspects of television

arts such as:
1) program production

i1) broadcasting and rebroadcasting

Additional staff required is expected to cost $30,000 per year.
b) Extension of receiving facilities to all schools.

Approximate cost: $170,000,

The above costs are total costs and only a portion will be charge-

able to the Sclence, Technology and Trades Program,.

Significant Factors Affecting 1969 - 1971 Estimates of Expenditures
and Revenue

The significant factors affecting the 1969 - 1971 projections of
expenditure and revenue shown in Table XXII are listed below,

1. Expenditures

a) Curriculum:
1) 2 per cent for extension to program each year.

11) 4 per cent for price Increases to existing program each -

years

b) Custodial



103

Average cost per custodian of $6,859;60 increased by 8 per
cent for each year 1969, 1970 and 1971.

¢) Instruction
Average teacher cost of $10,083 increased by 8 per cent for
each year 1969, 1970,‘and 1971, (Includes-a basic increase
of approximately 3 per cent which is provided for in the
salary schedule).

d) Shared School Services

i) 2 per cent for extension to program each year.
11) 4 per cent for price increases to existing program each
year,

e) Support Programs

The total requirement for each support program should be de-
veloped by estimating the requirements §f each program for the
program review period and allocating costs to elementary school
and secondary school programs, In the absence of specific
estimates the exéenditures for 1968 were Increased by the

amounts indicated below:

Existing
Program
Price Extension
Program Increase to Program Total
% % %
Administration 4,0 1.0 540
Science, Tech and Trades ' No Change
Education Gentre 4,0 2,0 6,0
Secondary Schools : ‘
Gen, Administration - Capital’ * * *
=~ Operating No Change
Office of Director 6.0 1.0 7.0
Student Services 4,0 - 4,0
Superintendent of Curriculum 8.0 1.0 9.0
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Superintendent of

Instructional Personnel 6.0 2,0 8.0
Business Services - 200,0 200,0
1.0 7.0

Business Services ' 640

* The Capital requirement for meeting debenture maturities in
1968 is increased as follows:
1969
School Number 13 for 531 Science, Technology and Trades pufil
places, local cost amounts to $324,879 debentured withJOntario
Educational Capital Aid Corporation.
Estimated annual coest $324,879 x 9.3% = $ 30,213,
School Number 14 for 510 Science, Technology and

Trades pupil places, local cost amounts to $364,882
debentured with Ontario Educational Capital Aid

Corporation.
Estimated annual cost $364,882 x 9.3% = $ 33,934,
Total additional debenture cost in 1969 $ 64,147,
Additional debenture cost per student in 1969 $ 13.89
1970
Total additional debenture cost in 1970 $ 64,147,
Additional debenture cost per student in 1970 $ 13,35
1971
School Number 15 for 531 Science, Technology and
Trades pupll places. Design and cost similar to
school number 14.
Estimated annual cost 364,882 x 9,3% = $ 33,934,
Estimated debenture cost as above $§ 64,147,
Total additional debenture cost in 1971 = $ 98,081,
Additional debenture cost per student in 1971 $ 18,92
; Revenues

a) Miscellaneous: Growth of 6 per cent per years
b) Basic Tax Relief Grant: Increase of $20,00 per year,

¢) Equalization Grant: Increase of $15,00 per year.
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d) Stimulation Grants:

1) Direct: The annexation grant (commenced in 1959) is due
to terminate in 1969 at which time the grant 1s estimated
to be $15.20 per student,

11) Prorated: Maxima based on 1968 Regulations and maximum
expenditures. plus a $4.00 increase per year.
Estimated per student grants are: 1969 - $26.00,
1970 - $30.00, 1971 - $34,00.
i11) Special Television: Grant of $18,765 on an expenditure of
$25,000 for 1969 only,
e) Local Tax Levy and Mill Rates

The local tax levy for each year of the multi-year projection

has been divided in the last section of Table XXII, into the

amount required for existing students and the amount required
to support enrolment growth. The respective figures are brought
forward from the previous sectlion, Assessment in the munic=-
ipality is expected to grow at five per cent per year in-
creasing from 450 million dollars in 1968 to 521 million in

1971, Mill rates are established on a split mill rate system

whereby the corporation mill rate is 10 pexr cent above the non-

corporate mill rate, The respective mill rates for the Science,

Technology and Trades program to be levied against corporate

and non~corporate assessment, are shown for each year of the

multi-year projection at the end of Table XXII,

Table XXIII shows the finmancial data contributing to total

program cost and total program revenue presented on a per

student basis.
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Continuous Review

In Chapter II it was stated that one characﬁeristic of a program
planning and budgeting system is continuous review., The presentation
of budget information obtained by this continuous service to the Board
‘of Education woﬁld ideally be In two parts.

l. In June a Program Review or multi-year plan would be presented to
the Board of Educaﬁion‘emphasizing long range plans (updating the
previous year'!s long range plans).

2. In December an estimates review would be presented emphasizing
short range goals and the program budget for the following year.
Comments and directives made by the board at the Program Review

stage concerning short-range plans, will provide the schools with guid-
ance concerning the detalls to bé included In the estimates review, In
addition, reports on a monthly or periodic basis would evaluate and record

the progress towards the programmed goals, expenditures, and revenuess

Sub-Programs

The programs used in this model are major divisions of the sec-
ondary school organization. In some school systems, because of local
conditions, for example, local industry requirements or emphasis on
specific portlons of program content, Boards of Eduéation may require
that programs be divided into sub-programs. Depending on the particular
requirements, sub-programs may be composed of a single subject or a
"group of subjects. For example English alone may be considered a sub-
program or all modern languages may be grouped to form a sub-program.

Presumably, even a single subject such as English could be further sub-



TABLE XXII

PROGRAM REVIEW 1968
MULTI-YEAR PLAN 1968-71
SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND TRADES PROGRAM

1967 1968 sa 1969 1970 1971
DESCRIPT ION Past Year Curr. Year T, Next Year Next Year + 1 Next Year + 2
Personnel And Performance
Number of Non-Resident Students 516 XVIII -554 576 - 622
Number of Existing Resident Students 3,035 XVIII 3,791 4,065 4,229
Number of New Resident Students 756 XVIII = 274 164 333
Total Number of Students 4,307 XVIIT 4,619 4,805 5.184
Per cent of Total Secondary School
Enrolment 30,0% Iv. 31.0% 31.0% 32,0% -
Number of Existing Teachers ' 232 288 308 320
Number of New Teachetrs 56 20 16 26
Total Number of Teachers ' 288 308 320 346
Average Cost Per Teacher $ 10,083,00 10,889.64 11,760.08 12,700,.89
Teacher: Pupil Ratio : 14.9 15.0 15,0 15,0
Number of Permanent Pupil Places Not ‘ '
~Existing Available 3,984 3,984 4,424 5,084
-New " 440 660 212
Total Permanent Pupil Places Availlable 4,424 - 5,084 5,296
Number of Temporary Pupil Places :
~Existing 219 323 323 323
=New 104
Total Temporary Pupil Places 323 323 323 323
Custodian: Pupil Ratio 71 71 71 71
Number of Custodians 60 65 68 73
Average Cost Per Custodian 6,859,60 7,408,37 8,001,04 8,641,12
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TABLE XXII (continued)

1967 1968 S.2 1969 1970 1971
DESCRIPTION Past Year Curr. Year T, Next Year Next Year + 1 Next Year + 2
S S 9 B} S
Financlal Data
Direct School Cost
Curriculum 481,351 IX 547,212 603,411 690,042
CGustodial 411,576 IX 481,544 544,070 630,802
Instruction 2,904,060 IX 3,354,009 3,763,226 4,394,508
Total Direct School Cost 3,796,987 IX 4,382,765 4,910,707 5,715,352
Shared School Services 432,251 XIII 491,369 541,812 619,644
Support Programs
Administration 154,038 XI 173,443 189,461 214,618
Science, Technology & Trades Not 10,240 XI 10,993 11,436 12,338
Education Centre Available 13,862 XI 15,750 17,346 19,855
Secondary Schools
General Administration-Capital 207,721 XI 286,932 295,892 348,106
-Operating 288,673 XI 309,565 322,031 347,432
Office of Director ' 2,100 XI 2,402 2,691 3,110
Student Services 82,894 XI 92,472 100,040 112,234
Superintendent of Curriculum 210,387 XI 245,962 278,882 327,940
Superintendent of Instructional .
Personmnel 8,996 XI 10,439 11,724 13,686
Business Services 892 XI 1,940 4,036 8,709
Business Services 158,541 XI 183,744 204,500 236,079
Total Support Programs 1,138,344 XI 1,333,642 .1, 438,039 1,644,107
Total Program Cost $ 5,367,582 XIII 6,207,776 6,890,558 7,979,103
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TABLE XXII (continued)

Science, Tech.,, & Trades Programs

850urce Table,

1967 1968 S.* 1969 1970 1971
DESCRIPTION Past Year -Curr. Year T. Next Year Next Year + 1 Next Year + 2
S $ $ $ S
Revenue
Miscellaneous 99,022 XVIII 112,565 . 124,113 141,938
| Non-Resident Fees 631,202 XVIII 731,053 811,129 940,340
Local Tax Levy For Enrolment Growth 924,784 XVIII 361,568 230,946 503,429
Provinclal Assistance :

1, Basic Tax Relief Grant ‘849,800 XVIII 1,137,300 1,300,800 1,437,860

2. Equalization Grant 355,499 XVIII 501,019 598,205 685,775

3. Capital Grant

4, Stimulation Grants-Direct 84,176 XVIII 57,623

-Prorated 59,876 XVIII 98,566 121,950 143,786

5. Special Television 71,626 XVIII 18,765 '
Total Provincial Assistance 1,420,977 1,813,273 2,020,955 2,267,421
Local Tax Levy For Existing Program ' '

And Extension To Program 2,291,597 3,189,317 3,703,415 4,125,975
Total Revenue $ 5,367,582 6,207,776 6,890,558 7,979,103
Local Tax Levy : ' . o '

For Existing Students Not 2,291,597 XVIII 3,189,317 3,703,415 4,125,975
For Enrolment Growth Available 924,784 XVIII 361,568 230,946 503,429
Total Tax Levy 3,216,381 XVIII 3,550,885 3,934,361 © 4,629,404
Local Assessment-Non-Corporation 283 mm 296 mm 312 mm 327 mm
-Corporation 167 mm 176 mm 184 mm 194 mm
Total Assessment 450 mm 472 mm 496 mm 521 mm
Local Tax Levy In Mills: Mills "Mills Mills Mills
Corporation-For Existing Students 5,40 7.16 7.93 8440
-For Enrolment Growth 2,18 .80 «50 1,02
Total Corporation Mill Rate For 7.58 7.96 8;43 9.42
Science, Tech., Trades Program
Non-Corporation-For Existing Students 4,91 6.51 7.21 7.64
-For Enrolment Growth 1.98 073 45 .93
Total Non-Corporation Mi1l Rate For 6.89 7.24 7.66 8.57
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PROGRAM REVIEW 1968, MULTI-YEAR PLAN 1968-71

TABLE XXIII

SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND TRADES PROGRAM
EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES PER STUDENT

1967 1968 1969 . 1970 1971
DESCRIPTION Past Year Curr. Year Next Year Next Year + Next Year + 2
Total Number of Students 4307 4619 4805 5184
Percentage Increase in Students : 7 424% 4,03% 7.88%
from Previous Year
Expenditure Per Student $ $ $ $
Direct School Cost ’
Curriculum 111,76 118,47 125.58 133,11
Custodial 95.56 104,25 113,23 121.68
Instruction 674,27 726,13 783419 847.71
Total Direct School Cost 881,592 948,85 1,022,00 1,102,50
Shared School Services 100,362 106,38 112.76 119.53
Support Programs o
Administration- 35.76 37.55 39.43 41,40

Science, Technology & Trades Not 2.38 2,38 2,38 2,38
Education Centre 3,22 3.41 3.61 3.83
Secondary Schools Avallable

General Administration-Capltal 48,23 62.12 61.58 67.15

-Operating 67.02 67.02 67.02 67.02

Office of Director 49 32 56 .60

Student Services 19.25 20,02 20.82 21,65

Superintendent of Curriculum 48,85 53425 58.04 63426

Superintendent of Instructional 2.09 2,26 2.44 2.64

Personnel ' ‘

Business Services .21 42 T .84 "1.68
Business Services 36,80 39,78 42.56 45,54
Total Support Programs 264,302 288,73 299,28 317.15

Total Program Cost Per Student . $ 1,246,252 1,343,96 1,434.04 1,539.18
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TABLE XXIII (continued)

1967 19682 1969 1970 1971
DESCRIPTION Past Year Curr, Year Next Year Next Year + 1 Next Year + 2
$ $ $ $ $

Revenues Per Student
Miscellaneous 22.99 24,37 25.83 27.38
Non Resident Fees 13223326  1,319.59 1,408,21 1,511.80
Local Tax Levy For Enrolment Growth 1,223.26 1,319.59 1,408,21 1,511.80
Provincial Assistance '

1. Basic Tax Relief Grant 265.00 280,00 300,00 320.00 340,00

2, Equalization Grant 107.30 117.16 132,16 147,16 162.16
- 3, Capital Grant

4, Stimulation Grants-Direct 40,33 27.73 15.20

-Prorated 15,59 19.70 26.00 30,00 34,00

5. Special Television 23,60 4,95
Total Provincial Assistance 428,22 468,19 478,31 497,16 536,16
Local Tax For Existing Program '

And Extension To Program 755.07 841,28 911,05 975.64
Total Program Revenue Per Student $ 1,246,25 1,343.96 1,434,04 1,539,18

85ource: Table XVIII.—
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divided into English Language and English Literature, Additional examples
of possible sub-programs are the related subjects of electricity and elec~-
tronics or all technical subjééts.

The main obstacles in providing numerous sub-~programs are
(1) collection and manipulation of the vast amounts of data, (2) re-
liability of the resultant information, and (3) the cost of providing
the information,

From a cost accounting point of view difficulties may be encoun-
tered in deciding whether full costs, direct costs, or marginal (dif-
ferential) costs be used.

Direct costs are defined as those costs that vary with volume,

i.e., only variable or direct costs such as direct material, direct

laboﬁr, and variable expenses are chargeable. Costswhich are a function
of time such as the fixed costs of insurance, salaries for executives aﬁd
managers, office salaries, and maintenance costs are excludeds, Marginal

or differential costs are defined as thos¢ costs resulting from alter-
native policies., Fundamentally, differential cost represents the vari-
able or additional cost which will be incurred if the administration de-
cldes to take a particular alternative.13

If full costs are used, the problems associated with prorating
indirect expenditures will be difficult to solve because of the amount
of detall required, The breakdown of a program into further and finer
sub~divisions always entalls a cost which has to be balanced against the
expected gain in effectiveness. There seems to be no reason for iden-
tifying sub-programs unless the division of a program enables the ad-

ministration to:
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1: Establish priorities among existing and contemplated activitiesy
2, Weigh prospective beneflts against related costs, estimate the
effects of a cutback or expansion of existing operations, or the
introduction of a néw activity;
3; Take into account forseeable changes in the need for services and
corresponding changes in levels of operations to meet those needss
4. Establish accountability for c¢arrying out the sub-program and for
the estimate and control of associated expenditures and revenues.14
The writer investigated the possibility of including in the model
a specific sub-program; however; the lack bf information on-ﬁhich the
model could be based prevented its inclusion; From the analysis of op-
erations which was made in this regard, the writer formed the opinion
that until the operation of a program planning and budgeting system has
reached a high degree of sophistication, decisions concerning individual
subjects or groups of subjeéects should be made on the basis of specific
cost studies or cost-benefit studies as the alternative to making budget
documents more complicated and more lengthy than those required b§ major
programs., If sub-programs are identified, the formats which have been
developed in the preceding tables and Figure number 2 would seem adequate

for presentation purposes.
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CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS

Summary

The consolidation of school boards in the Province of Ontario
into larger units of administratfon (except for a few isolated boards
and the defined cities of Ottawa, Toronto, Hamilton, London and Windsor)
will create an unprecedented upheaval in the administration of edu-
cation in this province, The massive reorganization, together witﬁ the
leadership being provided by the Federal'Governmenﬁ of Canada and the
Province of Ontario to the public sector, in implementing a program
planning and budgeting system indicates an opportunity for the develop-

ment of a program budget model which could be used by school boards,

Purpose
The purpose of this study was to develop a model program budget

for selected secondary school programs in accordance with generally

dccepted criteria,

Literature reviewed.

A review of the literature revealed that a considerable amount
of literature exists on program planning and budgeting systems in general,

with a much smaller amount available as applied to education. From this
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body of literature were identified the primary characteristics with

which the model would comply,

Method of Study

The model was developed by reséating on a program basis a budget
made up in the traditional manner of a board of education having in ex-
cess of 14,000 secondary school pupils, Information was obtained from
the following sources:

1, The approved budget document for the year 1968

2, Interviews with senfor adminstrators of the board of education
staffy

3. Interviews with a meﬁber of the board of educationy

4, Reports by the board of education to the Provincilal Departmént of
Educations

5. Grant calculayion statements, aﬁd fiﬁal approvals for construction,
made by the Department of Education.

The information obtained was presented in a series of tables each
of which was described to indicate the reason for its existence and the
most significant items. Each of the.characteriStics mentioned in the

section "Purpose and Characteristics' have been included in the model,

Findings

In the section entitled '"Purpose of the Study" five questioﬁs
were considered pertinent to' the successful establishment of a program
budgeting system in a 5oard of education. The findings éf the study will
be related to each one in turn.

1; Can Provincial Grants be maximized by using a program budgeting
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system?

Yes! It can be seen from Tables XVI to XVIII that most of the
provincial assistance to education in the form of General Legislative
Grants 1is paid on a per student basis, The emphasis of a program budget
on unit costs and revenues highlights both general grant trends in the
form of basic or incentive grants and specific grant revenues, Table XV
indicates that stimulation grants were not maximized for Ilibrary books,
textbooks for grades 1l and 12, and television receiving sets. It was
pointed out in the discussion of Table XV that 1f the expenditures on
televison sets had been planned over two years, increased grants would
have been due to the board. Based on the assumption that provincial aid
to education does not fluctuate in an erratic manner, the projection of
expenditures and average dally enrolments into the following year in a
manner similar to that shown in Table XV must uhdoubtedly result Iin Grant
maximization and knowledgeable decision making.

2. Is a program budget compatible with the present system of pro-
vincial aid to education?

Yes! Under the present system of grants, both General Legislative
and School Construction, the amounts paid on behalf of Arts and Science
students are identiffed specifically, or at least could be identified by
further analysis., Both Business and Commerce, and Science, Technology
and Trades students are considered vocational, and while in some cases
provincial assistance is calculated together, figures are available by
which the grants can be separated into programs, The(implication is,
that if operating expenditures on students can be identified and cépital

expendiutes on construction can be identified, then the provincial as-
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sistance can be identified.
3. Is the data now assembled for budget purposes appropriate for use
in a program budgeting system?

The Information available in the budget under study was purely
financial, and as such for the development of a program budget was in-
complete, Moreover, in many cases additional information was required
to separate total expenditures into specific program costs, To the ex-
tent that totals were available to which the program budget could cross
balance, the answer is yes.

4, Can information for developing a program budget be obtained at a
reasonable cost where this information 1s not now available?

Yes! As indicated in item 3 above, a considerable amount of in-
formation which is not shown In a traditional budget is required in a
program gudget presentation., The answer '"yes" in this section is qual-
ified by the degree of sophistication of the program budgeting system.
If it were intended to establish a system which would identify grade
costs at the elementary lévgl and subject‘costs at the secondary school
level ana individual special education costs for opportunity classes and
hard-of-hearing class, then, the writer's opinion would change to 'no'',

In some instances, however, program budget development costs may
be kept within acceptable limits by providing detalled program infor-
mation on a cyclical basfs. While it may be too costly In terms of
personnel and equipment to detail the cost of each sub-program every
year a periodic review of selected or all sub-programs would serve the
purposes of management. Similarly, a planned addition to a program

could be budgeted without examining all sub-programs in detail.
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It was mentioned ip Chaptexr III that allocation of actual teacher
time and estimated teacher salary costs to programs would mean thg anal-
ysis of approximately 35,000 teacher periods per cycle. Within thefsré;
grams defined in the model some students may move across program linés;
for example, an Arts and Science student may take a period ér two per
cycle of automotive shops To identify these students and the particular
options they take would be a big task. For the purpose of this model it
was assumed that inter-program studies would offset one another and that
the prime motive fér having, for example, a technical option, is for the
Science, Technology and Trades student, and that the addition of an Arts
and Science student would not necessarily increase costs,

The answer 'yes'" is glven above, provided that the prdgramvbudget
does not require information extensively beyond that which was obtained
by the writer. Some information such as program floor areas was not
available to the writer bﬁt would not be costly to obtain.

5. Would a system of program budgeting require decentralization of
the budget process?

Yeﬁ! The budget do;ument studied included individual secondary
school budgets made up in the traditiohal manner, ILf budgets from
schools were required on the basis sﬁown in either of the examples of
Figure 2, then with the responsibility for program fulfillment which is
delegated to schooIs; the necessary authorities must be decentralized
and delegated as well. Based on a continuous review of budget per-
formance, schools must have the responsibility and authority to make

adjustments as necessary to fulfill goals and objectives.
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Conclusions

The stqdy has made it clear that budget documents would be con-
siderably lengthened in presenting a program budget. Even so, what ap-
pears to be a minimum of analysis has been presénted. Tables XVI,‘ﬁVII,
and XVIII (cost of education and revenues for each program) could be
expanded to show the expenditures for each activity, Several years ex-
perience would show which tables could be expanded (or contracted) to
provide more meaningful information.

The multi-year plan Table XXII, shows that substantial increases
in cost will result if current trends continue. Per student costs are
projected to increase by 23.5 per cent during the period 1968 to 1971
while total cost including growth in enrolment 1s estimated to iIncrease
by 48.6 per cent durlng the same period. Very modest Increases were
estimated for provincial assistance in the model with most of the in-
crease In cost, therefore, coming directly from local taxes,

On September 18, 1968, Premier John Robarts announced publicly
that the Ontario Government planned to cut spending '"to avoid a 'finan-
cial nightmare! and any significant reductions must affect education,
health and welfare".1

He saild that forecasts show provincial revenues will grow only
40 per cent by 1973 while a projection of spending patterns shows spend-
ing will Increase by 74 per cent iIn the same period. Because the pro-
jected provincial deficit cannot be financed through borrowlng and tax
increases, the only solution is by cutting expenditures. He continued

by saying that the expenditure increase did not include any new programs
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and consequently, "any reductions of significant size must come in the
areas of education, welfare, and highways because this is where the great
bulk of our provincilal revenues are spent."2

In the face of rising costs and the rather gloomy forecast of
Provincial aid to education by the Premier, it would appear that boards
of education will need to scrutinize carefully program expenditures to
establish a priority ranking as a basis to allocate available funds to
the most essential areas,

It is concluded that if present indications are correct and ex-
penditures continue to outstrip revenues, a program, planning, and bud-
geting system would be useful as a decislon making tool to boards of
education In Ontario to

l, Assist the administration in determining prioritiesy
2. Assist the administration in utilizing its resources in the most
effective manner.

Undoubtedly, the establishment of priorities will be difficult
due to theAdistorting and obscuring effect of intervening variables;
however, it seems clear that the basis of evaluation and decision making
should be something more than a line-item budgét and subjective judgment,

The introduction of a program budgeting system would be advan-
tageous In that school boards and administrators would be compelled to
perform Important functions which it has too frequently been the ten-
dency to neglect, for example, the formal identification of objectives
and goals and the long-term financial and physical implications of meet-

ing those goals in terms of people and buildings.



FOOTNOTES
CHAPTER IV

1"Financial Nightmare for Ontario if Spending Isn't Cut, says
Robarts'". The London Free Press, September 18, 1968, p, 1l.
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